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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Navin Officer Heritage Consultants (NOHC) has been commissioned by Aurecon to prepare an 

Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment for the proposed M5 Motorway Westbound 

Traffic Upgrade between Moorebank Avenue and the Hume Highway. The proposal involves widening 

the motorway to improve connectivity between the M5 Motorway and the Hume Highway at 

Moorebank. The proposal would also include the upgrade of the M5 Motorway intersection with 

Moorebank Avenue, in Moorebank. The proposal area includes the M5 Motorway, Moorebank Avenue 

and the areas surrounding the road corridor.  

This assessment has been prepared in accordance with stage 2 of the TfNSW Procedure for Aboriginal 

cultural heritage consultation and investigation (Stage 2 PACHCI) and the report provides heritage 

impact advice regarding Aboriginal heritage, built heritage, and historical archaeology within the 

proposal area, and will support a Review of Environmental Factors (REF) being prepared by Transport 

for NSW.  

A site inspection was scheduled from July 4th to provide an opportunity for Gandangara Local Aboriginal 

Land Council (GLALC) to review and discuss the project in relation to 45-5-4280 and 45-5-4281 with 

NOHC archaeologists and Transport for NSW (TFNSW) and Aurecon project officers. Unfortunately, 

the GLALC representative cancelled at short notice and asked that the inspection be rescheduled.  The 

site inspection took place on the rescheduled date of 11th July although once again the GLALC 

representative was unable to attend. As the other parties were already on site it was agreed with the 

GLALC representative the inspection would proceed that day and a summary of the outcomes of the 

site visit would be supplied to the GLALC for their information and input. This summary was supplied 

on the 2nd August and a response was received on the 16th August and is attached as Appendix 4. 

Key findings 

The following heritage items and sites have been identified within, or partly within the proposal area: 

• The former location of Aboriginal site registered as ‘destroyed’ on the Aboriginal Heritage 

Information Management System database, AHIMS #45-5-4280 (formerly known as MA PAD 

1), is partly within the proposal area. The site was destroyed following archaeological salvage 

excavations undertaken in 2017 for a previous project (Biosis Pty Ltd 2020) and the subsequent 

development activity. The status of this site as ‘destroyed’ was visually confirmed in a site 

inspection on 11th July. Therefore, this site no longer comprises a constraint on the proposal, 

and the AHIMS site record has been updated to reflect that the site has been destroyed.  

• The location of a second Aboriginal site AHIMS #45-5-4281overlaps with the project area near 

Powerhouse Road. This location was also inspected in the site visit on the 11th July. The 

inspection concluded that the proposal could be implemented without negative impact on the 

site and recommendations relating to its protection during construction works are included in this 

report. The boundary of the site has been updated to exclude recent historical disturbance 

(unrelated to the current proposal) to the area. 

• Two built items with local significance, listed on Schedule 5 of the Liverpool Local Environmental 

Plan 2008, are within or partly within the project areas. They area: 

o  Kitchener House (formerly Arpafeelie) (Item #58), is partly within the proposal area, 

and  

o Two railway viaducts over Woodbrook Road (Item #12), is within the project area. 

• One built item assessed as having local heritage significance, the "Yulong" playing field entrance 

gates (former), is within the proposal area. It is not identified on a heritage register or schedule. 

• There is low-medium potential for historical archaeological relics within the project area. 

Surviving historical archaeological remains, if present, are likely to relate to former earthworks 

(training or practice trenches) to the west of Moorebank Avenue, associated with the military 

occupation and use of the area in the late 19th and early 20th Century. 
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• Taking into account the disturbance from past land use, and the notification that AHIMS #45-5-

4280 has been legally destroyed, and the protection measures proposed to avoid impact to 

AHIMS #45-5-4281, the potential for Aboriginal objects or historical archaeological relics to be 

present in the remainder of the proposal area is considered to be low.  

Recommendations 

Management recommendations for the proposal area are as follows: 

• Aboriginal heritage 

o The southern extent of site 45-5-4281 should be fenced to avoid impact during 

construction activities and the location of the site noted on the Construction Environmental 

Management Plan (CEMP) for the proposal. 

o Given the disturbance from past land use, the potential for in situ Aboriginal objects and/or 

deposits associated with Aboriginal occupation to be present in the proposal area is 

considered low, and the works can proceed with caution, without an AHIP. 

• Built heritage 

o The proposal will not directly impact any heritage items.  

o Temporary fencing should be installed in front of the "Yulong" playing field entrance gates 

(former) for the duration of the works to protect the physical curtilage of this item and 

prevent accidental impacts from vehicles or mobile plant. 

o The proposal will have a potential indirect impact on Kitchener House (formerly 

'Arpafeelie') and the "Yulong" playing field entrance gates (former) from construction 

vibration. The impact of vibration on these items should be considered on a case-by-case 

basis in accordance with the recommendations in the noise and vibration report and 

monitored during construction. 

o The railway viaduct over Woodbrook Road (Item 12 Liverpool Environmental Plan 2008) 

forms a bridge over a public road. It is within the project area but should not be impacted. 

It should be noted on the CEMP and its significance conveyed during contractor 

inductions. 

• Historical archaeology 

o Two options for approval pathways are proposed for the management of the proposal 

area's historical archaeological resources associated with former earthworks (training or 

practice trenches): 

▪ Option 1: Carry out test excavations under an Excavation Permit Exception 

under s139(4) of the Heritage Act 1977. This would enable historical 

archaeological testing to be undertaken prior to construction. The testing 

would provide some certainty regarding the extent and integrity of potential 

archaeological evidence of the historic army training trenches and verify the 

presence or absence of associated relics. The Excavation Permit Exception 

would allow any remains to be identified and recorded; however, it would not 

allow their removal or destruction. If relics are identified, further investigation 

and a s140 Excavation Permit would be required. The Excavation Permit 

Exception application should be supported by a Work Method Statement 

outlining the proposed methodology for the archaeological work to enable 

assessment and approval by TfNSW. 

▪ Option 2: Apply for an Excavation Permit under s140 of the Heritage Act 1977. 

This would enable historical archaeological testing or monitoring to be 

undertaken prior to or in conjunction with construction. Potential relics and 

archaeological works would be identified and recorded, and any relics could 
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be removed, allowing construction to proceed. The Excavation Permit 

application would need to be supported by an Archaeological Research 

Design outlining the research framework, objectives and archaeological 

methodology. 

o Ground disturbance works in the area associated with the former military training trenches 

should not commence until an Exception Notification or Excavation Permit is 

endorsed/issued by the Heritage Council and returned to the proponent. 

o Given the low potential for relics of local or State significance to be present, no further 

historical archaeological mitigation is warranted for the remainder of the proposal area. 

 

• General 

o A heritage induction should be included in the general site induction prior to 

commencement of works, so that all personnel involved with the project are aware of 

heritage requirements including relevant legislation protecting Aboriginal objects, heritage 

items, and historical archaeological relics, procedures to avoid harming identified sites in 

the vicinity, and penalties for damage. 

o If suspected Aboriginal object(s) are encountered during the proposed works; or features 

or deposits are exposed that are suspected of being 'relics', any further excavation or 

ground disturbance in the area should cease and the find(s) managed in accordance with 

the TfNSW Unexpected Heritage Items Procedure (attached as Appendix 3). 

▪ In the event of the discovery of Aboriginal objects, Heritage NSW should be notified 

in accordance with s89(A) of the NPW Act. 

▪ In the event of the discovery of relics of local or State significance, the Heritage 

Council of New South Wales should be notified in accordance with s146 of the 

Heritage Act 1977, NSW. 

~ o0o ~ 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Proposal overview 

Transport for NSW proposes to upgrade the M5 Motorway westbound between Moorebank Avenue, 

Moorebank and the Hume Highway, Casula. The proposal would ease congestion by improving 

connectivity between the M5 Motorway and the Hume Highway. 

Key features of the proposal include: 

• A new two-lane westbound M5 Motorway exit for Hume Highway traffic, located about 1.5 

kilometres east of the existing Hume Highway exit. This exit ramp would include: 

o A grade separated underpass beneath Moorebank Avenue 

o A two-lane 290-metre-long bridge over the Georges River, Southern Sydney Freight 

Line, and the T2 Inner West & Leppington and T5 Cumberland rail lines 

• Removal of the current M5 Motorway westbound Hume Highway exit 

• Upgrade of the M5 Motorway intersection with Moorebank Avenue to cater for future traffic 

demand 

• Upgrade of the Moorebank Avenue westbound entry ramp maintaining access to the M5 

Motorway and Hume Highway 

• A new shared path on the southern side of the new Hume Highway exit ramp from Moorebank 

Avenue, across the Georges River on the new bridge and connecting to the Hume Highway 

and Lakewood Crescent 

• Installation of new drainage infrastructure including:  

o Kerb and gutters, pits and pipes 

o Installation of a new operational spill basin under the new bridge, east of the Georges 

River 

o Removal of the existing spill basin near Yulong Close, Moorebank 

• Intelligent Transport Systems (ITS) including installation and adjustments to traffic/SCATS 

detection, CCTV, a web camera, an emergency breakdown telephone and stopping bay, 

variable message signs (VMS) and backbone conduit 

• Ancillary work associated with the proposal including: 

o Relocating, adjusting or protecting existing utility services that are in conflict with the 

proposal 

o Installation of new street lighting and various road furniture 

o Delineation including signage, line-marking and other items to facilitate road user 

safety of the new infrastructure 

o Landscaping 

o Property adjustments where necessary. 
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Construction is expected to take about 40 months to complete, assuming no unforeseen disruptions. 

Construction would be staged to minimise disruptions to transport customers and the community. 

There would be six construction areas across the proposal, with construction stages occurring 

concurrently to reduce construction time. 

More information about the use and features of the facility is provided in the Project REF.  The location 

of the proposal is shown in Figure 1-1 and an overview of the proposal is provided in Figure 1-2. 

1.2 Proposal background 

The M5 Motorway currently operates as the key through-traffic arterial connection for southwest 

Sydney. It is used by local and regional motorists, freight carriers and businesses and supports 

economic and residential growth in the Western Sydney region. The section of the M5 Motorway 

between Moorebank Avenue and the Hume Highway (the proposal area) accommodates a variety of 

traffic movements in both directions of the Hume Highway and both directions of Moorebank Avenue, 

in addition to heavy through-traffic activity.  

Congestion is experienced predominately in the afternoon period by motorists travelling westbound 

through Moorebank. Merging and weaving of vehicles entering the M5 Motorway from Moorebank 

Avenue and those exiting onto the Hume Highway results in safety and connectivity issues for 

motorists. It is anticipated that future increases in heavy vehicle traffic from the proposed Moorebank 

Logistics Park (MLP), forecast growth of Liverpool Central Business District (CBD) and regional traffic 

growth would also add to congestion. 

1.3 Purpose of this report 

This Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal (historical) Heritage Impact Assessment has been prepared to 

assess the potential heritage impacts of the proposal. It will support a Review of Environmental Factors 

(REF) being prepared by Transport for NSW under Division 5.1 of the Environmental Planning and 

Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act).  

1.4 Report structure 

The structure of this report is outlined below:  

• Chapter 1 – Introduction 

• Chapter 2 – Statutory Context and Heritage Listings 

• Chapter 3 – Landscape Context 

• Chapter 4 – Aboriginal Heritage Context 

• Chapter 5 – Historical Heritage Context 

• Chapter 6 – Physical Analysis 

• Chapter 7 – Significance Assessment 

• Chapter 8 – Impact Assessment 

• Chapter 9 – Conclusions and Recommendations 

1.5 Objectives and methodology 

This report provides heritage impact advice regarding Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal heritage within 

the proposal area and will inform the concept design for the proposal.  
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This report has been developed in accordance with principles of The Burra Charter: The Australia 

ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance, 2013 (Australia ICOMOS 2013), and the following 

heritage guidelines and procedures: 

• Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water (DECCW). 2010a. ‘Due Diligence Code 

of Practice for the Protection of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales’. 

• NSW Heritage Office. 2001. ‘Assessing Heritage Significance’.  

• Heritage Office, and Department of Urban Affairs and Planning. 2002. ‘Statements of Heritage 

Impact’.  

• Heritage Branch, Department of Planning. 2009. ‘Assessing Significance for Historical 

Archaeological Sites and Relics’.  

• Roads and Maritime Services 2011 ‘Procedure for Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation and 

Investigation (PACHCI)  

It fulfills the requirements of Stage 2 of the 'Roads and Maritime Services procedure for Aboriginal 

cultural heritage consultation and investigation' (PACHCI) (Roads and Maritime Services 2011). A 

visual site inspection was arranged to clarify the status of registered sites 45-5-4280 (destroyed) and 

45-5-4281.  

A literature review was undertaken to determine if known Aboriginal and historical sites were located 

within the proposal area, to facilitate site prediction on the basis of known regional and local site 

patterns, and to place the area within an archaeological and heritage management context. Sources 

of information included heritage registers and schedules, heritage studies and archaeological reports; 

parish maps; subdivision plans; historical photographs and aerial imagery. 

Searches were undertaken of the following statutory and non-statutory heritage lists and registers: 

• Australian Heritage Database (including the World Heritage List; National Heritage List; and 

Commonwealth Heritage List) 

• Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) 

• Aboriginal Heritage Places 

• NSW State Heritage Register (SHR) 

• Relevant state agency Section 170 Heritage and Conservation Registers 

• Liverpool Local Environmental Plan 2008, Schedule 5 Environmental heritage 

• NSW State Heritage Inventory (SHI) 

• Register of the National Estate 

• Register of the National Trust of Australia (NSW)  

The assessment included a site inspection undertaken by Ngaire Richards (Senior Heritage 

Consultant) and Madeleine van Ewyk (Research Assistant) on 30 September 2020. The inspection 

was undertaken as a visual assessment from the public domain and focussed on verifying the location, 

condition and setting of previously registered Aboriginal sites and listed heritage items in the vicinity of 

the proposal area.   

Subsequent to the initial inspection the proposal area was updated to include additional areas required 

for the installation of services. A second inspection with the Gandangara Local Aboriginal Land Council 

(GLALC) was arranged in July 2022 as a part of Stage 2 PACHI assessment. The primary purpose of 
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this inspection was to verify the status of 45-5-4280 and to consider any impacts to the 45-5-4281. This 

inspection and the outcomes are further discussed in section 4.3 and 6.2.  

1.6 Contributors 

This report was prepared by Ngaire Richards (Senior Heritage Consultant, NOHC) and updated by 

Susan McIntyre-Tamwoy. Ricardo Servin prepared the final maps. It was reviewed by Nicola Hayes 

(Associate Director, NOHC). 

1.7 Limitations 

The proposal area was inspected and photographed on 30 September 2020 by Ngaire Richards 

(Senior Heritage Advisor, NOHC) and Madeline van Ewyk (Research Assistant, NOHC). 

The historical overview in Section 5.1 provides sufficient context to develop an understanding of the 

historical development of the proposal area in order to evaluate the significance of heritage items, and 

provide relevant heritage recommendations; however, it is not intended to be an exhaustive history.  

This report draws on previously established significance assessments to inform the assessment of 

Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal heritage that would be affected by the proposal. 
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Figure 1-1 Location of the proposal (figure supplied by Aurecon) 
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Figure 1-2 The proposal (figure supplied by Aurecon) 
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2 STATUTORY CONTEXT AND HERITAGE LISTINGS 

Environmental heritage in New South Wales (including Aboriginal cultural heritage, historic heritage, 

and archaeology) is protected by Commonwealth and State legislation, and associated regulations and 

environmental planning instruments. The following are relevant to the proposal area: 

• Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (Cwlth) 

• National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act) (NSW) 

o National Parks and Wildlife Regulation 2019 (NPW Regulation) 

• Heritage Act 1977 (Heritage Act) (NSW) 

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

o State Environmental Planning Policy (Transport and Infrastructure) 2021 

o Liverpool Local Environmental Plan 2008 (Liverpool LEP) 

2.1 Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (Cwlth) 

The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (the EPBC Act) is the Australian 

Government’s national environmental legislation. It provides a legal framework to protect and manage 

nationally and internationally important flora, fauna, ecological communities, and heritage places – 

defined in the EPBC Act as matters of national environmental significance. To this end, it establishes:  

• the National Heritage List – a list of Indigenous, historic and natural places of outstanding 

significance to the nation, and  

• the Commonwealth Heritage List – a list of Indigenous, historic and natural heritage places 

owned or controlled by the Australian Government.  

The EPBC Act also establishes requirements for environmental approval of activities that will have a 

significant impact on a declared World Heritage property – heritage places of outstanding universal 

value included in the World Heritage List established by UNESCO, and recognised under the 1972 

World Heritage Convention. 

There are no heritage items within or in the vicinity of the proposal area included on the National 

Heritage List, Commonwealth Heritage List or World Heritage List.  

The Register of the National Estate (RNE) was established under the now-repealed Australian Heritage 

Commission Act 1975 (Cwlth). The National Estate was defined under this Act as ‘those places, being 

components of the natural environment of Australia or the cultural environment of Australia, that have 

aesthetic, historical, scientific or social significance or other special value for future generations as well 

as for the present community’. Following the introduction of the EPBC Act, the RNE continued as a 

statutory register for a transition period, to allow places to be transferred to other heritage lists and 

registers at the national, state and territory, and local government levels, if appropriate. All references 

to the RNE were removed from the EPBC Act in 2012. The RNE is currently maintained on a non-

statutory basis as a publicly available archive for education and the promotion of heritage conservation.  

There is one heritage item partly within the proposal area included on the RNE: 

• Kitchener House, 208 Moorebank Avenue, Moorebank, NSW, Australia (Place ID #102578) 

http://www.austlii.edu.au/cgi-bin/viewdb/au/legis/cth/consol_act/epabca1999588/s528.html#impact
http://www.austlii.edu.au/cgi-bin/viewdb/au/legis/cth/consol_act/epabca1999588/s528.html#declared_world_heritage_property
http://www.austlii.edu.au/cgi-bin/viewdoc/au/legis/cth/consol_act/epabca1999588/s528.html#world_heritage_list
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2.2 National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NSW) 

Part 6 of the NPW Act provides protection for Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW, including Aboriginal 

objects and declared Aboriginal places. 

Under the Act, an Aboriginal object is defined as:  

[…] any deposit, object or material evidence (not being a handicraft made for sale) 

relating to the Aboriginal habitation of the area that comprises New South Wales, 

being habitation before or concurrent with (or both) the occupation of that area by 

persons of non-Aboriginal extraction and includes Aboriginal remains. 

An Aboriginal place is any area of land in NSW declared by the Minister for the Environment to be of 

special significance to Aboriginal culture. 

It is an offence under s.86(4) of the NPW Act to harm (destroy, deface, or damage) or desecrate an 

Aboriginal object or place. The definition of harm includes moving an Aboriginal object from the land 

on which it is situated. Where harm cannot be avoided, an Aboriginal heritage impact permit (AHIP) 

issued by Heritage NSW under s.90 of the NPW Act will be required. An AHIP application must be 

accompanied by an ACHAR, which details the results of an archaeological investigation, assesses the 

Aboriginal cultural heritage values associated with the area, and identifies any potential harm the 

proposed activity may cause. Consultation with Aboriginal communities must also be undertaken in 

relation to the AHIP application and adhere to the consultation process set out in Clause 60 of the 

NPW Regulation. 

The Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) kept by Heritage NSW was 

established to collate information on known Aboriginal objects, sites and places. The AHIMS is a 

database which contains information about Aboriginal objects and places in NSW, including site 

records and cultural heritage assessment reports. If an Aboriginal object is found that is not already 

recorded on the AHIMS database, it is a requirement under s.89A of the NPW Act to notify Heritage 

NSW of the object’s location. 

There is one Aboriginal site previously registered on the AHIMS that is partly within the proposal 

area. The Aboriginal heritage context of the proposal area is discussed further in Section 4. 

Due Diligence Assessment Framework 

The Due Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (the 

Code of Practice) (Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water (DECCW) 2010a) helps 

individuals and organisations to exercise due diligence when conducting activities that may harm 

Aboriginal objects, and sets out steps to take in order to identify whether or not Aboriginal objects are, 

or likely to be, present in an area; determine whether or not a proposed activity is likely to harm 

Aboriginal objects (if present); and determine whether an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) 

application is required (DECCW 2010a:2).  

Compliance with the Code of Practice in determining that an activity will not harm Aboriginal objects is 

a defence against prosecution if an Aboriginal object is later unintentionally harmed.  

This assessment has been undertaken to satisfy the requirements of the Code of Practice.  

Procedure for Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation and investigation (Stage 2 PACHCI) 

The PACHCI is the TfNSW response to addressing requirements under the NPW Act and Regulation 

for Aboriginal cultural heritage investigation and engagement with the Aboriginal community. This 

project has been undertaken to satisfy the requirements of a Stage 2 PACHCI. 

2.3 Heritage Act 1977 (NSW) 

The Heritage Act 1977 (Heritage Act) is intended to promote understanding and conservation of the 

state's heritage and provides for identifying and registering items of state heritage significance. It 
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protects items of environmental heritage which are defined as ‘those places, buildings, works, relics, 

moveable objects, and precincts, of State or local heritage significance’.  

Items that have been identified by the Heritage Council of NSW as being of significance to the State 

are listed on the State Heritage Register (SHR). In addition, the Heritage Act also requires government 

instrumentalities (NSW government agencies and State-owned corporations) to establish and maintain 

a register of their heritage assets, known as a Section 170 Heritage and Conservation Register. 

The are no heritage items within or in the vicinity of the proposal area listed on the SHR. 

There is one heritage item located within the proposal area listed on the RailCorp s170 Register: 

• Woodbrook Rd) Viaducts, Woodbrook Road, Casula, NSW 2170. 

There is one heritage item outside the proposal area but within close proximity of the proposal listed 

on the RailCorp s170 Register: 

• Viaducts, Congressional Drive, Casula, NSW 2170. 

The Heritage Act also protects archaeological relics. A 'relic' is defined as: 

any deposit, artefact, object or material evidence that: 

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

being Aboriginal settlement, and 

(b)  is of State or local heritage significance.  

Under Section 139 of the Heritage Act, a person must not disturb or excavate any land that may result 

in a relic being discovered, exposed, moved, damaged or destroyed; unless the works are carried in 

accordance with an excavation permit or approval issued by the Heritage Council of NSW.  

Excavation permits are issued under Sections 140 and 141 of the Act. Approvals for works within the 

curtilage of an item listed on the SHR are issued under Sections 60 and 63 of the Act. If the works are 

minor in nature and will have minimal impact on the heritage significance of a place, works may be 

undertaken under an exception (s139 (4)) from the need for an excavation permit, or a Section 57(2) 

exemption for certain activities carried out on an SHR item which would otherwise require approval 

under the Heritage Act. An updated schedule of exceptions to subsections 139 (1) and (2) of the 

heritage Act 19977 were gazetted on the 18th February 2022). Updated standard exemptions for state 

significance items regarding engaging or carrying out activities /works otherwise prohibited by section 

57(1) of the Heritage Act 1977 were gazetted 17th June 2022. 

2.4 Environmental Planning and Assessment Act (NSW) 

The Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) requires that environmental 

impacts are considered in land-use planning and development approval processes. One of the 

objectives of the Act is to promote the sustainable management of built and cultural heritage (including 

Aboriginal cultural heritage).  

The EP&A Act contains provisions enabling the making of environmental planning instruments. These 

include State environmental planning policies (SEPPs), which deal with matters of State or regional 

environmental planning significance within NSW; and Local Environmental Plans (LEPs), which guide 

planning decisions for local government areas (LGAs). 

2.4.1 State Environmental Planning Policy (Transport and Infrastructure) 2021 

The State Environmental Planning Policy (Transport and Infrastructure) 2021 includes provisions for 

the delivery of certain types of infrastructure and services development, including roads or road 

infrastructure facilities, without development consent.  
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Consultation and impact assessment requirements with respect to local heritage are provided in the 

following section: 

2.11   Consultation with councils—development with impacts on local 

heritage 

(1)  This section applies to development carried out by or on behalf of a public 

authority if the development— 

(a)  is likely to affect the heritage significance of a local heritage item, or of 

a heritage conservation area, that is not also a State heritage item, in a way that is 

more than minor or inconsequential, and 

(b)  is development that this Policy provides may be carried out without 

consent. 

(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 and a scope of works, 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 

(c)  taken into consideration any response to the notice that is received from 

the council within 21 days after the notice is given. 

2.4.2 Liverpool Local Environmental Plan 2008 

Clause 5.10 of the Liverpool LEP provides for the conservation and management of the environmental 

heritage of Liverpool. Development consent is required for demolishing, moving or altering a heritage 

item, or disturbing or excavating an archaeological site while knowing, or having reasonable cause to 

suspect, that the disturbance or excavation will or is likely to result in a relic being discovered, exposed, 

moved, damaged or destroyed. The consent authority must, before granting consent, consider the 

effect of the proposed development on the heritage significance of the heritage item or heritage 

conservation area. 

Items of environmental heritage, which can include buildings, works, places, relics, trees, objects or 

archaeological sites, are listed in Schedule 5 of the Liverpool LEP. 

There are two heritage items with local significance listed on Schedule 5 of the Liverpool LEP within or 

partly within the proposal area (Figure 2-1): 

• Kitchener House (formerly 'Arpafeelie'), Moorebank Avenue, Moorebank, Lot 1001 DP1050177 

(Item #58) 

• Railway viaduct Woodbrook Road Casula (Item #12) 
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2.5 Summary of Heritage Items 

Table 2.1 summarises the listings of heritage items in and near the proposal area (within 100m). Note the railway viaducts are listed on both the RailCorp s170 register 

and Liverpool LEP 2008 but with different heritage curtilages, shown in Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2. 

Table 2.1 Summary of listings for the heritage items in and within the vicinity of the proposal area.  

Item name Address Type of 

Item 

Significance Listing Item 

No. 

Approximate 

distance from 

proposal area 

Kitchener House (formerly 'Arpafeelie') Moorebank Avenue, 

Moorebank (Lot 1001 

DP1050177) 

Built Local Liverpool LEP 

2008 

58 Partly within proposal 

area 

Register of the 

National 

Estate 

102578 

Australian Army Engineers Group, including RAE 

Memorial Chapel, RAE Monument, Major General 

Sir Clive Steele Memorial Gates, Cust Hut 

Moorebank Avenue (Lots 

3001–3005, DP 1125930) 

Complex / 

Group 

Local Liverpool LEP 

2008 

57 60m south 

Dwelling 443 Hume Highway, Casula, 

NSW 2170 (Lot 9, DP 4158) 

Complex / 

Group 

Local Liverpool LEP 

2008 

13A 65m southwest 

Casula (Woodbrook Rd & Congressional Dr) 

Viaducts 

Woodbrook Road & 

Congressional Drive, 

Casula, NSW 2170 

Built Local RailCorp s170 4803256 within & 50-90m north 

(see below) 

Two Railway Viaducts Woodbrook Road, Main 

Southern Railway Line, 

Casula, NSW 2170 

Built Local Liverpool LEP 

2008 

12 Within proposal area 

Two Railway Viaducts Adjacent to 71 and 79A 

Congressional Drive, 

Liverpool, NSW 2170 

Built Local Liverpool LEP 

2008 

44 50-90 m north 
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Figure 2-1 Location of the proposal area in relation to heritage items listed on the Liverpool LEP 2008 
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Figure 2-2 Location of the proposal area in relation to the Casula (Woodbrook Rd & Congressional Dr) Viaducts listed on the RailCorp s170 Register 
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3 LANDSCAPE CONTEXT 

A review of the landscape can assist in predicting the ways in which Aboriginal people have used the 

proposal area in the past. It establishes a context for the distribution of material traces of past Aboriginal 

occupation by identifying natural resources and landscape features that may have been focal points 

for activities and settlement. In addition, identification of site formation and post-depositional processes 

can assist in determining if Aboriginal objects are likely to be preserved below the ground surface, and 

if potential archaeological deposits (PADs) are likely to be relatively intact or disturbed. The 

environmental context of the proposal area is summarised below. 

3.1 Bioregional Context 

Australia’s landscapes have been classified into bioregions as part of a national and regional 

framework for conservation planning and assessment. The classification system is based on physical 

environmental attributes including climate, lithology, geology, landforms and vegetation (Thackway & 

Cresswell 1995). These large, geographically distinct areas of land have been further refined into more 

localised and homogenous geomorphological units known as subregions (Department of Agriculture, 

Water and the Environment, n.d.).  

The proposal area is located on the low-lying Cumberland Plain in the Sydney Basin bioregion, on the 

central east coast of NSW. The Cumberland subregion is characterised by plains and gently undulating 

to low hills on the Triassic Wianamattta group shales and sandstones (NSW National Parks and Wildlife 

Service 2003:193; Chapman and Murphy 1989:1).  

3.2 Geology & Soil Landscapes 

The 1:25,000 Sydney Area Coastal Quaternary Geology Map shows Middle Triassic sandstone, 

siltstone and shales to the west of the Georges River; and Tertiary to Quaternary sedimentary deposits 

of alluvial origin on the floodplain to the east (Troedson 2015) (Table 3.1 and Figure 3-1). Bedrock 

outcrops locally, especially on the west bank (NOHC 2014:23). 

Table 3.1 Stratigraphic units in the proposal area (after Troedson 2015) 

Unit 

Code 

Age Unit Description 

Qap Quaternary 

undifferentiated 

Floodplain Silt, clay, fluvial sand, gravel 

Qhac Holocene Alluvial channel 

(subaqueous) 

Fluvial sand, gravel, silt, clay 

Qhap Holocene Floodplain Silt, fluvial sand, clay 

Qhap Holocene Floodplain Silt, fluvial sand, clay 

TQa Tertiary to Quaternary Alluvium Silt, clay, gravel, fluvial sand 

Twi Middle Triassic Wianamatta Group Sandstone, siltstone and shale; 

common bioturbation 

There are four soil landscapes mapped within the proposal area: Blacktown, Luddenham, Berkshire 

Park, and Richmond (Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) 2020) (Figure 3-2). 

The residual Blacktown soil landscape consists of hard setting mottled texture contrast soils, with red 

and brown podzolic soils grading to yellow podzolic soils on lower slopes and drainage lines. Dominant 

soil materials on lower side-slopes generally consist of up to 30 cm of friable brownish-black loam to 

clay loam topsoil (A1 horizon); overlying 10–30 cm of hard-setting brown clay loam to silty clay loam 
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(A2 horizon); 40-100 cm of strongly pedal mottled-brown light-clay deep subsoil (B horizon), and 

>100 cm of light-grey, plastic, mottled-clay above shale bedrock (B3 or C horizon) (Chapman & Murphy 

1989:32).  

The erosional Luddenham soil landscape consists of shallow (<100 cm) dark podzolic soils or massive 

earthy clays on crests; moderately deep (70–150 cm) red podzolic soils on upper slopes; and 

moderately deep (<150 cm) yellow podzolic soils and prairie soils on lower slopes and drainage lines.  

The fluvial Berkshire Park soil landscape in the west of the proposal area consists of weakly pedal 

orange heavy clays and clayey sands, which area often mottled, and commonly contain ironstone 

nodules. On flats and in small drainage lines, up to 50 cm of apedal sandy clay loam topsoil (A horizon); 

overlies <50 cm sandy clay subsoil with ironstone nodules (B horizon) and up to 90 cm of high chroma 

clay.  

The alluvial Richmond soil landscape occurs on the mainly flat Quaternary terraces of the Georges 

River. The soils are poorly structured orange to red clay loams, clays and sands. Plastic clays occur in 

drainage lines, and deep acid non-calcic brown soils, red earths and red podzolic soils, occur on terrace 

surfaces with earthy sands on terrace edges. 

In many open locations on the Cumberland Plain, ground surface disturbance and erosion has resulted 

in the exposure of deflated archaeological deposits. These open sites typically contain surface scatters 

of stone artefacts, and they are the most frequently recorded type of Aboriginal site on shale geology 

in the Sydney basin (Attenbrow 2010:48–49). To the south of the proposal area, deep sand deposits 

occur along the margin of an alluvial terrace on the eastern side of the Georges River and have the 

potential to preserve stratified archaeological deposits with evidence of early Aboriginal occupation 

dating from the terminal Pleistocene (NOHC 2014:81-83; Extent Heritage 2019:46; Biosis Pty Ltd 

2020:56). 

3.3 Vegetation 

In areas with remnant native vegetation, there is potential for mature trees with evidence of Aboriginal 

cultural modifications (scarring and carving) to be present. In the Sydney region, surviving scarred 

trees are generally older than 65 years of age, and low in number due to cumulative impacts from 

natural growth and decay, bushfires, historical land clearance and forest management practices (Long 

2005:56). Types of modifications can include scars caused by the removal of bark or wood, and 

carvings made for ceremonial purposes (Long 2005:22-29).  

Native vegetation within the proposal area has been extensively cleared; however, at the time of 

European settlement it would have been covered by open-forest and open woodland (dry sclerophyll 

forest); characterised by species such as narrow-leaved apple (Angophera bakeri), Parramatta red 

gum (Eucalyptus parramattaensis subsp. parramattaensis) and hard-leaved scribbly gum (E. 

sclerophylla), with a small stratum of Melaleuca decora sometimes present on damper soils with high 

clay content (OEH 2020; Keith 2009:150-151). 

3.4 Hydrology 

The proposal area is within the Georges River catchment and comprises low undulating bench and 

plateau topography overlooking the Georges River. The north-flowing Georges River is incised as a 

relatively narrow linear gorge with steep sides. Landforms on the east side of the river are significantly 

lower in altitude than on the west, so flooding will occur across this part of proposal area if the river 

discharge reaches an overbank condition along this reach (NOHC 2014:23). 

An unnamed, first order tributary formerly passed through the proposal area, draining to the northeast 

and passing beneath the M5 Motorway near the intersection with Moorebank Avenue (Navin Officer 

2014a:52). A natural lake basin (freshwater lake) was situated in the upper reaches of the tributary, 

approximately 180 m southwest of the intersection in what is now the Moorebank Logistic Park precinct. 

The watercourse and basin would have provided an intermittent source of fresh water to Aboriginal 

people in the past, and although surface water flows have been modified by urban and industrial 

development (and the tributary is no longer shown on topographic maps) the lake basin is still present 

and lies partially within the proposal area (Figure 3-3). 
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Figure 3-1 Quaternary geology underlying the proposal area. 
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Figure 3-2 Soil landscapes within the proposal area. 
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Figure 3-3 Topographic map showing watercourses and water features in the vicinity of the proposal area. 
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4 ABORIGINAL HERITAGE CONTEXT 

4.1 Previous Aboriginal Archaeological Research 

A review of the findings of previous archaeological assessments has been undertaken to place 

Aboriginal occupation of the landscape in a local and regional context. The review of documentary 

sources included a search of the AHIMS database and archaeological reports. The review was used 

to determine if known Aboriginal sites were located within or in the vicinity of the area under 

investigation, to facilitate site prediction on the basis of known regional and local site patterns, and to 

place the area within an archaeological and heritage management context. 

Key archaeological investigations include surveys, testing and salvage excavations for the concept 

application and staged development of the Moorebank Intermodal Terminal precinct (now commonly 

referred to as Moorebank Logistics Park, or MLP) (Archaeological & Heritage Management Solutions 

(AHMS) 2012, 2015; Navin Officer 2014a, 2014b; Artefact Heritage 2016a, 2016b, 2020; Biosis Pty 

Ltd 2020; Extent Heritage 2019). The precinct is located partly within and to the south of the proposal 

area, and includes both the Sydney Intermodal Terminal Alliance (SIMTA) facility and rail link, and the 

Moorebank Intermodal Terminal (MIT) facility, which were initially planned and assessed as separate 

proposals, but are now being developed on a whole of precinct basis. Additional smaller scale 

investigations in the vicinity have been undertaken for linear infrastructure projects including the M5 

Casula Link Corridor (Navin Officer 1993), and Holsworthy Sewerage Scheme Transfer (Mills 1995). 

Archaeological survey and investigation of the M5 Casula Link Corridor 

In 1992, Haglund and Associates undertook an archaeological survey of the M5 Casula link corridor, 

prior to the proposed construction of a motorway between Moorebank Road, Moorebank and 

Campbelltown Road, Prestons linking the existing M5 Motorway with the F5 South Western Freeway. 

Most of the corridor was assessed as having low archaeological potential; however, a subsurface 

testing program was recommended within three areas of land adjacent to Maxwells Creek, Prestons 

approximately 3km southwest of the proposal area (Navin Officer 1993:1) (Figure 4-1). In 1993, 

Saunders excavated a series of test pits in those areas using shovel probes and an augur. No 

Aboriginal objects were identified, and it was concluded that the presence of in situ artefacts was 

unlikely given substantial disturbance from past land use and regular flooding (Navin Officer 1993:13). 

Archaeological survey of the Holsworthy Sewerage Scheme Transfer 

In 1995, Mills investigated the route of a proposed sewerage pipeline and the location of an effluent 

reuse rising main and pumping station at Holsworthy. The pipeline route was located to the to the east 

and south of the proposal area and passed through existing road easements and heavily disturbed 

areas (Figure 4-2). Five isolated artefacts, considered to be of low archaeological significance, were 

found to the east of Heathcote Road. Two areas of archaeological potential were also identified, 

including the proposed thrust bore exit-point on the northern bank of Georges River. Archaeological 

monitoring of the areas of potential was recommended (Mills 1995). 

Archaeological investigations in the Moorebank Logistics Park 

In 2012, AHMS prepared an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment for the SIMTA facility and rail link, 

located c. 350m south of the proposal area. Three Potential Archaeological Deposits (PADs) were 

identified; a largely undisturbed alluvial terrace on the east side of the Georges River (PAD 1), elevated 

flats on the golf course adjacent to Anzac Creek (PAD 2), and a wooded area in the disused rail corridor 

directly south of the SIMTA site where much of the original soil profile remained intact (PAD 3) (AHMS 

2012:10, 87) (Figure 4-3). Two “possible artefacts” were recorded in association with PAD1, and two 

with PAD3 (AHMS 2012:76).  

In 2015, AHMS excavated thirteen 1m2 test pits within the proposed rail link corridor, focussing on the 

investigation of PAD2 and PAD3. Twenty-eight Aboriginal objects were recovered from 7 test pits in 

PAD2 on the edge of the Georges River (approximately 13.24 artefacts per m2). Artefacts were found 

throughout the soil profile, but primarily in spit 3 and spits 8/9 (30 and 85 cm below surface, 

respectively). Given the lack of size sorting and different raw materials between the levels, the 
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distribution of artefacts was interpreted as representing two different periods of past Aboriginal 

occupation (AHMS 2015:33-36). Three Optically Stimulated Luminescence (OSL) samples were 

collected from Test Pit 3. The samples indicate that the upper assemblage was recovered from just 

below an age of 3.4±0.3 ka (GL14063), and the lower assemblage was associated with (or slightly 

below) an age of 18±1 ka (GL14065) (AHMS 2015:45). No artefacts were recovered from the 6 test 

pits in PAD3 on the flats to the north and south of Anzac Creek (AHMS 2015:41).  

Following testing, PAD 2 was renamed MA14. Open area salvage excavations were undertaken by 

Extent Heritage (formerly AHMS) in 2017, in advance of the construction and operation of the SIMTA 

site (Extent Heritage 2019:1, 6). A total area of 81m2 was excavated on the banks of the Georges River 

in the under-construction rail corridor. The assemblage recovered included 683 artefacts 

(approximately 8.44/m2); which primarily consisted of fine silcrete, medium silcrete and indurated 

mudstone/tuff/chert (IMTC). Like the test excavation, the artefact distribution in MA14 was considered 

to indicate Aboriginal occupation of the area over time. Additional OSL dates were run, suggesting 

three phases of site formation (Extent Heritage 2019:1): 

i) Pre-Last Glacial Maximum (>22-60 kilo annum[ka]) sediment deposition, 

approximately 80-100 cm below the surface (and prior to evidence of hunter-

gatherer occupation of the area) 

ii) Post-Last Glacial Maximum through to the early Holocene (approximately 22-14 

ka), encompassing depths of approximately 45-80 cm, and containing the IMTC 

assemblage 

iii) Late Holocene (approximately 8-3 ka), encompassing the upper 45 cm of the 

deposit (in some areas that has been capped with 20 cm fill), and containing the 

silcrete dominated assemblage.  

Navin Officer undertook field surveys of the MIT facility located partly within and immediately 
south of the proposal area in 2010, 2013, and 2014. Twelve Aboriginal sites, including five 

artefact sites (named MA1-MA5), three scarred trees of possible Aboriginal origin (MA6-MA8), 
and two potential archaeological deposits (MAPAD1-MAPAD2) were recorded (Navin Officer 
2014a:iii). Of these, two sites (MAPAD1: AHIMS #45-5-4280 and MAPAD2: AHIMS #45-5-4281) 

are partly within the current proposal area. MPAD1 was identified as a potential 
archaeological deposit on the banks of a natural lake basin, situated in the upper reaches of 

an unnamed first order tributary of the Georges River (Navin Officer 2014a:52). Three zones of 
predicted Aboriginal archaeological potential were also identified; the Georges River riparian 
corridor (100 m either side of the Georges River); minor tributary riparian zones (100 m either 

side of current and former tributary drainage lines); and the elevated slopes and riverside 
margin of a locally elevated Tertiary alluvial terrace edge on the eastern side of the Georges 

River (100 m wide) (Navin Officer 2014a:39-40) ( 

Figure 4-4). 

Aboriginal subsurface testing of 45-5-4280 was undertaken by Navin Officer in 2012, and ten test pits 

were excavated by hand at MAPAD1 (Figure 4-5). The assemblage recovered included 130 stone 

artefacts, predominantly made of silcrete (n=47, 36%), quartz (35), and quartzite (23), with smaller 

quantities of basalt (10), fine grained silicious stone (4), dolerite (2), fine grained indurated stone (2), 

and chert (1). Excavation results from this site indicated a relatively continuous, moderate to high 

density distribution of artefacts with a diverse range of artefact and stone material types (NOHC 

2014:84). The archaeological deposit was assessed to be of moderate to high archaeological 

significance, and salvage excavations were recommended if the site could not be conserved in situ 

(NOHC 2014:117, 132). Following testing, the site was renamed MA9 (Navin Officer 2014a:82).  

In 2017, Biosis Pty Ltd (Biosis) carried out a series of archaeological investigations at the MIT facility, 

including subsurface salvage excavations at MA9 (Figure 4-6). The salvage excavations recovered an 

additional 331 stone artefacts from a total of twenty-five 1m2 excavation units, resulting in an average 

artefact density of 13.24 artefacts/m2 (Biosis 2020:33). The assemblage was dominated by artefacts 

manufactured from silcrete (n=296, 89%), but a range of other raw materials were present in smaller 

quantities, including chert (15), quartz (7), mudstone (5), quartzite (5), and crystal quartz (3) (Biosis 

2020:45). OSL samples were taken bracketing the densest concentration of stone artefacts (recovered 

from Spit 4, at a depth of 30-40 below surface), which returned dates from the late Pleistocene to the 
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mid- to late Holocene; 16.4±1.5 ka (WLL1278) to 2.9±0.3 ka (WLL1277) (Biosis 2020:52). Due to the 

high frequency of tools recorded in the assemblage, MA9 was interpreted as an occupation area (camp 

site) or tool processing area, with a focus on the manufacture of bondi points (Biosis Pty Ltd 2020:54). 

Test excavations at several sites including 45-5-4281 (MA PAD2) were undertaken as part of the 

assessments relating to the (then) proposed Moorebank Intermodal Terminal (NOHC2014c).  The 

testing involved: 

• Forty-five (45) test pits were excavated across MAPAD2 comprising 37 by-hand test pits and 

eight (8) mechanical pits;  

• Detailed geomorphological analysis was undertaken at Pits 28, 29, 30, 31, 36, 41 and 42;  

• Three additional pits were excavated for the purposes of geomorphological investigation 

within a portion of MAPAD2 that had proved to be archaeologically sterile in the upper 120 

cm.  

The report recommended in situ conservation of portions of 45-5-4281 (see Figure 4-7). The bulk of 

the anticipated extent  of the rite remains within  park land.
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Figure 4-1 Route of proposed motorway in relation to known Aboriginal sites and test areas (Navin Officer 1993:3).  

The proposal area is outlined in red, and the ancillary facility is hatched in black. 
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Figure 4-2 Location of Holsworthy Sewerage Scheme Transfer in relation to the proposal area. 
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Figure 4-3 Sydney Intermodal Terminal Alliance (SIMTA) proposal area, showing the location 
of possible artefacts (numbered, in yellow) and PADs (AHMS 2012:88). 
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Figure 4-4 Location of Aboriginal sites and archaeologically sensitive landforms (Navin 
Officer 2014a:58) with current proposal outlined in red. 
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Figure 4-5 Location of test pits at MAPAD1 (Navin Officer 2014a:65). 
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Figure 4-6 Location of salvage pits in relation to MA9 (Biosis 2020:12). 
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Figure 4-7 Location of Test pits excavated at MAPAD2 (45-5-4281). (NOHC2014c) 
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4.2 AHIMS Search Results 

An extensive search of the AHIMS database was undertaken on 3 November 2021 (Client Service ID 

635752). Fifty-two Aboriginal sites have previously been registered within an area centred on the 

proposed project and bounded by the following coordinates Lat, Long from: -33.9641, 150.8832 - Lat, 

Long to: -33.9168, 150.9582 (Table 4.1 and Figure 4-8). Of these, nine sites are recorded as destroyed, 

and two as partially destroyed. A copy of the AHIMS search is provided in Appendix 1. 

Table 4.1 Summary of Aboriginal sites 

Aboriginal site feature Number of sites % of total 

Artefact 34 65.38% 

Artefact; Potential Archaeological Deposit (PAD) 7 13.46% 

Modified Tree (Carved or Scarred) 6 11.54% 

Potential Archaeological Deposit (PAD) 4 7.69% 

Shell 1 1.92% 

Grand Total 52 100.00 

 

The most frequently identified Aboriginal site features in the Moorebank area are artefact sites 

(including isolated finds and open artefact scatters), followed by PADs, and modified trees. Definitions 

of these site features are provided below in Table 4.2. Based on the results of the AHIMS search, shell 

(midden) sites are also known to occur in the wider region, although this feature type has not been 

previously recorded near the proposal area. One shell site has been registered in Warwick Farm on a 

bend of the Georges River, approximately 3.0 km to the northeast.  

Table 4.2 Aboriginal site feature definitions (OEH 2012:8-10). 

Aboriginal site 

feature 

Description 

Artefact Objects such as stone tools, and associated flaked material, spears, manuports, 

grindstones, discarded stone flakes, modified glass or shell demonstrating 

evidence of use of the area by Aboriginal people. 

Modified Tree 

(Carved or 

Scarred) 

Trees which show the marks of modification as a result of cutting of bark from 

the trunk for use in the production of shields, canoes, boomerangs, burial 

shrouds, for medicinal purposes, foot holds etc, or alternately intentional carving 

of the heartwood of the tree to form a permanent marker to indicate ceremonial 

use/significance of a nearby area. These carvings may also act as territorial or 

burial markers. 

Potential 

Archaeological 

Deposit (PAD) 

An area where Aboriginal objects may occur below the ground surface. 
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Aboriginal site 

feature 

Description 

Shell An accumulation or deposit of shellfish from beach, estuarine, lacustrine or 

riverine species resulting from Aboriginal gathering and consumption. Usually 

found in deposits previously referred to as shell middens. Must be found in 

association with other objects like stone tools, fish bones, charcoal, 

fireplaces/hearths, and burials. Will vary greatly in size and components. 

 

One previously registered Aboriginal site is partly within the proposal area; AHIMS #45-5-4280 (MA 

PAD1, MA9). In 2017, Biosis undertook salvage excavations at MA9. Figure 4 6 shows the salvage 

excavation pits plus a proposed boundary for listing the site within a landscape context on the 

Commonwealth heritage List.  That proposal did not proceed, rather impacts to the site were authorised 

by the Minister’s Conditions of Approval for the Concept Proposal and Early Works (Stage 1) of the 

Moorebank Intermodal Terminal project (SSD 5066), under Part 5.1 of the EP&A Act (Biosis 2020:1). 

An Aboriginal site impact recording form was submitted to AHIMS following this work, indicating that 

the site was completely destroyed following authorised impacts. The Aboriginal Heritage Information 

Management System has been updated so that it henceforth records AHIMS site # 45-5-4280 is a 

destroyed Aboriginal site.  A site inspection of the location of this former site was undertaken in the 

course of the current study which confirmed the destruction (see section 6.2) and therefore the site is 

not a constraint to the current project. 

4.3 Aboriginal Consultation 

This assessment commenced as a due diligence assessment, however one extant Aboriginal site and 

one location of a former site, now destroyed, warranted further consideration and consultation with the 

Gandangara Local Aboriginal Land Council (GLALC) consistent with TfNSW’s Procedure for Aboriginal 

cultural heritage consultation and investigation (Stage 2) process.  A site inspection was arranged with 

GLALC site officer Darren Duncan to inspect and confirm the destruction of site 45-5-4280 and the 

relative location of the proposed service trenches in that vicinity, and to consider the location of and 

protection of 45-5-4281 during the project. 

The details of the site inspection are provided in section 6.2. Unfortunately, despite the site inspection 

being rescheduled from the 4th July to the11th July 2022, at the request of the GLALC, the site officer 

was at the last minute again unable to attend. It was agreed between Darren Duncan and TfNSW that 

a short summary documenting the outcome of the inspection would be provided to him for his input.  

That summary was provided with a request for feedback on the 2nd August and again on the 8th August. 

A response was received from Strini Pillai, ecologist and land manager at GLALC on the 16th August 

and is attached at Appendix 4.  The response includes a request for ecological information outside the 

parameters of this report and emphasises the need to carry out an assessment of the subsurface 

archaeological potential within the study area. This current report includes a detailed assessment of 

the potential cultural heritage resource of the project area. 
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Figure 4-8 Location of registered Aboriginal sites in the vicinity of the proposal area 
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Figure 4-9 Location of the recorded site extent of MAPAD1 (MA9) in relation to the proposal area.
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5 HISTORICAL HERITAGE CONTEXT 

5.1 Historical Overview 

This historical overview provides a summary of the main events relevant to the historical development 

of the proposal area, between Moorebank Avenue, Moorebank, and the Hume Highway, Casula, in 

Liverpool Local Government Area, Parishes of Holsworthy and St Luke. It relies largely on research 

contained in readily available heritage reports and studies, primarily the 'Moorebank Intermodal 

Terminal: European Heritage Assessment', prepared by NOHC (2014c). Where information from this 

report has been supplemented by additional sources, these have been cited. In addition to the review 

of these sources, an analysis of historical maps, subdivision plans, and aerial imagery (for 1943 and 

1978) has been undertaken.  

5.2 The Moorebank Estate 

The eastern part of the proposal area was formerly part of the Moorebank Estate, which was 

established by Thomas Moore. Born at Lesbury in Northhamptonshire in 1762, Moore first visited 

Sydney in July 1792 when he was a ship’s carpenter aboard the Britannia. After two more visits, he 

returned in May 1796 intending to settle in the colony. In October 1796, Governor Hunter appointed 

him the colony’s Master Boat Builder in the Port Jackson dockyard. However, Moore was intent from 

the outset on pursuing a range of business opportunities. He traded in goods and, by 1797, owned a 

few sheep. Moore soon diversified into raising cattle and horses.  

In this period, there was a shortage of shipbuilding timber in the colony. Accordingly, in May 1803, 

Governor King appointed Moore to be the official ‘Surveyor of Timber’ throughout the colony for naval 

purposes. Through this new commission, Moore became acquainted with the Georges River as he 

pushed upriver in his quest for suitable timber supplies. 

As early as 1798, grants of land had been made on or near the Georges River in the Holsworthy area, 

particularly along Harris Creek. The recipients of the grants were mainly military or naval officers who 

cleared some of the land and began to grow wheat and maize and to raise sheep, cattle, hogs and 

horses. This early exploitation of the land did not extend to what would become Moore’s extensive 

estate along the eastern bank of the river; this area remained uncleared and unoccupied. The existing 

holdings, however, demonstrated to Moore the agricultural and pastoral potential of land in the area. 

In December 1805, Moore acquired partly by purchase and partly by grant an expanse of 750 acres 

on the eastern bank of the Georges River (now the suburbs of Chipping Norton and Moorebank). This 

was the genesis of his Moorebank estate and was a critical point in a shift towards agriculture and 

grazing as his major business interests. Moore and his wife settled in a substantial new home situated 

in Chipping Norton, which was completed about the end of 1808. In September the following year, 

Lieutenant Governor Paterson granted Moore another 600 acres in the area. By this time, Moore had 

made his mind up to resign as Master Boat Builder. His resignation was accepted at the beginning of 

October and, a month later, he was granted another 1,000 acres which extended his holdings 

southward along the eastern side of the Georges River. 

Moore grew grain and raised sheep, cattle, hogs and horses on his extensive riverside property. In 

November 1810, the new Governor, Lachlan Macquarie, visited Moore and his wife at their Moorebank 

estate during the course of his first inspection of the interior of the colony. Macquarie determined to 

erect a township to be called Liverpool on a site "about a mile higher up the River above Mr. Moore's 

on the Left Bank of it".1 Moore, who had been gazetted a Magistrate for the Georges River district the 

previous May, became a leading figure in the new community. 

 

1 Macquarie, L. 'Journal of a Tour of Governor Macquarie's first Inspection of the Interior of the Colony 

Commencing on Tuesday the 6th. of Novr. 1810.' https://www.mq.edu.au/macquarie-
 

https://www.mq.edu.au/macquarie-archive/lema/1810/1810nov.html
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As Moore accumulated significant wealth from his agricultural, pastoral and other business interests, 

he was able to consolidate his holdings in the Moorebank area. This process was considerably helped 

when, in August 1820, he received another grant amounting to 2,000 acres along the Georges River. 

By this time, his holdings included seven miles of river frontage. He became one of the largest 

landowners in the colony and, in the local area, was known as the ‘King of Liverpool’ (Figure 5-1). 

Moore’s wife died in November 1838 and Moore, who had no heirs, decided to leave all his property 

to the Church of England in New South Wales. Before his death, the Moorebank estate of 

approximately 6,080 acres, together with Moore's allotments in the town of Liverpool, were conveyed 

to the Right Reverend Dr Broughton, to be held in trust "for the maintenance and support of the Bishop 

and Clergymen of the Established Church"2. The land was worth about £20,000. Moore died on 24 

December 1840 and left his house and its grounds to the church for the establishment of a college for 

young Protestant men; this was the origin of Moore Theological College. The college opened in 

premises next to Moore’s former home in 1856, but it was transferred to a site in Newtown near the 

University of Sydney in 1891. 

5.2.1 The Church of England 

With the passing of the Moorebank estate to the Church of England, the church leased out the land to 

a number of tenants engaged in farming and other rural pursuits. By the latter half of the 19th Century, 

some tenants had turned to poultry farming, while others had established orchards and vineyards on 

their holdings.  

In the mid-1880s, the Sydney Diocese decided to sell the estate. It was mapped out into three 

subdivisions, and from 1888 was offered for sale as Moorebank Farms in lots ranging from seven to 

one hundred acres. The proposal area is within the second subdivision. One of the subdivision plans 

(c. 1888) shows an existing house under the name of G. Armstrong to the east of Moorebank Ave in 

Allotment 13, Section 4, within the proposal area under the current alignment of the M5 Motorway 

(Figure 5-2). Those lots with the benefit of a river frontage were quickly sold. In February 1893, an 

auction for the many remaining unsold allotments was held, with sale prices of about £14 an acre. 

In 1889, the Most Reverend Alfred Barry as the Bishop of Sydney, made an agreement with Augustus 

Timewell Fleay, an accountant of Sydney, who undertook to bore for coal on the Moorebank Estate. In 

return, Barry agreed to use his best efforts to obtain permission under the Settled Estates Act to grant 

Fleay a mineral lease. In 1890, an ordinance was passed enabling the Bishop of Sydney and his 

successors to lease the coal shale mineral oil and fire clay and other minerals in and under the 

Moorebank Estate.3 Fleay was a granted a ninety-nine-year lease, but commercial mining of coal in 

the area never proceeded. A parish map of 1899 shows the alignment of a 100ft wide road reserve 

(now the alignment of the M5 Motorway), corresponding with a former original road within the area 

leased to Fleay (Figure 5-3). 

Following the subdivision of the estate, the area retained its rural character, as much of the land was 

uncleared and would remain so for many years to come. The Municipality of Liverpool Valuation Book 

for the triennium 1911 to 1913 shows the ownership and, to some extent, the occupation and usage of 

land on the eve of its takeover by the Commonwealth for military purposes. The Book indicates that 

there were orchards, vineyards, a dairy and at least one poultry farm in the area, as well as houses 

and other structures standing on a number of allotments. 

 

archive/lema/1810/1810nov.html Memoranda & Related Papers. 22 December 1808-14 July 1823. 

Original held in the Mitchell Library, Sydney. ML Ref: A772 29f. [Microfilm Reel CY301 Frame #36]. 

2 1840, The Australian, 29 December, p. 2., viewed 27 Oct 2020, http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-

article36852662  

3 The Moorebank Estate Mineral Leasing Ordinance of 1890 

https://www.mq.edu.au/macquarie-archive/lema/1810/1810nov.html
http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article36852662
http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article36852662
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5.2.2 Military Occupation and Use 

Military use of the Moorebank Estate lands commenced with training manoeuvres in the 1890s and 

tented encampments in the first decade of the 20th Century (Figure 5-5). In 1910, Prime Minister Alfred 

Deakin invited Lord Kitchener to Australia to provide expert advice on the size and organisation of 

forces required to defend the country. During his visit, Kitchener spent two days observing divisional 

military manoeuvres at Liverpool, staying for two nights in a cottage now known as Kitchener House 

(formerly Arpafeelie), which is still standing on the eastern side of Moorebank Avenue. The house is 

thought to have been built between 1895 and 1905. Kitchener made a number of recommendations, 

including setting up a permanent army establishment in the area4. 

In 1913, a large tract of the original Moorebank Estate lands was acquired by the Commonwealth for 

Defence purposes, including the establishment of permanent camps for military training and services 

(Graham Brooks and Associates Pty Ltd (GBA) 2004:11) (Figure 5-6). Some land within the Defence 

area continued to be run as farms, presumably by tenants.  

During World War I, the Liverpool Camp was the main training area in New South Wales for all new 

recruits, including the Light Horse regiments, Engineer and Field Mining Companies (GBA 2004:11). 

The Liverpool Camp was located north of the proposal area and extended for three to four kilometres 

along the eastern bank of the Georges River between Newbridge Road and what is now the M5 

Motorway (Figure 5-7 and Figure 5-8). A number of plans of the Moorebank area dating from c. 1912-

1919 illustrate the types of development present. A c. 1912 plan shows features to the south of the 

proposal area, including a military isolation camp to the west of Moorebank Avenue and rifle range to 

the east, farmland (including areas of old cultivation and vineyards near the Georges River) and cleared 

areas; as well as patches of dense scrub and open forest (Figure 5-9). A c.1915 plan shows the 

Liverpool Camp to the north, and Mobilisation stores, Small Arms Ammunition stores, and rifle range 

to the south (GBA 2004:14) (Figure 5-10). Photographs published in newspapers from 1915-17 show 

soldiers training in practice trenches at Liverpool Camp (Figure 5-11-Figure 5-12). The extensive 

earthworks along the eastern foreshore of the Georges River included trenches, dug-outs, machine-

gun keeps, island traverses etc, and was intended to replicate, on a smaller scale, the trenching work 

on the front at Flanders and in northern France.5,6  

After the war, most of the buildings at the Liverpool Camp were infrequently occupied and lapsed into 

a state of disrepair. Among senior military officers in Australia, there was an acute awareness that the 

nation needed to be well prepared in the event of the outbreak of any future hostilities. However, 

political leaders, eager to save money, were not willing to commit significant funds to the military. 

Throughout the 1920s, the Inspector-General of the Australian Military Forces, Lieutenant-General Sir 

Harry Chauvel, reported on the lack of readiness of the armed forces and pleaded for funds for training, 

buildings, arms and equipment. Facilities in the Liverpool-Moorebank area figured prominently in his 

thinking. In 1920, new Mobilisation Stores were built at Moorebank. The precise location of the stores 

is uncertain, but they were probably constructed on the same site the stores had previously occupied 

to the east of Moorebank Avenue. NSW was the only state in which such stores had been established 

and all requisite equipment, including vehicles, were stored in them. A Central Training Depot to train 

non-commissioned officer Instructors for the Army as well as all new recruits to permanent units, was 

also opened on a temporary basis in the Liverpool-Moorebank area in August 1921 but closed in 

February 1922 because of a lack of funds.  

 

4 Heritage NSW. ‘Kitchener House (Formerly Arpafeelie)’, State Heritage Inventory Database 

#1970124. 

https://apps.environment.nsw.gov.au/dpcheritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=1970124. 

5 1915 'A BAYONET CHARGE FROM THE TRENCHES.', Sydney Mail, 23 June, p. 18., viewed 15 Apr 

2021, http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article166254746  

6 1917 'TRAINING THE AUSTRALIAN IN TRENCH WARFARE.', Sydney Mail, 31 January, p. 5., 

viewed 15 Apr 2021, http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article160387057  

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article166254746
http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article160387057
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In 1923, the first military engineering course was conducted in the Liverpool area, in what was known 

as the 'Hospital Block', situated on the western side of Moorebank Avenue and north of Bapaume 

Road. In 1924-25, the engineers introduced pontoon bridging at their training camps. The proximity of 

the Georges River provided an ideal site for practice and training in bridging of this kind. In 1925-26, 

an Army School of Field Engineering was held in the Liverpool area, apparently for the first time. The 

purpose of the school was to establish a uniform system of instruction and training for field engineering 

units around Australia. After the school finished, Chauvel announced that such schools were 

henceforth to be held annually. 

With a decline in economic circumstances in 1928 and the onset of the Great Depression the following 

year, new and different activities were undertaken at Moorebank. In 1931, the Commonwealth made 

rooms at the military camp available for a Voluntary Trades School where unemployed men and boys 

could receive training in a variety of trades.7 During 1933, some 200 to 300 unemployed men were put 

to work tree-cutting and tree-grubbing. 8 Relief workers were still at work building a road in the area in 

1935.9 

The advent of World War II saw the expansion and intensification of military use of the Moorebank 

area. In response to signs of gathering war in the late 1930s, the Commonwealth began to let tenders 

for various works at the military camp. In 1938, the Department of the Interior let a contract worth 

£1,768 for the erection of two brick stores, followed by further contracts calling for repairs and painting 

to a number of buildings at the camp, and construction of an ammunition depot. In 1939, the Central 

Training Depot was re-opened. An Army school of engineering was also temporarily established on 

the ‘Bank Block’ at the Liverpool Military Camp, and the first course to train civilian engineering 

volunteers for the Australian Imperial Force commenced in December that year. In early 1940, the 

school of engineering moved east to the Anzac Rifle Range. In May that year, the school was 

established on a permanent basis as the ‘Army School of Engineering’, which was changed in 

September to the ‘School of Military Engineering’ (SME). The SME headquarters and anti-aircraft and 

fortress wing were based at Chowder Bay on Sydney Harbour, and the field engineering wing at 

Moorebank. Other military units and facilities in the area included the No. 1 Training School (which 

opened late 1939), and a Mechanisation Centre or Depot (established April 1940).  

Military occupation and use of the site continued throughout the 20th Century. By the early 2000s, 

military installations on the eastern side of the Georges River (to the south of the proposal area) 

included: 

• The SME and Base Administrative Support Centre, 

• The Defence National Storage and Distribution Centre (DNSDC), 

• The former Ammunitions Depot, and 

• Military Reserve (GBA 2004:2) (Figure 5-16). 

 

7 1931 'UNEMPLOYMENT.', The Sydney Morning Herald, 18 July, p.12., viewed 17 Nov 2020, 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article16794109 

8 1933 'PROTEST BY UNEMPLOYED.', The Sydney Morning Herald, 12 July, p.7., viewed 17 Nov 

2020, http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article16990363 

9 1935 'RELIEF WORKERS.', The Sydney Morning Herald, 6 March, p.13., viewed 17 Nov 2020, 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article17143195 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article16794109
http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article16990363
http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article17143195
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5.2.2.1 Yulong Playing Field 

In 1951, the Yulong playing field at 2 Base Ordnance Depot (forerunner of the DNSDC) was opened 

by Lieutenant-General V. C. Secombe at a sports meeting held by Army units.10 Also known as Yulong 

Oval, the playing field was located to the east of Moorebank Avenue and north of Anzac Road. Army 

sports matches, including cricket11, soccer12, and hockey13, were held at the oval; and it was also the 

venue for the games of a number of Liverpool sports associations, including the Southern Districts 

Softball Association (from 196514), and the Liverpool District Police Rugby League Football Club (from 

1989-1990) (Nissen 2000). The playing field closed in the early 2000s, prior to the industrial subdivision 

of Moorebank Business Park. 

5.2.3 The Moorebank Intermodal Terminal 

In 2010, the Australian Government tasked the Department of Finance and Deregulation to conduct a 

Feasibility Study into the potential development of an intermodal terminal on Commonwealth land at 

Moorebank. In 2012 the Government committed to development of the Moorebank Intermodal 

Terminal, and determined that the School of Military Engineering would relocate to new purpose-built 

facilities at the nearby Holsworthy Barracks (Navin Officer 2014:i). 

The Moorebank Intermodal Company (MIC), a Government Business Enterprise, was established in 

2012 to deliver the project, including the construction and operation of an intermodal terminal and 

associated infrastructure, facilities and warehousing. The project also involved development of a rail 

link connecting the site to the Southern Sydney Freight Line, and road entry and exit points from 

Moorebank Avenue. Development consent for the concept plan and Stage 1 (site preparation) work 

was granted in 2016, and development of the MLP commenced in 2017.  

5.3 The Collingwood Estate 

The western part of the proposal area is within 400 acres granted to Ebenezer (Eber or Ebor) Bunker 

(Buncker) by Governor King in 1803, in recognition for his efforts in establishing a British settlement 

on the Derwent River in Van Diemen’s Land. The property was known as Bunker's Farm or Bunker's 

Cottage. Bunker was a seaman, successful merchant and farmer from Plymouth, Massachusetts, who 

has been called the "first Australian whaler"15 and “the father of Australian whaling” (Cumpston 1966). 

He first arrived in Sydney in 1791 as master of the William and Anne, a transport in the Third Fleet. 

During this time, he took part in a short whaling trip off the coast on the Brittannia, when the first whales 

were caught in Australian waters (Cumpston 1966).  

 

10 1951 'School Cadets End 10-Day Camp', The Sydney Morning Herald, 3 December, p.2., viewed 17 

Nov 2020, http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article18242322  

11 1955 'Army Cricket', The Broadcaster, 16 February, p.3., viewed 17 Nov 2020, 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article144075466  

12 1970 'SPORT IN BRIEF', RAAF News, 1 August, p.8., viewed 17 Nov 2020, 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article259476720  

13 1979 'Hockey winners', RAAF News, 1 September, p.12., viewed 17 Nov 2020, 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article259005999  

14 ‘Softballers Get Set for Hot Competition’. 2013. Liverpool City Champion. 17 September 2013. 

https://www.liverpoolchampion.com.au/story/1782256/softballers-get-set-for-hot-competition/  

15 1929 'OUR FIRST WHALER.', The Sydney Morning Herald, 2 March, p.16., viewed 28 Oct 2020, 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article16535394  

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article18242322
http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article144075466
http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article259476720
http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article259005999
https://www.liverpoolchampion.com.au/story/1782256/softballers-get-set-for-hot-competition/
http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article16535394
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In the early years of the 19th Century, Thomas Moore and Eber Bunker's properties on the Georges 

River were timbered, and it appears the landholders shared a common problem. A notice published by 

Moore in The Sydney Gazette and New South Wales Advertiser in 1803 advised that:  

“NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, There being great Quantities of TIMBER cut down 

and destroyed on my and Captain BUNKER's FARM adjoining to it, near Sydney, 

which would have been useful for NAVAL Purposes, It is therefore particularly 

requested, that no Person will cut down, unbark, or otherwise damage any of the 

Trees, Posts, Paling, Shingles, &c. on the said Premises, unless for the above Use, 

else they will prosecuted to the utmost rigour of the Law provided against Offenders  

July 5th, 1803. T. MOORE”16 

A further 500 acres adjoining Bunker's Farm to the west were granted to Bunker by Governor Lachlan 

Macquarie in 1810 (Stewart 2008), and Bunker named the estate Collingwood (Figure 5-4). His home, 

Collingwood House, was constructed in 1810 and is located approximately 500 m north of the proposal 

area, off the Hume Highway. Bunker died at Collingwood on 27 September 1836 (Cumpston 1966).  

In the years following Bunker’s death, newspaper advertisements for the lease17, and later sale18 of 

the Collingwood Estate, note the advantages of the "rich alluvial land, now divided into paddocks, and 

now more or less under cultivation" on the wholly enclosed (fenced) estate, as well as the never-failing 

fresh water supply of the Georges River (Cultural Resources Management on behalf of Biosis 

Research Pty Ltd 2011:25). The area between the Georges River and the Hume Highway in the vicinity 

of the proposal area appears to have kept its farming focus until the early 20th Century.  

5.3.1 The Liverpool Golf Links 

In 1931, Francis A. (Frank) Crowe established the Liverpool Golf Links on 200 acres of the Collingwood 

estate19, including what is now the proposal area. According to one source, "The greens were protected 

from the roaming cattle by wire fences erected around their perimeter"20. Aerial imagery from 1943 

shows an open, grassed landscape with drainage lines and isolated trees on the western side of the 

Georges River (Figure 5-13). Liverpool Golf Club purchased the property in 1951. Various alterations 

and additions were made to Collingwood House, which was used as the clubhouse until 1969, after 

which the land was sold and subdivided for housing (Cultural Resources Management on behalf of 

Biosis Research Pty Ltd 2011:42). The area to the north of the proposal area became part of the City 

of Liverpool. The area to the south of the proposal area was officially assigned the name of Casula 

and became a suburb of Liverpool in 197221 (Figure 5-14). The Liverpool Golf Club relocated to a 

property at Lansvale; however, a reduced course remained in operation between the railway line and 

the Georges River (immediately south of the proposal area) until the early 21st Century (Navin Officer 

 

16 1803 'Classified Advertising', The Sydney Gazette and New South Wales Advertiser, 17 July, p. 1., 

viewed 27 Oct 2020, http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article625676  

17 1844 'Advertising', The Sydney Morning Herald, 1 June, p.3., viewed 27 Oct 2020, 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article12412246  

18 1844 'Advertising', The Sydney Morning Herald, 16 August, p.3., viewed 27 Oct 2020, 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article12415021  

19 Liverpool Golf Club. 2019. ‘About Us’. Liverpool Golf Club. 2019. https://liverpoolgolf.com.au/about-

us/.  

20 2014 ''The History of Liverpool Golf Course", Your Liverpool, Issue 18, p.18., viewed 27 Oct 2020, 

http://yourliverpool.com.au/18autumn2014/files/assets/common/downloads/page0018.pdf  

21 Geographical Names Board. n.d. ‘Casula’. Place Name Search, Geographical Name Register (GNR) 

of NSW, viewed 27 October 2020, https://proposals.gnb.nsw.gov.au/public/geonames/45d2a50f-4621-

481f-a5ca-da91012be4c0.  

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article625676
http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article12412246
http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article12415021
https://liverpoolgolf.com.au/about-us/
https://liverpoolgolf.com.au/about-us/
http://yourliverpool.com.au/18autumn2014/files/assets/common/downloads/page0018.pdf
https://proposals.gnb.nsw.gov.au/public/geonames/45d2a50f-4621-481f-a5ca-da91012be4c0
https://proposals.gnb.nsw.gov.au/public/geonames/45d2a50f-4621-481f-a5ca-da91012be4c0
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2014:112). The former Collingwood estate also has a significant Aboriginal value related to its pre and 

post contact history and is listed on both the State Heritage Register and as an Aboriginal Place. 

5.4 Transport – Roads and Rail 

5.4.1 The Great Southern Road (Hume Highway) 

The route of the Hume Highway between Sydney and Melbourne has changed a number of times over 

the course of its history. It has been variously known as the Great Southern Road, Main Southern 

Road, Argyle Road, Port Phillip Road and Sydney Road (Roads and Maritime Services (RMS) 2018:2).  

The first road leading southwards from Sydney was established in the early 19th Century, the line of 

which was surveyed by James Meehan in 1805 (Jervis 1939:412). The route passed west through 

Parramatta and Prospect, went south via the Old Cowpastures Road to Carnes Hill, then continued to 

Narellan and Nepean Crossing. A later route, via Liverpool and Cross Roads to Carnes Hill, became 

the principal route south (RMS 2019a, 2019b). Early Parish maps show this later route to the south of 

Liverpool, identified as the 'Main Southern Road', passing through the Collingwood Estate on the 

western side of the Georges River (Figure 5-4). 

In 1858, The Main Roads Management Act declared the Great Southern Road from Sydney to Albury 

(via Liverpool, Camden, Berrima, Goulburn, Yass and Gundagai), to be one of the three Main Roads 

of the Colony. In 1928, it was proclaimed a State Highway, and renamed the Hume Highway in honour 

of Hamilton Hume, one of the earliest European explorers of the area between Liverpool and Goulburn 

(RMS 2018:2). 

5.4.2 The M5 Motorway 

Prior to the construction of the M5 Motorway, the Hume Highway functioned as the major road between 

Liverpool and Sydney. The initial section of the M5 Motorway, of which the proposal area is a part, 

opened to traffic in February 1985 (Figure 5-15). It linked the Hume Highway at Casula with Heathcote 

Road at Moorebank; and included a four-lane bridge over the Georges River. A duplicate bridge was 

constructed in the mid-1990s, allowing four lanes of traffic to flow in each direction (Ozroads 2019a; 

2019b).  

5.4.3 The Great Southern Railway 

The first section of the Great Southern Railway (now known as the Main Southern Passenger Rail 

Line) from Parramatta Junction (Granville) to Liverpool opened for traffic in 1856. The railway allowed 

produce from the Liverpool district to be rapidly conveyed to market in Sydney. Previously transported 

along the Georges River by small coasting vessels or overland by teamsters, the time in transit was 

reduced from a couple of days to an hour.22 The single-track line was extended to Campbelltown in 

1858 (Singleton 1968:105), the alignment of which runs through the Collingwood Estate in the western 

part of the proposal area. By the 1880s, the volume of traffic was sufficient to justify duplication of the 

line, and the Granville-Campbelltown duplication was completed in 1891 (Singleton 1968:106-108). 

Between Liverpool and Casula, the line crosses two deep narrow gullies. The original track was carried 

on wrought iron girders (since replaced with steel), and the new track on brick arch viaducts.23, 

 

22 1836 'Liverpool.', The Sydney Monitor, 18 November, p.3. (EVENING), viewed 30 Oct 2020, 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article32152804; 1856 'OPENING OF THE RAILWAY TO LIVERPOOL.', 

Bathurst Free Press and Mining Journal, 6 September, p.2., viewed 30 Oct 2020, 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article62047973 

23 1891 'THE GRANVILLE-CAMPBELLTOWN DUPLICATION.', The Sydney Morning Herald, 4 April, 

p.7., viewed 30 Oct 2020, http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article13819932 ; Heritage NSW. ‘Casula 

(Woodbrook Rd & Congressional Dr) Viaducts’, State Heritage Inventory Database # 4803256. 

https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=4803256. 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article32152804
http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article62047973
http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article13819932
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The Southern Sydney Freight Line was opened by the Australian Rail Track Corporation in 2013, with 

the aim of removing freight traffic from the Main Southern Passenger Rail Line. This involved the 

construction of a third track, dedicated for freight services, running adjacent to the existing Main 

Southern Passenger Rail Line between Sefton Park Junction and Macarthur (Australian Rail Track 

Corporation. 2015:5). Associated infrastructure included new concrete bridges constructed adjacent to 

the existing viaducts.24 

 

24 Ibid. 
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Figure 5-1 Detail from undated map of the Parish of Holsworthy, Sheet 2, showing Moore's 
holdings to the east of the Georges River (Source: NSW Land Registry Services Historical 

Land Records Viewer (LRS HRLV)). 

The approximate location of the proposal area is shown in red.
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Figure 5-2 Detail of Subdivision plan of Moorebank Farms - 2nd subdivision, c.1888 (State Library of NSW (SLNSW), Mitchell Map Collection, Call No 011 - 
Z/SP/M22/11) 



  

M5 Motorway Westbound Traffic Upgrade, Moorebank: Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment  43  
Navin Officer Heritage Consultants Pty Ltd August 2022 

 

Figure 5-3 Detail from 1899 map of the Parish of Holsworthy, Sheet 1, Edition 3 (NSW LRS HRLV)
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Figure 5-4 Detail from undated map of the Parish of St Luke, Sheet 1, showing the 
Collingwood Estate (Source: NSW LRS HLRV) 

The approximate location of the proposal area is shown in red. 

 

Figure 5-5 Battle Firing (on the new Manoeuvre Area) Liverpool25 

 

25 1908 'ON THE TENTED FIELD.', The Daily Telegraph, 21 April, p. 8., viewed 15 Apr 2021, 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article238130992  

Main Southern Road 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article238130992
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Figure 5-6 Land acquired by the Commonwealth for Defence purposes in 191326 

 

Figure 5-7 Liverpool Military Camp, NSW (SLNSW, Call No: At Work and Play – 00602, File 
FL1689542) 

 

26 1913 'NOTIFICATION OF THE ACQUISITION OF LAND BY THE 

COMMONWEALTH.', Commonwealth of Australia Gazette, 7 March, p. 538., viewed 30 Mar 2021, 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article232456935  

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article232456935
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Figure 5-8 Liverpool Military Camp, NSW, 1910-01. View of Camp Tent Lines and Huts Over 
Sheep Paddocks and Georges River (Australian War Memorial, Accession No P00595.012) 

 

Figure 5-9 Plan of Moorebank area c.1912 (Liverpool Regional Museum, reproduced in GBA 
2004:15). 
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Figure 5-10 Detail from Plan of the Liverpool Manoeuvre area, c.1915 (Liverpool Regional 
Museum, reproduced in GBA 2004:16).  
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Figure 5-11 'In the Trenches at Liverpool: Our Soldiers Ready for the Front'27 

 

Figure 5-12 'Rifle Practice in the trenches'28 

 

27 1915 'IN THE TRENCHES AT LIVERPOOL.', The Sydney Morning Herald, 25 May, p. 12., viewed 

15 Apr 2021, http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article15581114  

28 1915 'TRAINING AT LIVERPOOL.', The Daily Telegraph, 17 June, p. 11., viewed 15 Apr 2021, 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article239047023  

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article15581114
http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article239047023
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Figure 5-13 1943 Aerial Imagery (Spatial Information eXchange Maps (SiX), NSW Department of Customer Service, Spatial Services (DCS SS)). 
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Figure 5-14 1978 Aerial Imagery – Sheet 9030 PENRITH, Film 2714, Run R20W, Frame 69, B&W Scale 1:16000 (Spatial Collaboration Portal, DCS SS) 
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Figure 5-15 1984 Aerial Imagery (Spatial Collaboration Portal, DCS SS)
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Figure 5-16 The Moorebank Defence area in 2004 (after GBA 2004:3) 
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5.5 Previous Historical Heritage Studies 

There have been no previous historical heritage investigations completed for the proposal area. The 

following key studies undertaken for sites in the vicinity provide an indication of the nature and extent 

of potential historical resources that may be expected.  

Biosis Pty Ltd. 2011. ‘“Collingwood House” - Test Excavation for Conservation Works’. 

Liverpool City Council.  

An archaeological testing program was undertaken by Biosis at Collingwood House in 2011, under an 

approval to undertake conservation works on the principal buildings. Eight test trenches were 

excavated, six abutting the house (Trenches 1- 3 and Trenches 6-8) and two in the interior (Trenches 

4-5). The trenches abutting the house demonstrated that conservation works undertaken in the 1990s 

had removed soil surrounding the building down to natural clay subsoil, to distance of at least 1.5m 

from the house. The interior trenches found that underfloor deposits for later additions to the c.1810 

rooms were relatively intact, but generally contained minimal artefactual material (Biosis 2011:66-67). 

A small assemblage recovered from Trench 8 at the south-eastern comer of the kitchen contained 

domestic artefacts probably associated with the old kitchen (now demolished). It included early (pre-

1850s) ceramic types including Chinese porcelain and mochaware, as well as some later wares 

including c.1830s-1850s Spode-type transfer printed ceramics (Biosis 2011: iii, 65). 

Navin Officer Heritage Consultants. 2014. ‘Moorebank Intermodal Terminal: European Heritage 

Assessment’. Parsons Brinckerhoff.  

In 2010, Navin Officer was commissioned by Parsons Brinckerhoff, on behalf of the Department of 

Finance and Deregulation, to prepare a European (historical) heritage assessment as part of the 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Moorebank Intermodal Terminal project. The report identified 

a number of built and landscape heritage items, and areas of historical archaeological potential 

associated with the Moorebank Defence precinct (Navin Officer 2014c: iii) (Figure 5-17). 

In the vicinity of the proposal area (50m to the south), the report identified 'MHPAD1'; a site assessed 

as having high archaeological potential associated with the World War I Military Isolation Camp, and a 

group of former World War II buildings including P1 type timber huts and married quarters (Navin 

Officer 2014c:119). Archaeological testing of 5 linear transects was undertaken, which resulted in the 

discovery of structural and depositional remains (building footings, evidence of landscaping, and 

artefacts relating to domestic occupation and military use of the site) (Navin Officer 2014c:119, 174-

176). Navin Officer assessed the historical archaeological site as having State heritage significance. 

Comprehensive archaeological salvage excavations were recommended as MHPAD1 was within the 

proposed concept design construction footprint (Navin Officer 2014c:335). 

In addition, Navin Officer identified the location of 19th Century farms, which are shown on an 1890 

subdivision plan of the Moorebank Farms estate. The location identified as '19C Farm -1' is partly within 

the proposal area. However, it was noted that there was a high degree of disturbance in this area to 

the west of Moorebank Avenue as a result of Defence-related construction and demolition, and the 

subsurface historical archaeological potential was assessed as nil (Navin Officer 2014c:116). 

Biosis Pty Ltd. 2018. ‘Moorebank Intermodal Terminal: Historical Archaeological Report’. 

Tactical Group.  

This report presents the results of historical archaeological salvage excavations undertaken at the MIT 

facility by Biosis in 2017. The works included excavation of one 70m x 50m open area (Open Area 1) 

and of nine trenches (Trenches 1-9) within MHPAD1 (Biosis 2018:61-62). A machine was used to 

remove the topsoil which was mixed with demolition rubble (0-10cm deep). Below this, the gross 

stratigraphy generally consisted of a layer of levelling fill (10-40cm) overlying occupational deposit 

associated with the World War I Military Isolation Camp (40-70cm), and natural yellow clay (Biosis 

2018:61, 68).  

A number of features were identified; including square and circular post holes interpreted as support 

posts for Bell tents in the World War I Military Isolation Camp hospital complex (in Open Area 1), and 

large linear military tents likely used as camp kitchens (Trench 3) (Biosis 2018:70-73, 110), latrines 
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(Open Area 1 and Trench 3) (Biosis 2018:76, 114-117), and rubbish pits (Trench 3) (Biosis 2018:112-

113); and the footings of World War II period 'U' shaped built structures (Trench 2), a linear structure, 

possibly a morgue (Trench 4) and armoured fighting vehicle training (AFVTTC) buildings (Trench 9) 

(Biosis 2018: 108, 134, 140). 

 

Figure 5-17 European heritage items identified within the Moorebank Intermodal Terminal 
project area (Navin Officer 2014c:125). 
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6  PHYSICAL ANALYSIS 

Two site inspections were undertaken for this assessment. The first on 30th September 2020 which 

looked at the heritage features across the majority of the project area. The second was on the 11th July 

2022 to inspect a modification to the proposal area in the vicinity of Powerhouse Road and also to 

provide an opportunity for the GLALC to meet on site and discuss the status and the likelihood of 

impacts to sites 45-5-4280 and 45-5-4281.  

6.1 Site inspection 30th September 2020 

The proposal area was inspected by Ngaire Richards (Senior Heritage Consultant) and Madeleine van 

Ewyk (Research Assistant) on 30 September 2020. The purpose of the inspection was to verify the 

location and condition of registered Aboriginal sites and listed heritage items, identify and record any 

new sites or areas with archaeological potential, and evaluate disturbance from past land use that may 

have an impact on the survival of archaeological deposits. The inspection was undertaken from the 

public domain as a visual assessment only and focussed on known sites and items of heritage 

significance.  

The proposal area includes the east-west oriented M5 Motorway between Moorebank Avenue, 

Moorebank, and the Hume Highway, Casula (Figure 6-1); and the southern part of Moorebank Avenue 

(Figure 6-2). The M5 Motorway crosses the Georges River on a bridge supported by piers (Figure 6-3). 

A shared pedestrian/cycle path is attached to the bridge on the southern side, separated from the flow 

of traffic by a concrete barrier (Figure 6-4).  

In the eastern part of the proposal area, the M5 Motorway is raised on a bridge approach embankment, 

which has built up the natural ground surface in the vicinity of the road. To the east of the Moorebank 

Avenue/M5 Motorway interchange, the road reserve is grassed and has been disturbed by the 

installation of subsurface drainage (Figure 6-5). This area is not considered to retain any natural 

landscape features. To the west of the interchange, the area within the MIT project construction 

footprint has been cleared of structures and partly cleared of vegetation. Patchy regrowth of grass and 

weeds has resulted in the exposure of heavily disturbed areas of natural alluvial sand (Figure 6-6). The 

east bank of the Georges River is densely vegetated, restricting ground surface visibility (Figure 6-7). 

This area is low-lying and is mapped variously as within the shallow Blacktown soil landscape, or 

Quaternary and Holocene floodplain. It has been heavily disturbed by the bridge piers and installation 

of water management infrastructure, including stormwater outlets (Figure 6-8) and a spill basin (Figure 

6-9), affecting the potential for archaeological deposits to be present. 

To the south of the interchange in the vicinity Moorebank Avenue, the area between the M5 Motorway 

and Bapaume Road is generally characterised by industrial development associated with the 

Moorebank Business Park to the east and construction sites within the MIT precinct to the west. The 

street verges are grassed, resulting in low ground surface visibility. The eastern side of Moorebank 

Avenue and has been extensively disturbed by the installation of underground utilities marked with 

upright PVC pipes (Figure 6-10).  

In the western part of the proposal area, noise barriers line both sides of the M5 Motorway, separating 

the road from the surrounding residential suburbs of Liverpool and Casula (Figure 6-11). The ground 

slopes steeply to the east towards the Georges River. To the south of the motorway the route of the 

pedestrian/cycleway attached to the bridge diverges from the road and traverses the slope, surrounded 

by grass and number of native trees (Figure 6-12). Historical aerial photographs suggest this area was 

cleared of vegetation, and as such the trees are likely to post-date the construction of the M5 Motorway 

in the 1980s; being less than 40 years of age they are too young to show evidence of traditional 

Aboriginal cultural scarring. The west bank of the Georges River at the base of the slope has been 

heavily modified by the construction of the railway line, Lakewood Crescent, and the Georges River 

trail, a shared path along the foreshore (Figure 6-13).  

Previously recorded partly within the proposal area (as defined at the date of the site inspection) were 

the former location of Aboriginal site 45-5-4280 (MA PAD 1, MA9), and Kitchener House (formerly 

'Arpafeelie'), a built heritage item. In addition, the entrance gates to the former "Yulong" playing field, 

located on the west side of Moorebank Avenue, was identified during the site inspection as an item 
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with potential heritage significance (Figure 6-26  to Figure 6-28). The physical context of these items 

is summarised below. No additional Aboriginal sites, historical heritage items or areas of Aboriginal 

archaeological potential were identified. 

 

 

Figure 6-1 M5 Motorway, view northwest 

 

Figure 6-2 Moorebank Avenue, view north 
towards Moorebank Avenue/M5 Motorway 
interchange 

 

Figure 6-3 Bridge over Georges River, view 
south 

 

Figure 6-4 Shared pedestrian/cycle path, 
view east 

 

Figure 6-5 Embankment and stormwater 
grate in road reserve, view northwest 
towards the interchange 

 

Figure 6-6 Cleared area in the MIT precinct, 
view northwest towards the motorway 
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Figure 6-7 Vegetation on the east bank of the 
Georges River, view east 

 

Figure 6-8 Stormwater outlet onto the 
Georges River, view southeast 

 

Figure 6-9 Spill basin on the east bank of the 
Georges River, view west 

 

Figure 6-10 PVC pipes marking the location 
of underground utilities to the east of 
Moorebank Avenue, view north 

 

Figure 6-11 Noise barrier along the M5 
Motorway, view west 

 

Figure 6-12 Pedestrian/cycleway, view 
northwest to the M5 Motorway 
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6.2 Site inspection 11th July 2022 

On Monday 11th July a site inspection was undertaken to review the likelihood of Aboriginal objects 

remaining in the subject land. Two locations were inspected one was the location of a destroyed site 

45-5-4280 and the other was the location of a recorded site 45-5-4281. 

Since that draft report was prepared in November 2021 several changes occurred which indicated that 

site visit with the project managers, NOHC archaeologists and the GLALC would be beneficial. The 

assessment was elevated to a Stage 2 PACHCI report. These changes were: 

• the project boundary was slightly amended (Figure 1-1) This meant that the project now 

included 45-5-4281 (Figure 4-4). 

• more information became available regarding the location of the area where trenching is 

required to house relocated services (Figure 1-2). 

The outcome of the inspection was as follows: 

• 45-5-4280 Inspection confirmed that this site has been destroyed as noted on the AHIMS. The 

only vegetated areas that remain show evidence of past disturbance by former road works 

including the installation of a bridge, excavation of a small dam and excavation for roadside 

drainage along the existing road. No further assessment of this area is required. 

• 45-5-4281 Inspection confirmed that this site remained largely intact, although partially flooded 

at the time of inspection.  A small area of this site has been truncated by Council works since 

it was recorded, and the site record will be updated to exclude this area. Apart from this small 

area of disturbance this site should be noted as an intact site and protected from any accidental 

damage during proposed works. 

A brief report summarising the outcome of the site inspection was provided to the LALC on the 2nd 

August 2021 and again on the 9th August 2021 with a request for feedback. 

The change to the proposal boundary in the vicinity of Powerhouse Road also incorporated railway 

viaduct on Woolbrook Road that is listed as a in Item of Local heritage significance on the Liverpool 

Local Environmental Plan 2008 (Item #12). 

6.3 Aboriginal heritage 

6.3.1 45-5-4280 MA PAD 1 (MA9) 

The site 45-5-4280 also referred to variously as MA PAD 1 [MA9] ), now destroyed, was located within 

the MIT precinct, and this area was inspected from the property boundary on Moorebank Avenue. The 

 

Figure 6-13 Rail line, Lakewood Crescent, 
and Georges River trail on the west bank of 
the Georges River, view east 
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eastern part of the site (where archaeological salvage excavations were undertaken in 2017) has been 

cleared of vegetation, and low grass and weeds have regrown across this area (Figure 6-14). 

 

Figure 6-14 AHIMS #45-5-42820 (MA PAD 1 [MA9] (), view September 2020 west from 
Moorebank Avenue. 

 

 

 

 

 

Content removed due to cultural sensitivity or confidentiality 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6-15 The area to be impacted by the installation of services is indicated in green 
hatching and traverses part of the area of the destroyed site 45-5-4280 
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Figure 6-16 The view in July 2022 across the area where salvage excavation took place, and 
which has since been destroyed. 

 

Figure 6-17 View in July 2022 northwest towards vegetated area. People in the image are 
standing on a metal framed, bitumen surface one lane wide bridge straddling a drainage 

channel between two excavated areas (now water-filled). 
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Figure 6-18 Overgrown bitumen road surface.  There is a pronounced drop from grass to 
treelined area into an excavated drainage channel and dam at rear of photo. 

6.3.2 45-5-4281 (MA PAD2) 

This was a subsurface archaeological deposit first identified by NOHC as a potential archaeological 

deposit MAPAD2 in 2011.  An archaeological test excavation carried out in April 2014 confirmed that 

this was a site, and a site card was completed.  

The inspection on 11th July 2022 confirmed that the area remains largely intact, however, since the 

original investigation in 2014 a number of alterations to the area have been made including road 

improvements and the addition of parking bays and associated new kerbing and guttering, new and 

improved cycle and pedestrian pathways and playground infrastructure (see Figure 6-19, Figure 6-20 

and Figure 6-21). Historical aerial photography was checked to confirm the areas of disturbance and 

the boundaries of the site were slightly adjusted to reflect this (see Figure 6-22 ).  

Despite the installation of park infrastructure, the Aboriginal site remains largely intact. The boundaries 

of the site were adjusted to reflect the damage due to existing infrastructure. The proposed services 

will avoid impact to the area and be limited to the road and verge area.  

To ensure that inadvertent damage is avoided during the trenching works for new and relocated 

services associated with the proposal, the northernmost edge of the site will be clearly flagged or 

fenced. An unexpected finds protocol will apply. 
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Figure 6-19 View looking southward along site 45-5-428. The river is to the left and the flooded 
dog walking park area is mid field. 

 

Figure 6-20 Flood damage to the dog walking section of the park within which 45-4281. The 
Georges River is just beyond the tree line. 
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Figure 6-21 View looking southward from the northern edge of 45-5-4281. Services will run 
along the pathway and across the board walk/bridge (adjacent to vehicles in photo) and 

through concrete area with the bench seat continuing behind the photographer along the 
edge of the road easement and /or verge. 

 

Figure 6-22 Revised boundary of site 45-5-4281 after existing disturbance from the installation 
of park features such as roadworks and parking bays. 
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Content removed due to cultural sensitivity or confidentiality 

 

 

Figure 6-23 Close-up of the area where the study area intersects with the current boundary of 
site 45-5-4281 and which should be subject to a fenced exclusion zone during any 

construction and trenching works to avoid impact on the site. 

6.4 Built heritage 

6.4.1 Kitchener House (formerly 'Arpafeelie') 

Kitchener House is located at 208 Moorebank Avenue, Moorebank (Lot 1001 DP1050177). This 

structure is a single storey Federation Bungalow with tiled hipped roof and painted brickwork walls. 

The house is set back from the street frontage in a well maintained, landscaped garden (Figure 6-24).  

The proposal area extends up to 30m into the front (western) part of the lot and encompasses the 

grassed front lawn, paved footpath leading to the front verandah of the house, a number of mature 

exotic trees, and border shrubs planted in garden beds around the perimeter (Figure 6-25). Fencing 

consists of black spear top security panels along the street frontage and northern property boundary, 

and chainmesh security fencing topped with rows of barbed wire along the southern property boundary. 

 

Figure 6-24 Kitchener House, view east from Moorebank Avenue 
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Figure 6-25 Kitchener House Garden, view east from Moorebank Avenue 

6.4.2 "Yulong" playing field entrance gates (former) 

To the south of the M5 Motorway, on the western side of Moorebank Avenue, the former entrance to 

Yulong Oval is marked by the original gateway, which has been retained in situ (Figure 6-26).  

The entrance is wholly within the proposal area, and consists of two double swing main entry gates, 

painted green, linked by a central panel with the name of the playing field, 'YULONG', affixed in iron 

lettering (Figure 6-27). The main gates are flanked by connecting sandstone walls, incorporating low 

garden beds facing the road. Two smaller pedestrian entry gates are located between the walls and 

smaller sandstone piers. A modern security fence around the Moorebank Business Park has been 

erected behind the former entryway, blocking access to the site from Moorebank Avenue.  

A bronze plaque on the central panel commemorates the opening of the playing field in 1951. The 

plaque is engraved: "YULONG" PLAYING FIELD OPENED BY LT. GEN. V.C. SECOMBE C.B.E. 

G.O.C. EASTERN COMMAND 2 DEC 51" (Figure 6-28). Secombe was an Australian army officer who 

served in the Australian Imperial Force during WWI and WWII. He was appointed a Commander of the 

Order of the British Empire and mentioned in despatches for his work in the Middle East during WWII 

(Greville 2002). 



  

M5 Motorway Westbound Traffic Upgrade, Moorebank: Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment  66  
Navin Officer Heritage Consultants Pty Ltd August 2022 

 

Figure 6-26 Former entrance gates of Yulong playing field, view northeast from Moorebank 
Avenue 

 

Figure 6-27 Main entrance gate of former 
Yulong playing field, Moorebank 

 

Figure 6-28 Plaque commemorating the 
opening of Yulong playing field 
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Figure 6-29 Location of the former Aboriginal site 45-5-4280, Kitchener House (formerly 'Arpafeelie'), and "Yulong" playing field entrance gates in relation 
to the proposal area
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6.4.3 Railway viaduct Woodstock Road  

Woodstock road passes under the centre arch of a series of 3 arches in a brick railway viaduct listed 

as heritage Item #12 on the Liverpool Local Environmental Plan 2008. A modern cement railway bridge 

runs parallel to the viaduct obscuring the view of the heritage item. 

 

Figure 6-30 Looking east-south- east along Woodstock Road through viaduct towards 
Powerhouse Road 

 

Figure 6-31 View towards the viaduct looking west-north- west along Woodstock Road with 
the river behind photographer. 



  

M5 Motorway Westbound Traffic Upgrade, Moorebank: Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment  69  
Navin Officer Heritage Consultants Pty Ltd August 2022 

6.5 Historical archaeological potential 

6.5.1 Historical phases of development and land use 

The potential of the proposal area to contain archaeological evidence of previous phases of historical 

development is discussed below. It is based on a review of the historical context of the proposal area, 

information obtained from historical maps, plans and aerial photographs, and general observations 

made during the site inspection carried out on 30 September 2020.  

The assessment identifies the probable extent, nature and integrity of known and potential historical 

archaeological resources related to the following phases of historical occupation: 

• Early European occupation and land use (1804 – early 20th Century) 

• Military occupation and use (1890s – 2015) 

• The Liverpool Golf Links (1931 – 1971) 

• Industrial development and the Moorebank Intermodal Terminal (2016 – present) 

In general, the potential for survival of historical archaeological remains within the proposal area has 

been assessed as nil to low. European occupation of the proposal area in the early 19th Century 

commenced with the establishment of the Moorebank and Collingwood estates; and was characterised 

by agricultural and pastoral activities. These activities continued during the tenure of the Church of 

England (1840-1880s), who leased out the land to a number of tenants engaged in farming and other 

rural pursuits, including poultry farming, orcharding, dairying and cultivating vineyards. Farmhouses 

dating to this period are shown on subdivision plans for the Moorebank Estate dating to c.1888 and 

1890. Some land within the Defence area continued to be run as farms into the early 20th Century, 

presumably by tenants, and farmhouses and associated structures are visible in 1943 aerial imagery 

to the east of Moorebank Avenue. 

Archaeological evidence of the Liverpool Camp dating to the late 19th and early 20th Century may be 

represented by structural and depositional evidence. Historical photographs and a plan of the Liverpool 

Manoeuvre area (c.1915) indicate the military encampment was spread across a large area of farmland 

between Moorebank Avenue and the Georges River, but do not conclusively indicate the southern 

extent of the encampment. Although the precise location of potential remains cannot be determined 

without physical investigations; it is likely to have extended as far south as the proposal area. 

Archaeological evidence of military occupation recovered from historical archaeological excavations in 

the MIT precinct immediately south of the proposal area included archaeological remains from later 

periods including post holes interpreted as support posts for tents, footings of fixed structures, latrines, 

and rubbish pits. Sporadic artefacts were also recovered relating to domestic occupation and military 

use of the site. These remains were investigated and removed as part of the MIT Precinct Early Works 

Stage 1.  

A significant portion of the proposal area is occupied by the existing alignment of the M5 Motorway 

and the Moorebank Avenue/M5 Motorway interchange, initially constructed in the 1980s. The 

construction of the M5 Motorway, including earthworks (for construction of the bridge embankment), 

and associated drainage (stormwater outlets and spill basin) is likely to have disturbed or removed 

much evidence within the proposal area related to the 19th Century farms and the Liverpool Camp to 

the east of the Georges River.   

Aerial imagery from 1943 indicates a small complex of earthworks, possibly training or practice 

trenches, were located to the west of Moorebank Avenue. However, the development of the privately 

owned industrial complex at 1 Baupame Road, Moorebank (ABB site) in the 1970s, and construction 

of the M5 Motorway in the 1980s, is likely to have disturbed evidence of trench construction. In aerial 

imagery from 1978, the trenches are partially covered by a hard stand car parking area that is part of 

the ABB site, and by 1984 are no longer legible due to earthworks and modifications to drainage 

associated with the M5 Motorway. Comparable examples of training trenches, for example, the 

Duntroon instructional trench system (1916-17) (now partly within Jerrabomberra Nature Reserve, 
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ACT) contained a layered sequence of trenches. Those designed for attack and defence were 1.8m 

deep and of varying widths, and communication trenches about 2.1m deep (Butz 2015). 

The portion of the proposal area to the west of the Georges River was occupied by the Liverpool Golf 

Links (1931 to 1971) and, with the exception of the coming of the Great Southern Railway (Main South 

Line) in 1858, remained relatively undisturbed until the establishment of the M5 Motorway in the 1980s. 

Subsequent development, including the construction of Lakewood Crescent and establishment of the 

Georges River trail is likely to have resulted in the truncation of natural landforms and would have 

caused major disturbance to any potential archaeological remains along the foreshore. 

6.5.2 Summary of archaeological potential 

A review of the historical context of the study area (outlined in Section 5) and the results of a site 

inspection, provide the basis for an assessment of historical archaeological potential for the study area. 

A map illustrating the proposal area's historical archaeological potential is provided in Figure 6-32. 

The table below is presented in accordance with the identified phases of historical development, the 

types of historical archaeological deposits, resources or features which may be present, the integrity 

of the remains, and the potential for archaeological remains to survive (Table 6.1). The intactness (or 

surviving condition) of potential archaeological remains has been assessed as follows: 

• High – Potential archaeological remains associated with a particular historical phase or activity 

are likely to survive intact. 

• Medium – Potential archaeological remains associated with a particular historical phase or 

activity may survive but are likely to have been subject to some disturbance. 

• Low – Potential archaeological remains associated with a particular historical phase or activity 

are unlikely to survive. 

Table 6.1 Summary of historical archaeological potential. 

Phase Site feature or 

activity 

Potential archaeological 

remains 

Intactness or likelihood 

of survival 

Early European 

occupation and 

land use (1804 – 

early 20th 

Century) 

Evidence of land 

clearing, 

cultivation, and 

grazing on the 

Moorebank and 

Collingwood 

Estates 

Tree stumps, plant roots; plough 

marks or furrows; remains of 

subdividing fence lines such as 

postholes 

Low: These activities are 

unlikely to have left 

substantial or significant 

features or deposits. 

Early European 

occupation and 

land use (1804 – 

early 20th 

Century) 

Evidence of 

tenant farms 

Subsurface structural remains 

associated with former farmhouses 

and outbuildings (post holes, 

footings); underground services 

including pipes, wells, cesspits; 

rubbish pits; artefact scatters 

Low: Subsequent land use 

(military occupation, MIT 

Precinct Early Works Stage 1, 

construction of M5 Motorway) 

is likely to have resulted in 

significant disturbance or 

removal of remains. 
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Phase Site feature or 

activity 

Potential archaeological 

remains 

Intactness or likelihood 

of survival 

Early European 

occupation and 

land use (1804 – 

early 20th 

Century) 

Military 

occupation and 

use (1890s – 

2015) 

Industrial 

development and 

the Moorebank 

Intermodal 

Terminal (2016 – 

present) 

Kitchener House 

yard 

Evidence of landscaping (garden 

beds, paths); plantings; services; 

isolated domestic artefacts 

Medium: Subsequent land 

use (ongoing landscaping) is 

likely to have resulted in some 

disturbance or removal of 

remains. 

Military 

occupation and 

use (1890s – 

2015) 

Liverpool Camp Remains associated with 

temporary and fixed structures 

(tent support post holes, hut 

footings); latrines; rubbish pits and 

dumps; sporadic artefacts 

associated with troops attending 

training camps (personal items; 

tools); weaponry and ammunition 

(rifle cartridges, bullet casings)  

Low: Subsequent land use 

(construction of M5 Motorway, 

water management 

infrastructure) is likely to have 

resulted in significant 

disturbance or removal of 

remains.  

  Remains associated with training 

or practice trenches, isolated 

artefacts 

Low-Medium: Subsequent 

land use (construction of M5 

Motorway, development of 

industrial complex) is likely to 

have resulted in some 

disturbance or removal of 

remains. Intactness of trench 

system and any associated 

artefacts likely to increase at 

depth 

The Liverpool 

Golf Links (1931 

– 1971) 

Evidence 

associated with 

landscaping, 

fencing of greens 

Cut and fill associated with 
landscape modification and 
drainage; structural remains of 
fencing (postholes or remnant 
timber posts) 

Low: Subsequent land use 

(construction of M5 Motorway) 

is likely to have resulted in 

significant disturbance or 

removal of remains. 
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Figure 6-32 An overlay showing features recorded on early historical plans and aerial imagery, and areas of historical archaeological potential. 
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7 SIGNIFICANCE ASSESSMENT  

The Burra Charter: The Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance defines cultural 

significance as ‘aesthetic, historic, scientific, social or spiritual value for past, present or future 

generations’ (Australia ICOMOS 2013). Assessing the cultural significance of a place involves 

identifying the range of values that are present and assessing them against relevant criteria, in order 

to define why a place is important and inform future planning and management.  

The NSW Heritage Office publication ‘Assessing Heritage Significance’ (2001) provides the procedural 

basis for assessment of heritage significance of an item or place. This is achieved by evaluating the 

place or item’s significance in reference to specific criteria that can be applied at a national, state or 

local level. The criteria are: 

Criterion (a) An item is important in the course, or pattern, of NSW’s cultural or natural 

history (or the cultural or natural history of the local area);  

Criterion (b) An item has strong or special association with the life or works of a person, or 

group of persons, of importance in NSW’s cultural or natural history (or the cultural or natural 

history of the local area);  

Criterion (c) An item is important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics and/or a high 

degree of creative or technical achievement in NSW (or the local area);  

Criterion (d) An item has strong or special association with a particular community or cultural 

group in NSW (or the local area) for social, cultural or spiritual reasons;  

Criterion (e) An item has potential to yield information that will contribute to an 

understanding of NSW’s cultural or natural history (or the cultural or natural history of the 

local area);  

Criterion (f) An item possesses uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of NSW’s cultural 

or natural history (or the cultural or natural history of the local area);  

Criterion (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.)  

7.1 Kitchener House (formerly Arpafeelie) 

Primary address: 208 Moorebank Avenue, Moorebank, NSW 2170 

Property description: Lot 1001 DP 1050177 

Type of item: Built 

Heritage listing: Liverpool Local Environmental Plan 2008 (Item #58) 
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Figure 7-1 Location of Kitchener House in relation to the proposal 

 

The statement of significance from the State Heritage Inventory listing sheet for the place is as follows: 

Kitchener House demonstrates the military history of the Liverpool area and the links 

between Australia and Britain at the turn of the 20th century. It is associated Field Marshal 

Lord Kitchener and has been the residence of various senior officers and their families for 

over ninety years. The site as an example of a Federation style residence indicates a level 

of technical achievement and creativity in its design and construction. It is a fine 

representative example of a Federation style building set in its own gardens, it is aesthetically 

pleasing. Kitchener House is now one of the best-preserved Federation Bungalows in the 

Liverpool area. There is the potential to gain more information on the site from further 

architectural, archaeological and documentary research. 

7.2 "Yulong" playing field entrance gates (former) 

Primary address: Moorebank Avenue, Moorebank  

Property description: Lot 21 DP1075884 

Type of item: Built 

Heritage listing: Local significance/Not currently listed  
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Figure 7-2 Location of the Yulong playing field entrance gates in relation to the proposal 

 

As the significance of the "Yulong" playing field entrance gates has not previously been addressed, an 

assessment of heritage significance has been made with reference to the criteria outlined above.  

Criterion Assessment Against Criterion Level of Significance 

(a) 

The gates mark the entrance of the former Yulong playing 

field at 2 Base Ordnance Depot, Moorebank, the forerunner 

of the Defence National Storage and Distribution Centre. 

The gates survive as a record of the 20th Century 

development of the depot and provide evidence of the layout 

of the DNSDC in the Moorebank Defence area in the second 

half of the 20th Century. The DNSDC is historically 

significant as a military storage site in operation since 1915 

and was associated with Australian military forces prior to 

and during WWI and WWII. 

The site is considered 

to be of local heritage 

significance under this 

criterion. 

(b) 

The gates have an incidental association with Lieutenant 

General Victor Clarence Secombe, CB, CBE, who opened 

the playing field in 1951.  

The site is not 

considered to be of 

State or local heritage 

significance under this 

criterion. 

(c) 

The gates continue to provide an attractive local landmark 

with aesthetic and streetscape value on Moorebank Road.  

The site is considered 

to be of local heritage 

significance under this 

criterion. 
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Criterion Assessment Against Criterion Level of Significance 

(d) The Yulong playing field was a venue for sports meetings 

held by Army units and games of Liverpool sports 

associations and was important for amenity reasons.  

Consultation with the local community may identify strong or 

special social or cultural values associated with site. 

Significance under this 

criterion is unclear, 

potential local 

significance. 

(e) There is little potential for further research to yield significant 

information that will contribute to an understanding of the 

history of the local area or of NSW. 

The site is not 

considered to be of 

State or local heritage 

significance under this 

criterion. 

(f) The site does not have any aspects to its development that 

are of significance under this criterion.  

The site is not 

considered to be of 

State or local heritage 

significance under this 

criterion. 

(g) The gates do not have any characteristics that are of 

significance under this criterion.  

The site is not 

considered to be of 

State or local heritage 

significance under this 

criterion. 

 

The summary statement of significance for the "Yulong" playing field entrance gates (former) is as 

follows: 

The gates mark the entrance of the former Yulong playing field at 2 Base Ordnance Depot, 

Moorebank, the forerunner of the Defence National Storage and Distribution Centre. The gates 

survive as a record of the historical development of the depot and provide evidence of its layout 

in the second half of the 20th Century. The DNSDC is historically significant as a military storage 

site in operation since 1915 and was associated with Australian military forces prior to and during 

WWI and WWII. The gates continue to provide an attractive local landmark associated with this 

past use which have aesthetic and streetscape value on Moorebank Road.  

7.3 Historical archaeology 

Historical archaeological significance refers to the heritage significance of known and potential 

archaeological resources. The aim of an archaeological significance assessment is to identify whether 

these resources are of cultural value and meet the definition of a ‘relic’ under the Heritage Act (that is, 

if they are of State or local heritage significance). A statement of archaeological significance 

summarising the heritage values of an archaeological site can then be used as the basis for 

determining appropriate management options (Heritage Branch, Department of Planning 2009:2). 

The document Assessing Significance for Historical Archaeological Sites and ‘Relics’ (Heritage 

Branch, Department of Planning NSW 2009) clarifies how the evaluation criteria above relate to 

historical archaeological sites and provides a series of questions for each criterion that assist the 

assessment of relics. By using this guideline archaeological sites or ‘relics’ can be assessed and 

compared with other sites.   

Archaeological Research Potential (current NSW Heritage Criterion E) 

Potential archaeological remains associated with the early agricultural and pastoral use of the 

Moorebank and Collingwood Estates, of which the proposal area is a small part, are likely to be of an 

ephemeral nature. This type of evidence, if it exists, has limited research potential and is unlikely to 

provide any substantive addition to our knowledge regarding the historical development of the area. 
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Potential archaeological remains associated with the 19th Century farms have some ability to yield 

information about the establishment and occupation of tenant farms in the Liverpool district and 

changing use of the area for small scale farming in the 19th to early 20th Centuries. However, such 

evidence is likely to be limited in extent and fragmentary in nature, if it survives at all. This type of 

evidence would meet this criterion on a local level. 

Potential archaeological remains relating to the Liverpool Camp would contribute to our understanding 

of pre-WWI military camps, and the facilities and equipment provided to reserve forces (citizen militia) 

for defence training in the late 19th and early 20th Century. It would complement the archaeological 

evidence from the WWI-period military training field camp in the Moorebank Intermodal Terminal 

precinct. Military use of the area is demonstrated by a complex of earthworks (possibly WWI-period 

training or practice trenches) to the west of Moorebank Avenue. Archaeological evidence associated 

with the practice trenches, would have the potential to provide further information regarding their design 

and construction, and would be rare if surviving, but is likely to be confined to infilled trenches at depth. 

There is also limited potential for isolated artefacts (relics) that have been lost or discarded during use. 

This type of evidence, if intact and legible, would meet this criterion on a local, and potentially state, 

level.  

Potential archaeological remains associated with Kitchener House would have some ability to yield 

information about the layout and use of the front garden and yard. However, the ability of this type of 

evidence to significantly contribute to an understanding of the history and residential occupation of the 

site is limited. 

Potential archaeological remains relating to the Liverpool Golf Links would be limited and relics are 

unlikely. This type of evidence, if it exists, has limited research potential and is unlikely to provide any 

substantive addition to our knowledge regarding the historical development of the area. 

Associations with individuals, events or groups of historical importance (NSW Heritage Criteria 

A, B & D) 

Prominent figures such as landowners Thomas Moore and Ebenezer Bunker have peripheral 

associations with the proposal area; however, the primary link to these individuals is through their 

ownership of the Moorebank and Collingwood Estates. No evidence has been identified linking them 

to past activities that have potential to leave remains in the archaeological record within the proposal 

area. 

Kitchener House (formerly 'Arpafeelie') is associated with Field Marshal Lord Kitchener, who visited 

the property for 2 days in 1910 while observing divisional military manoeuvres at Liverpool. Given the 

brief nature of the visit, the archaeological record is unlikely to provide material evidence regarding the 

visitor information that is unavailable from other sources. 

Therefore, potential archaeological remains within the proposal area do not meet these criteria. 

Aesthetic or technical significance (NSW Heritage Criterion C) 

It is unlikely that any surviving subsurface structural remains within the proposal area relating would 

demonstrate a significant engineering style or technical features. Should archaeological remains 

relating to the Liverpool Camp be present, they may provide limited evidence of the camp layout, of 

which the proposal area formed a small part.  

Therefore, potential archaeological remains within the proposal area do not meet this criterion. 

Ability to demonstrate the past through archaeological remains (NSW Heritage Criteria A, C, F 

& G) 

These criteria primarily depend on the nature and level of preservation of the archaeological remains 

within the proposal area. While well preserved and legible remains associated with 19th and early 20th 

Century tenant farms and the Liverpool Camp would have the ability to demonstrate certain aspects of 

the proposal area’s development; the potential of the majority of the proposal area to contain 

archaeological evidence of historical occupation is assessed to be nil to low because of the high level 

of disturbance from past land use.  
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The yard of Kitchener House has some potential to contain partially intact archaeological remains, 

primarily remnant 20th Century landscape features in the form of former garden beds, paths, and 

plantings. While these features have some ability to yield information about the layout of the garden 

and yard, their ability to demonstrate the past is limited, with little research potential or ability to provide 

any substantive additions to our knowledge regarding the occupation of the house that other sources 

are already able to supply.  

Therefore, potential archaeological remains within the proposal area do not meet these criteria. 

7.3.1 Summary statement of archaeological significance 

There is low potential for the survival of archaeological remains within most of the proposal area, from 

historical phases of development relating to Moorebank and Collingwood Estates, 19th Century tenant 

farms, Liverpool Camp and Liverpool Golf Links. If intact and legible, potential archaeological remains 

associated with the 19th Century farms would be of local significance. Potential archaeological remains 

associated with the Liverpool Camp and military occupation of the area includes evidence of trenches 

and campsites ‘works’ and associated ‘relics’ and would be of local, and potentially State, significance 

should they exist.  

Potential archaeological remains associated with the yard of Kitchener House are likely to consist of 

remnant landscape features. While these features would have some ability to yield information about 

the layout of the garden and yard over the 20th Century, they possess limited technical, aesthetic and 

social significance. The potential remains are unlikely to be able to provide information that other 

sources and sites are already able to supply. As such, these remains are unlikely to be of local or State 

significance and considered ‘relics’ under the Heritage Act. 
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8 IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

8.1 Proposed development 

An overview of the proposal is presented in Section 1.1. This impact assessment is based upon 

concept design plans dated 02 August 2022 and construction methodology provided by Aurecon.  

The proposal includes:  

• The M5 Motorway Westbound Traffic Upgrade which provides a new two-lane bridge over 

Georges River and rail line, connecting the M5 Motorway and Moorebank Avenue to the Hume 

Highway. It will also include a new underpass at Moorebank Avenue which will connect M5 

Motorway westbound traffic to the Hume Highway, enabling the closure of the M5 westbound 

Hume Highway exit. 

• The M5/Moorebank Avenue intersection upgrade which will widen three of the four interchange 

ramps.  

A temporary barge would be located in the Georges River for about nine months during the construction 

of the bridge. The construction sequence for the temporary barge is as follows: 

1. Temporary short closure of Powerhouse Road to install sheet piles on the Pier 5 river bank to 

maintain stability of Powerhouse Road. Temporary ground anchors will be required back under 

Powerhouse Road. 

2. Mobilise barge and set up appropriate environmental controls within waterway. To walk a crane 

or pile rig onto the barges a minor ‘wharf’ type structure will be required adjacent to pier 4. This 

will be some sort of sheet piled structure out far enough in the water to dock the barge tight 

against the wall and secured before walking the rig onto the barge. This would typically need 

minimum 1.5m water depth at dock wall. If rock is shallow then may also need tie back anchor 

to secure the wall, as the load when walking a rig on is large. ‘Spuds’ or ‘anchors’ will be 

required to secure the barge in position and the environmental study needs to take this into 

account 

3. Place sheet piling in front of Pier 5 to maintain the integrity of the river bank 

4. Install piles from barge (permanent steel casing, reinforcement and concrete).  

5. Construct pier feeding all materials from barge in river to maintain Powerhouse Road open for 

the local community.  

6. Place scour protection around pile to pier interface 

 

Figure 8-1 Barge over Georges River 
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8.2 Evaluation of impacts 

8.2.1 Aboriginal heritage 

This assessment investigated the potential for Aboriginal objects to occur within the proposal area. 

Based on the environmental context and the results of previous archaeological assessments, it is 

considered that evidence of past Aboriginal occupation would most likely be in the form of artefact sites 

(including isolated finds and open artefact scatters) or potential archaeological deposits.  

Two Aboriginal sites have been previously registered on the AHIMS. Since that time site 45-5-4280 

has been salvaged and destroyed and therefore is no longer a constraint to the project. The condition 

of this site has been visually confirmed (see section 6.2). Since it was recorded in 2014, site 45-5-4281 

has incurred some impacts from development of a playground, dog park area, park infrastructure 

including shared pathways and installation of parking bays. Inspection on the area on the 11th July 

confirmed that the bulk of the area remains intact.  The boundary of the site has been adjusted to 

reflect the historic disturbance and discussions on site with the TfNSW and Aurecon project managers 

indicated that the proposal could be implemented so as to avoid impact to the site.  Temporary fencing 

around the southern perimeter of the project site during construction will be erected to avoid accidental 

damage and protection will be supported through site inductions. 

The remainder of the proposal area is within close proximity to the Georges River and includes part of 

the Georges River riparian corridor; a landform which has previously been identified as a zone of 

Aboriginal archaeological potential. The area is generally characterised by flat and lower slope 

landform units with soils that have been heavily disturbed by historical vegetation clearance, 

construction of the M5 Motorway, earthworks (for construction of the bridge embankments), and 

associated water management infrastructure. No Aboriginal objects were identified during the site 

inspection, and due to the disturbance from past land use, and the notification that AHIMS #45-5-4280 

has been legally destroyed, the area is unlikely to retain potential for intact subsurface Aboriginal 

deposits to be present. As a result, the Aboriginal archaeological potential of the proposal area is 

considered to be low, however the GLALC response notes that even in the case of destroyed sites 

artefacts may occur in disturbed contexts (see Appendix 4). The potential for this is mitigated by the 

amount of soil that has already been removed from this area during the previous activity. 

8.2.2 Built heritage 

The proposal will not directly impact any heritage items. The proposed works are located adjacent to 

Kitchener House (item #58) and the former "Yulong" playing field entrance gates. Kitchener House is 

located approximately 30m from the construction footprint, and the “Yulong” playing field entrance 

gates are located approximately 2.5m from the construction footprint. 

The identified heritage curtilage of Kitchener House and physical curtilage of the entrance gates will 

not be impacted by the proposal. No change of use is proposed in the vicinity of these items. Views to 

and from these items from the road will not be affected.  

The noise and vibration assessment considered potential vibration impacts of the proposal on 

structures, including heritage items. It determined that Kitchener House (formerly ‘Arpafeelie’) and the 

“Yulong” playing field entrance gates are located within the minimum recommended working distances 

for vibration intensive work to minimise potential cosmetic damage and adverse impacts to human 

response (Figure 8-2) (SLR 2021:22). Actions to monitor and mitigate risks are provided in  Table 9.1. 

The railway viaducts on Woodbrook Road, Casula (item #12), will not be directly impacted by the 

proposal, they are separated from the M5 Motorway by the rail corridor and suburban development in 

Casula. They fall within the project area in the vicinity of the services that are proposed to be installed 

along Powerhouse Road but will not be directly impacted by this. While they span a public road, it is 

likely that during the installation of services, vehicles will be accessing the site via Woodbrook Road. 

The location of the viaducts and their historical value should be noted on the CEMP for the project and 

contractors advised to take care to avoid accidental impacts arising from vehicle movements. 
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Figure 8-2 Construction vibration assessment (SLR 2021:52) 

8.2.3 Heritage items in the vicinity 

No potential impacts are anticipated to heritage items in the vicinity.  

The Australian Army Engineers Group (item #57) is located in Moorebank to the south of Bapaume 

Road, approximately 60m south of the proposal area. The dwelling at 443 Hume Highway, Casula 

(#13A), is located approximately 65m southwest of the proposal area and is separated from the M5 

Motorway by the Hume Highway.  

The railway viaducts adjacent to 71 and 79A Congressional Drive, Liverpool (item #14), are located 

approximately 90 m and 170 m north of the proposal area, respectively, and are also separated from 

the M5 Motorway by the rail corridor and suburban development in Liverpool. 

The proposal is in proximity to the Australian Army Engineers Group, but at a distance that will not 

impact this item’s setting. Similarly, the dwelling at 443 Hume Highway, and the Woodbrook Road and 

Congressional Drive railway viaducts are separated physically and visually from the proposal area and 

will not be impacted by the works. Structures associated with these items are outside the minimum 

working distances identified for cosmetic damage and human response from vibration intensive 

equipment (SLR 2021:22). 

8.2.4 Historical archaeology 

The proposed works are located partly within an area identified as having low-medium historical 

archaeological potential, associated with former earthworks (training or practice trenches) relating to 

the WWI military occupation and use of the proposal area. The depth of disturbance and extent of 

introduced fill in this area is currently unknown, as is the depth of the training or practice trenches, if 

surviving, relative to the current ground surface. There is low-medium potential that archaeological 

relics may occur within and around these trenches should they remain intact. 

Proposed works in the vicinity of the site include the construction of a new cycle lane, shared pathway 

along the M5 Motorway and pathway embankment, and two new westbound traffic lanes for M5 

Motorway traffic travelling under Moorebank Avenue (Figure 9-1- Figure 9-2). If these works require 

earthworks (cut and fill) below the disturbance, they may result in partial impact to historical 

archaeological features. 
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9 MANAGEMENT AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following management and mitigation measures are proposed to manage potential heritage 

impacts (Table 9.1). 

Table 9.1 Proposed mitigation measures 

Potential impact Recommended Mitigation Measure Phase of 

Work 

Construction impact on 

area of low-medium 

historical archaeological 

potential, associated with 

former earthworks 

(training or practice 

trenches) relating to the 

WWI military occupation 

and use of the proposal 

area 

The proposal has the potential to impact on 

archaeological remains associated with former 

earthworks (training or practice trenches). Historical 

archaeological test excavations or monitoring should 

be undertaken to identify the extent and integrity of 

potential archaeological remains and verify the 

presence or absence of relics associated with the 

former earthworks (training or practice trenches).  

Pre-

construction 

Construction 

Indirect impacts from 

vibration on Kitchener 

House (formerly 

Arpafeelie) or "Yulong" 

playing field entrance 

gates (former) 

Kitchener House (formerly Arpafeelie) and the "Yulong" 

playing field entrance gates (former) are located within 

the minimum recommended working distances for 

vibration intensive work (SLR 2021:22). An assessment 

of potential impacts from short-term vibration on 

structures should be undertaken pre-construction on a 

case-by-case basis using relevant guidelines (SLR 

2021:16): 

• BS 7385 Part 2-1993 Evaluation and 

measurement for vibration in buildings Part 2, 

BSI, 1993; or  

• DIN 4150: Part 3-2016 Structural vibration – 

Effects of vibration on structures, Deutsches 

Institute fur Normung, 1999 (if the heritage 

structure is found to be unsound). 

The management of vibration in the vicinity of these 

items should be undertaken in accordance with the 

Roads & Maritime Services' Construction Noise and 

Vibration Guideline. Depending on the results of the 

assessment, potential management measures could 

include monitoring of vibration measurements during 

construction to confirm that vibration levels are within 

the acceptable range to prevent cosmetic damage. 

Pre-

construction 

Construction 

Construction impact on 

"Yulong" playing field 

entrance gates (former) 

Temporary fencing should be installed in front of this 

item for the duration of the works to protect the physical 

curtilage of this item and prevent accidental impacts 

from vehicles or mobile plant. 

Construction 



  

M5 Motorway Westbound Traffic Upgrade, Moorebank: Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment  83  
Navin Officer Heritage Consultants Pty Ltd August 2022 

Potential impact Recommended Mitigation Measure Phase of 

Work 

Railway viaducts 

Woodbrook Road (Item 

12 Liverpool 

Environmental Plan 2008 

Safeguard from inadvertent vehicle damage to brick 

work.  Identify on CEMP and include information relating 

to significance and ensure the need for care to avoid 

vehicle damage is included in contractor inductions. 

Note bridge height restrictions (3.6m) and curved nature 

of structure and define maximum size of vehicles so as 

to protect structure (refer Figures Figure 6-30 andFigure 

6-31). 

Pre-

construction 

& 

construction 

Aboriginal site 45-5-4281 

This site is close to and slightly overlaps the proposal 

area. The area of the site within and in close proximity 

to the site should be protected through the installation 

of temporary fencing and identified as a no-go zone. 

The location of the site should be identified in the CEMP 

for the project. 

Pre-

construction 

& 

construction 

Unexpected discovery of 

heritage items (Aboriginal 

and non-Aboriginal) 

A heritage induction should be included in the general 

site induction prior to commencement of works, so that 

all personnel involved with the project are aware of 

heritage requirements including relevant legislation 

protecting Aboriginal objects, historic (non-Aboriginal) 

heritage items, and historical archaeological relics; and 

penalties for damage. The induction should include 

procedures to avoid harming identified sites in the 

vicinity. 

Pre-

construction 

Unexpected discovery of 

Aboriginal object(s) 

If suspected Aboriginal object(s) outside the boundary 

of the destroyed Aboriginal site AHIMS #45-5-4280 

(MA PAD1, MA9) are encountered during the proposed 

works, any further excavation or ground disturbance in 

the area should cease and the find(s) managed in 

accordance with the TfNSW Unexpected Heritage 

Items Procedure 

Construction 

Unexpected discovery of 

historic (non-Aboriginal) 

heritage items 

If suspected historic (non-Aboriginal) heritage items 

(archaeological 'relics') not identified in this report are 

encountered during the proposed works, any further 

excavation or ground disturbance in the area should 

cease and the find(s) managed in accordance with the 

TfNSW Unexpected Heritage Items Procedure. 

Construction 

Unexpected discovery of 

human skeletal remains 

If human skeletal remains are found during the 

proposed works, any further excavation or ground 

disturbance in the area should cease and the find(s) 

managed in accordance with the TfNSW Unexpected 

Heritage Items Procedure- Appendix E Uncovering 

Bones. 

Construction 
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Figure 9-1 Proposed design overlayed on historical archaeological potential 
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Figure 9-2 Enlargement of section of Figure 9.1 in relation to area of historical archaeological potential in vicinity of historical earthworks (possible training 
or practice trenches) 
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10 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

10.1 Conclusions 

• Aboriginal heritage 

o Aboriginal site 45-5-4280 (MA PAD1, MA9) was a registered site partly within the 

proposal area. Archaeological salvage excavations were undertaken in 2017 following 

development approval for the Moorebank Intermodal Precinct West Concept Proposal 

and Early Works (Stage 1) (Application: SSD 5066). An Aboriginal Site Impact 

Recording Form updating the site status has been submitted to Heritage NSW 

indicating the site has been destroyed. Therefore, this site no longer comprises a 

constraint on the project, and the AHIMS site record has been updated to reflect that 

the site has been destroyed. 

o Aboriginal site 45-5-4281 (MA PAD2) overlaps the southwest project area. A PACHCI 

Stage 2 site inspection concluded that impact to this site could be avoided. It is 

recommended that temporary fencing is erected to protect the site during construction 

and that the site’s location and significance is identified in the project CEMP. 

o Taking into account the disturbance from past land use, including the salvage and 

subsequent destruction of 45-5-4280, the capacity to fence and protect 45-5-4821 

from inadvertent damage the potential for in situ Aboriginal objects and/or deposits 

associated with Aboriginal occupation to be present in the proposal area is considered 

to be low.  

• Built heritage 

o Kitchener House (formerly 'Arpafeelie') is listed on the Liverpool LEP 2013 (Item #58), 

for its historical association with Field Marshal Lord Kitchener, built heritage values 

and garden setting. It is partly within the proposal area; however, is located outside of 

the proposed construction footprint.  

o The "Yulong" playing field entrance gates (former) are not listed on any statutory 

heritage lists or registers; however, they meet the criteria to be considered of local 

heritage significance. The gates are within the proposal area; however, is located 

outside of the proposed construction footprint. 

o The railway viaduct on Woodbrook Road (Item 12 Liverpool Environmental Plan 2008) 

is within the project area but will not be directly impacted by the proposal.  Action to 

safeguard the structure from inadvertent vehicle damage to the brick work should be 

taken including its identification in the CEMP and advice to contactors of its 

significance and the need for care to avoid vehicle damage.  

• Historical archaeology 

o The occupation of Kitchener House has resulted in medium potential for the front yard 

to contain partially intact archaeological remains, primarily remnant 20th Century 

landscape features in the form of former garden beds, paths, and plantings. While 

these features reflect minor changes in the yard over time, their ability to demonstrate 

the past is limited, and they do not meet the threshold to be considered ‘relics’ within 

the meaning of the Heritage Act 1977 (NSW).  

o Any surviving archaeological remains, if present, are most likely to relate to the former 

earthworks (training or practice trenches) to the west of Moorebank Avenue. The area 

where the trenches were located has been subject to disturbance from the 

construction of the M5 Motorway in the 1980s, and associated earthworks and 

modifications to drainage. However, the depth of disturbance and extent of introduced 

fill is uncertain, and comparable examples of training trenches are known to be 1.8-

2m deep. The proposed works in this area include the construction of a new shared 
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pathway and two new westbound traffic lanes for M5 Motorway traffic, which are likely 

to involve earthworks (cut and fill). If excavation in this area extends beyond the 

introduced fill and area of disturbance, these works may result in partial destruction of 

historical archaeological remains relating to the military occupation and use of the 

proposal area in the late 19th to early 20th Centuries. 

o There is low potential for historical archaeological remains within the remainder of the 

proposal area. If intact and legible, potential archaeological remains associated with 

the 19th Century farms would be of local significance. Potential archaeological 

remains associated with the Liverpool Camp and military occupation of the area would 

be of local, and potentially State, significance. 

10.2 Recommendations 

The management recommendations for the proposal area are as follows: 

• Aboriginal heritage 

o Given the disturbance from past land use, the potential for Aboriginal objects to be present 

in the remainder of the proposal area is considered low, and the works can proceed with 

caution. 

• Built heritage 

o The proposal will not directly impact any heritage items.  

o Temporary fencing should be installed in front of the "Yulong" playing field entrance gates 

(former) for the duration of the works to protect the physical curtilage of this item and 

prevent accidental impacts from vehicles or mobile plant. 

o The proposal will have a potential indirect impact on Kitchener House (formerly 

'Arpafeelie') and the "Yulong" playing field entrance gates (former) from construction 

vibration. The impact of vibration on these items should be considered on a case-by-case 

basis in accordance with the recommendations in the noise and vibration report and 

monitored during construction in accordance with the relevant construction noise and 

vibration guidelines. 

o The railway viaduct over Woodbrook Road (Item 12 Liverpool Environmental Plan 2008) 

forms a bridge over a public road. It should be noted on the proposal CEMP and its 

significance conveyed during contractor inductions. 

• Historical archaeology 

o Two options are proposed for the management of the proposal area's historical 

archaeological resources associated with former earthworks (training or practice 

trenches): 

▪ Option 1: Apply for an Excavation Permit Exception under s139(4) of the 

Heritage Act 1977. This would enable historical archaeological testing to be 

undertaken prior to construction. The testing would provide some certainty 

regarding the extent and integrity of potential archaeological remains and 

verify the presence or absence of associated relics. The Excavation Permit 

Exception would allow any remains to be identified and recorded; however, it 

would not allow their removal or destruction. If relics are identified, further 

investigation and a s140 Excavation Permit would be required. The 

Excavation Permit Exception application would need to be supported by a 

Work Method Statement outlining the proposed methodology for the 

archaeological work. 

▪ Option 2: Apply for an Excavation Permit under s140 of the Heritage Act 1977. 

This would enable historical archaeological testing or monitoring to be 
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undertaken prior to, or in conjunction with, construction. Potential remains 

would be identified and recorded, and any relics could be removed, allowing 

construction to proceed. The Excavation Permit application would need to be 

supported by an Archaeological Research Design outlining the research 

framework, objectives and archaeological methodology. 

o Ground disturbance works associated with the former military training trenches should not 

commence in this area until an Exception Notification or Excavation Permit is 

endorsed/issued by the Heritage Council and returned to the proponent. 

o Given the low potential for relics of local or State significance to be present, no further 

historical archaeological mitigation is warranted for the remainder of the proposal area. 

• General 

o A heritage induction should be included in the general site induction prior to 

commencement of works, so that all personnel involved with the project are aware of 

heritage requirements including relevant legislation protecting Aboriginal objects, 

European (historical) heritage items, and historical archaeological relics, procedures to 

avoid harming identified sites in the vicinity, and penalties for damage. 

o If suspected Aboriginal object(s) outside the boundary of the destroyed site are 

encountered during the proposed works; or features or deposits are exposed that are 

suspected of being historical archaeological 'relics', any further excavation or ground 

disturbance in the area should cease and the find(s) managed in accordance with the 

Roads & Maritime Services' Unexpected Heritage Items Procedure (attached as Appendix 

3). 

▪ In the event of the discovery of Aboriginal objects, Heritage NSW should be notified 

in accordance with s89(A) of the NPW Act. 

▪ In the event of the discovery of relics of State significance, the Heritage Council of 

New South Wales should be notified in accordance with s146 of the Heritage Act.  
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8/28/2020 Kitchener House (formerly Arpafeelie) | Heritage NSW 

Item details 
Name of item: 
Kitchener House (formerly Arpafeelie) 
Other name/s: 
Arpafelie 

Type of item: 
Built 

Group/Collection: 
Residential buildings (private) 
Category: 
Bungalow 

Location: 
Lat: -33.9425 Long: 150.9208 

Primary address: 
208 Moorebank Avenue, Moorebank, NSW 2170 

Parish: 
Holsworthy 

County: 
Cumberland 

Local govt. area: 
Liverpool 

Boundary: 
208 Moorebank Avenue, Moorebank. 
All addresses 
Street Address Suburb/town LGA Parish County Type 

208 Moorebank Avenue Moorebank Liverpool Holsworthy Cumberland Primary Address 

Statement of signi�cance: 
Kitchener House demonstrates the military history of the Liverpool area and the links 

between Australia and Britain at the turn of the 20th century. It is associated Field Marshal 
Lord Kitchener and has been the residence of various senior of�cers and their families for 

over ninety years. The site as an example of a Federation style residence indicates a level of 
technical achievement and creativity in its design and construction. It is a �ne representative 

example of a Federation style building set in its own gardens, it is aesthetically pleasing. 
Kitchener House is now one of the best preserved Federation Bungalows in the Liverpool 
area. There is the potential to gain more information on the site from further architectural, 
archaeological and documentary research. 
Date signi�cance updated: 26 Jul 04 

Note: The State Heritage Inventory provides information about heritage items listed by local 
and State government agencies. The State Heritage Inventory is continually being updated 

by local and State agencies as new information becomes available. Read the Department of 
Premier and Cabinet copyright and disclaimer. 

https://apps.environment.nsw.gov.au/dpcheritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=1970124 1/6 

https://www.dpc.nsw.gov.au/copyright
https://www.dpc.nsw.gov.au/privacy
https://apps.environment.nsw.gov.au/dpcheritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=1970124
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Description 
Physical description: 
This site is a single storeyed "Federation Bungalow" residence with painted brickwork walls 

and terracotta tiled roof. (Walls originally were probably painted). The hipped roof continues 

over the verandah to the front and side elevations. A pair of gabled roofs break the roof line 

on the front elevation and mark the locations of projecting bays either side of the centrally 

located front north elevation. All gables feature simple timber bargeboards with decorative 

pierced timber in�ll boarding. The numerous chimneys are of face brickwork with elaborate 

corbelled mouldings and strapwork. The verandah features tuned timber columns with 

decorative timber corner brackets. Windows are generally timber-framed, double hung 

sashed; the two windows to of the northern wings have curved heads and multi-paned top 

sashes. The front door is panelled and half-glazed and has fan and side lights. 

The building generally is well maintained and retains much of its original/early fabric. It is set 

in an attractive landscaped garden. The front garden features a number of large mature 

exotic trees including two crepe myrtles, plane trees, camphor laurels and liquid amber as 

well as a mature brush box and paper bark tree which are early plantings. Border shrubs and 

garden beds are of more recent planting. The garden has a brush fence to the street and 

paling fencing around the sides and rear. The house is located adjacent to the Holsworthy 

Army Base. 

In 2001, as part of research undertaken for the Register of the National Estate, the interior of 
the site was inspected. The house consisted of three bedrooms, lounge, dining, kitchen, two 

bathrooms, family room, and laundry. The family room, laundry and second bathroom were 

constructed to the rear of the house c1970s. The second bedroom was originally two 

bedrooms but had been converted into one larger bedroom. All bedrooms had marble 

�replaces as did the lounge room. A plaque located to the left of the front door when 

entering commemorated the visit of Kitchener, it read "Kitchener Field Marshal Earl KG KP 

OM CGIE KCB KCMG CSI While visiting Australia at the request of the government to report 

on certain aspects of defence of the Commonwealth was quartered in this cottage on 6 and 7 

January 1910 and witnessed the operations of the mobile �eld forces of NSW in manoeuvres 

and tactical exercises". Access was not gained to the site’s interior during inspections 

undertaken in 2004. 
Physical condition and/or 

Archaeological potential: 
Exterior excellent. Some peeling of paint in the interior walls and leaking through the roof 
reported in 2001. 
Date condition updated:26 Jul 04 

Modi�cations and dates: 
The original facebrickwork has been painted. The second bedroom appears to have been two 

smaller bedrooms, the dividing wall has been removed and new window openings have 

been created with aluminium frames. In 1995 the house was repainted externally and the 

bathroom and kitchen were refurbished. 
Current use: 
Unoccupied 

Former use: 
Private residence, associated with Holsworthy Military Camp 

https://apps.environment.nsw.gov.au/dpcheritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=1970124 2/6 

https://apps.environment.nsw.gov.au/dpcheritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=1970124


 
                

            
          

            
              
      
             

               
            
                 

             
             

             
            

             
                 

               
               
           

           
               

             
              

       
                   

               
        

           
            

              
         

              
             

               
                

              
                

    
              

           
               

                
               

                

8/28/2020 Kitchener House (formerly Arpafeelie) | Heritage NSW 

History 
Historical notes: 
Kitchener House stands on land which was part of a land grant made in 1810 to Thomas 

Moore. Moore received two grants totalling 1300 acres at Moorebank in the Parish of 
Holdsworthy, County of Cumberland. The district's population grew and larger properties 

such as Moore's were broken down into smaller farms. Vineyards and orchards became 

popular uses of the land in the 1870s and 1880s, however some farms proved uneconomical 
towards the end of the century. 
Thomas Moore's grant was subdivided and sold off, largely by the 1890s. William Alexander 

Smith purchased the subject land (15 acres in total) on which he established an orchard and 

vineyards. According to the Register of the National Estate, Smith constructed the current 

residence on the land. The date of construction of the house is not known, it is believed to 

have been constructed between 1895 and 1905. Smith died in late 1905/early 1906, implying 

the construction of the house predates this. The residence was originally known as "Arpafelie". 
Following Smith's death the property was transferred in 1906 to Robert Paul Aitkins of Sydney 

who mortgaged the property to Smith's widow Emeline. The property was then transferred 

in August 1906 to William Charles York. York also purchased additional land bringing his 

holding to 22 acres. York and his family lived in the residence until late 1909. By 1910 it was 

leased to the Army for the visit of Field Marshal Lord Kitchener from England. According to 

the 1992 Heritage study the subject property was purpose built during this period (and not in 

the early 1900s by Smith), as a residence for Kitchener's visit. 

Kitchener was invited by Prime Minister Deakin to advise the Commonwealth on developing 

its land defence. After Federation it was felt that an overhaul of the defence system in 

Australia was required. Lord Kitchener, with a delegation, undertook a nationwide tour in 1910 

to review the status of the Australian Army. His visit and recommendations would result in 

the establishment of the Australian Imperial Forces. 
He arrived in Liverpool in the �rst week of January 1910 and spent two and a half days in the 

area visiting military establishments in the district. He was met by a mounted party of senior 

of�cers early in the afternoon of January 6. 
Following his observations Kitchener recommended the setting up of a permanent army 

establishment in the area. In 1912, 883 acres were acquired by the Commonwealth 

Government at Holsworthy for a Remount Depot and Veterinary Hospital and in 1913 a further 

16,868 acres were acquired for the Army at Holsworthy. 
For the duration of his stay, Kitchener apparently resided at the subject property. At some 

point afterwards the it became known as "Kitchener’s House". A plaque in the house interior, 
located to the left of the front door, commemorates his visit, it reads "Kitchener Field Marshal 
Earl KG KP OM CGIE KCB KCMG CSI While visiting Australia at the request of the government 

to report on certain aspects of defence of the Commonwealth was quartered in this cottage 

on 6 and 7 January 1910 and witnessed the operations of the mobile �eld forces of NSW in 

manoeuvres and tactical exercises". 
For the visit the house was extensively refurnished in oak, although there appears to be no 

evidence of these refurbishments today. Kitchener House was leased by the Commonwealth 

as a military residence until the 1920s. The certi�cate of title shows a transfer to the 

Commonwealth in 1926. In the late 1930s the house was used as an Of�cers Mess. From the 

late 1950s until the late 1980s it was occupied by the Brigadier who commanded the Army 

formations in the Liverpool area until a new house was provided. The house was then used as 

https://apps.environment.nsw.gov.au/dpcheritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=1970124 3/6 

https://apps.environment.nsw.gov.au/dpcheritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=1970124


               
           

           
             

                

 

 
    

 

  

         
          

          

 

 
  

         
         

          
     

   
 

  

         
 

 

  
  

 

             
          

  
 

               
            

             

  
 

              
            

               
      

  
 

             
   

  

                
  
  

8/28/2020 Kitchener House (formerly Arpafeelie) | Heritage NSW 

a residence for a Senior Of�cer at the Holsworthy Base. In 1995 a refurbishment of the 

residence occurred including repainting and renovation of the kitchen & bathroom. The 

house was awarded the conservation category winner in the Liverpool Business Awards as 

one of the best examples of a single storey Federation Bungalow in Liverpool. 
Kitchener House has been sold to a private developer and is no longer owned by the army. 

Historic themes 
Australian 

theme (abbrev) 
New South Wales theme Local theme 

4. Settlement-
Building 

settlements, 
towns and cities 

Towns, suburbs and villages-Activities associated with creating, planning and managing 

urban functions, landscapes and lifestyles in towns, suburbs and villages 

Rural/Semi-
rural housing-

7. Governing-
Governing 

Defence-Activities associated with defending places from hostile takeover and occupation Military 

housing-
8. Culture-
Developing 

cultural 
institutions and 

ways of life 

Creative endeavour-Activities associated with the production and performance of literary, 
artistic, architectural and other imaginative, interpretive or inventive works; and/or 

associated with the production and expression of cultural phenomena; and/or environments 

that have inspired such creative activities. 

Federation 

style 

architecture-

9. Phases of Life-
Marking the 

phases of life 

Persons-Activities of, and associations with, identi�able individuals, families and communal 
groups 

Associations 

with Field 

Marshal Lord 

Kitchener-

Assessment of signi�cance 
SHR Criteria a) 
[Historical signi�cance] 

The site demonstrates the military history of the Liverpool area. It also demonstrates the 

relationship between Australia and Britain at the turn of the 20th century. 
SHR Criteria b) 
[Associative signi�cance] 

The site is associated with Field Marshal Lord Kitchener. The house has also been a residence 

for senior of�cers and their families for over ninety years, including the Brigadier 

commanding the Army in Liverpool until the 1980s and senior of�cers at the Holsworthy 

Base. 
SHR Criteria c) 
[Aesthetic signi�cance] 

The site as an example of a Federation style residence indicates a level of technical 
achievement and creativity in its design and construction. The �ne Federation style building 

is set back from the road within its own garden and has an almost semi-rural, secluded 

setting, it is an aesthetically pleasing site. 
SHR Criteria e) 
[Research potential] 

There is the potential to gain more information on the site from further architectural, 
archaeological and documentary research. 
SHR Criteria f) 
[Rarity] 

The site is one of the grandest and best preserved examples of a Federation style cottage in 

the Liverpool area. 
SHR Criteria g) 
[Representativeness] 

https://apps.environment.nsw.gov.au/dpcheritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=1970124 4/6 
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The site is a representative example of a Federation style cottage that retains much of its 

original fabric, detailing and character . 
Integrity/Intactness: 
Intact, but modi�ed 

Assessment criteria: 
Items are assessed against the State Heritage Register (SHR) Criteria to determine the 

level of signi�cance. Refer to the Listings below for the level of statutory protection. 

Recommended management: 
The Conservation Management Plan should be reviewed to guide the ongoing management 

and conservation of this site. An archaeological assessment should be included in the CMP. 
Prior to any alteration, change, addition, redevelopment to any individual building or item 

which forms part of Kitchenor House or subdivision of the land upon which this site is 

situated a Statement of Heritage Impact should be prepared which assesses the impact of 
that proposal. The SHI should take into account the CMP and include relevant 

recommendations from the CMP. If a CMP has not been prepared when such 

redevelopment, alteration or subdivision is proposed the CMP should be prepared �rst. 

Recommendations 
Management Category Description Date Updated 

Recommended Management Review a Conservation Management Plan (CMP) 27 Jul 05 

Recommended Management Develop a Statement of Heritage Impact 25 Jul 05 

Recommended Management Carry out an Archaeological Assessment 25 Jul 05 

Listings 
Heritage Listing Listing Title 

Listing 

Number 

Gazette 

Date 

Gazette 

Number 

Gazette 

Page 

Local Environmental Plan Liverpool Local Environmental Plan 

2008 

58 29 Aug 08 

Local Environmental Plan -
Lapsed 

0252 03 Feb 95 011 654 

Study details 
Title Year Number Author Inspected by Guidelines used 

Liverpool Heritage Study 1992 LP0047 Neustein & Associates No 

Liverpool Heritage Study Review 2004 1970124 FORM architects aust pty ltd Helen Davies & Cathy Fisher Yes 

References, internet links & images 
Type Author Year Title 

Internet 

Links 

Written Eric Martin & 

Associates, 
2001 "Conservation and Management Plan: Kitchener House, Moorebank, NSW" Draft 

January 2001. Keating, C. " 
Written Keating C. 1996 "On the frontier: A social history of Liverpool" 

Written Philips P. (ed) 1996 "The Heritage Homes of the Australain Defence Force" 

https://apps.environment.nsw.gov.au/dpcheritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=1970124 5/6 

https://apps.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/heritagebranch/heritage/listings/criteria.pdf
https://apps.environment.nsw.gov.au/dpcheritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=1970124
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Note: internet links may be to web pages, documents or images. 

(Click on thumbnail for full size image and image details) 

Data source 
The information for this entry comes from the following source: 
Name: 
Local Government 

Database number: 
1970124 

File number: 
102578 

Return to previous page 

Every effort has been made to ensure that information contained in the State Heritage Inventory is correct. If you find any errors or 
omissions please send your comments to the Database Manager. 

All information and pictures on this page are the copyright of Heritage NSW or respective copyright owners. 

https://apps.environment.nsw.gov.au/dpcheritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=1970124 6/6 

https://apps.environment.nsw.gov.au/dpcheritageapp/HeritageItemImage.aspx?ID=1970124#ad-image-0
https://apps.environment.nsw.gov.au/dpcheritageapp/HeritageItemImage.aspx?ID=1970124#ad-image-1
https://apps.environment.nsw.gov.au/dpcheritageapp/HeritageItemImage.aspx?ID=1970124#ad-image-2
javascript:__doPostBack('ctl00$ContentPlaceHolder1$LinkButtonBacktoSearchResult','')
mailto:heritagemailbox@environment.nsw.gov.au
https://apps.environment.nsw.gov.au/dpcheritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=1970124
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Search for NSW Heritage 

Item details 
Name of item: 
Two Railway Viaducts 

Type of item: 
Built 

Group/Collection: 
Transport - Rail 
Category: 
Railway Bridge/ Viaduct 

Primary address: 
Woodbrook Road, Main Southern Railway Line, Casula, NSW 2170 

Local govt. area: 
Liverpool 
All addresses 
Street Address Suburb/town LGA Parish County Type 

Woodbrook Road, Main Southern Railway Line Casula Liverpool Primary Address 

Listings 
Heritage Listing Listing Title Listing Number Gazette Date Gazette Number Gazette Page 

Local Environmental Plan Liverpool Local Environmental Plan 2008 12 29 Aug 08 

References, internet links & images 
None 

Note: internet links may be to web pages, documents or images. 

Data source 
The information for this entry comes from the following source: 
Name: 
Local Government 

Database number: 
1970563 

Return to previous page 

Every effort has been made to ensure that information contained in the State Heritage Inventory is correct. If you find any errors or omissions please send 

your comments to the Database Manager. 

All information and pictures on this page are the copyright of Heritage NSW or respective copyright owners. 

https://www.heritage.nsw.gov.au/search-for-heritage/search-for-nsw-heritage/ 1/1 

https://www.heritage.nsw.gov.au/
javascript:__doPostBack('ctl00$ContentPlaceHolder1$LinkButtonBacktoSearchResult','')
mailto:heritagemailbox@environment.nsw.gov.au
https://www.heritage.nsw.gov.au/search-for-heritage/search-for-nsw-heritage
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NSW Department of Planning, Industry and Environment 

Home  About us 

Casula (Woodbrook Rd & Congressional Dr)
Viaducts 
Item details 

Name of item: Casula (Woodbrook Rd & Congressional Dr) Viaducts 

Type of item: Built 

Group/Collection: Transport - Rail 

Category: Railway Bridge/ Viaduct 

Primary address: Woodbrook Road & Congressional Drive, Casula, NSW 2170 

Local govt. area: Liverpool 

North: A line across the rail corridor 5 metres past the abutments at the northern end 
of the viaducts.South: A line across the rail corridor 5 metres past the abutments at the southern end of 
the viaducts.East: The property boundary.West: The property boundary. 

Boundary: 

All addresses 

Street Address Suburb/town LGA Parish County Type 

Woodbrook Road & Congressional Drive Casula Liverpool Primary Address 

Owner/s 

Organisation Name Owner Category Date Ownership Updated 

RailCorp State Government 

RailCorp State Government 

RailCorp State Government 

Statement of signi�cance: 

The brick viaducts at Woodbrook Road and Congressional Drive Casula have local historical 
significance as they were built to serve the upgrading and duplication of the Granville to 
Liverpool railway line and its extension to Campbelltown in the 1890s. The three viaducts 
represent the earliest examples of brick arched viaducts built by NSW Railways from the 
1890s using local building materials during the cost-cutting period of the 1890s depression. 
The viaducts are aesthetically distinctive and have landmark qualities. With their original 
structure and fabric intact they represent an important group of structures employed to 
build the NSW railway network. 

https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=4803256 1/6 

https://www.dpie.nsw.gov.au/
https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/
https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/about-us
https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=4803256


       

             
            

              

  

  

 
 

 
 

    

                
                 

                
               

                
                    

         

     

              
               

                 
               

                 
               
  

     

               
               

           

               
   

 

 
 

   

              
             

    

    

              
             

   

    

              
             

  

24/09/2020 Casula (Woodbrook Rd & Congressional Dr) Viaducts | NSW Environment, Energy and Science 

Date significance updated: 09 Nov 09 

Note: The State Heritage Inventory provides information about heritage items listed by 
local and State government agencies. The State Heritage Inventory is continually being 
updated by local and State agencies as new information becomes available. Read the OEH 
copyright and disclaimer. 

Description 

Designer/Maker: 

Builder/Maker: 

Construction 
years: 

Physical 
description: 

Physical 
condition and/or 
Archaeological 
potential: 

NSW Government Railways 

NSW Government Railways 

1891-1891 

WOODBROOK ROAD VIADUCT (1891) 

The red brick viaduct at Woodbrook Road consists of 6 x 7.7m arched spans between piers 
and carries the Up and Down railway tracks. The semi-circular brick arch is 5 brick courses 
deep, and springs from a brick impost 4 courses high, topped by a course of splayed plinth 
bricks. Both intermediate piers and abutments are constructed in solid red brick. Coursing 
is in English bond. A continuous projecting band of brickwork above the crown of the arch 
is in the same size and profile as the impost. The parapet above is topped by a course of 
bullnose bricks. The abutments are U-shaped in plan. 

CONGRESSIONAL DRIVE VIADUCT (North) (1891) 

At Congressional Drive there are two separate viaducts about 75 metres apart. The 
northern viaduct has three arched spans the same width as the southern viaduct but differs 
slightly in detail above the brick arches. This viaduct has no parapet wall so the height of 
the brickwork is level with the railway lines and the continuous band of brickwork now 
forms the crown of the viaduct. This brick band projects a little further from the wall and is 
carried on a triangular dentilled brick course and the top splayed brick course becomes a 
bullnose course. 

CONGRESSIONAL DRIVE VIADUCT (South) (1891) 

The southern viaduct is located on the other side of the main South Western Motorway 
about 300 metres to the north of the Woodbrook Road viaduct. It comprises three spans 
and is identical in construction to the viaduct at Woodbrook Road. 

New concrete bridges have been constructed adjacent to the existing bridges as part of the 
South Sydney Freight Line. 

WOODBROOK ROAD VIADUCT 

The viaduct is generally in good structural condition, although it shows much evidence of 
staining and efflorescence and botanical growth from the seepage of water through the 
brick joints from above. 

CONGRESSIONAL DRIVE VIADUCT (North) 

The viaduct is generally in good structural condition, although it shows much evidence of 
staining and efflorescence and botanical growth from the seepage of water through the 
brick joints from above. 

CONGRESSIONAL DRIVE VIADUCT (South) 

The viaduct is generally in good structural condition, although it shows much evidence of 
staining and efflorescence and botanical growth from the seepage of water through the 
brick joints from above. 
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Modifications and c2012: New SSFL concrete bridges constructed adjacent to existing bridges. 
dates: 

c2012: Installation of galvanised handrail on up side of Congressional Drive viaduct. 
Attached to brickwork capping. 

Further New SSFL concrete bridges do not have heritage significance. 
information: 

Current use: Railway Viaducts 

Former use: Nil 

History 

Historical notes: The original single-track railway from Granville to Liverpool was completed in 1857 and had 
timber beam bridges. By the 1880s, the volume of traffic was sufficient to justify 
duplication of the line and an upgrade. Commissioner Eddy, who was appointed in 1888, 
embarked on major upgrading of the railways, including extensive duplication works. 
However, the depression of the 1890s resulted in cost-cutting which included the use of 
local materials rather than expensive imported iron bridges. All of the major bridges on this 
line were thus rebuilt as brick arches. The Sydney region has extensive deposits of 
Wianamatta clay, ideal for making bricks. 

This brick arch viaduct was built in 1891 as one of a group of such railway bridges, being 
associated with the first duplication and upgrading of the original 1857 Granville to 
Liverpool railway and then with the 1858 extension to Campbelltown. In addition, they 
were the first examples of a major use of brick arch constructions by the Railways that 
continued through to the early 1920s (the practice being prolonged by the short supply of 
imported steel due to the first world war). Nearly all of the brick arch bridges are still in 
use, Cabramatta Creek viaduct being the longest of the group at 17 spans and the 
Collingwood viaduct at Liverpool being second-longest at 11 spans. 

This bridge appears to have been built as part of the 1891 duplication to Campbelltown. 
There is no known documentary evidence of significant change to this site since 
construction and electrification. However aerial photography indicates that the line may 
have a different substructure. 

The South Sydney Freight Line was constructed c2012 to remove freight traffic from the 
main line. This involved the construction of a new track adjacent to the existing line, and 
associated infrastructure, including new concrete bridges at these locations. 

Historic themes 

Australian 
theme 
(abbrev) 

New South Wales theme Local 
theme 

3. 
Economy-
Developing local, 
regional and 

national economies 

Transport-Activities associated with the moving of people and goods from one 

place to another, and systems for the provision of such movements Building 
the 
railway 

network-

8. 
Culture-Developing 
cultural institutions 

Creative endeavour-Activities associated with the production and performance 
of literary, artistic, architectural and other imaginative, interpretive or inventive works; and/or 
associated with the production and expression of cultural phenomena; and/or environments 

Creating 
railway 
landscap 
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and ways of life that have inspired such creative activities. es-

Assessment of signi�cance 

SHR Criteria a) 
[Historical 
significance] 

SHR Criteria c) 
[Aesthetic 

significance] 

SHR Criteria g) 
[Representativeness] 

Integrity/Intactn 
ess: 

Assessment 
criteria: 

The brick viaducts at Woodbrook Road and Congressional Drive Casula have local historical 
significance as they were built as part of the duplication and upgrading of the single track 
Granville to Liverpool line and the extension line to Campbelltown in the early 1890s. 
They are also significance as they represent the first examples of brick arch construction 
employed by the NSW Government Railways that continued through until the 1920s. Their 
brick fabric reflects the period of the 1890s depression when cost-cutting included the 
substitution of local materials in place of imported steel bridges. 

The viaducts have aesthetic and technical significance at a local level as they exemplify the 
particular brick arch viaduct design employed by the NSW Railways during the period from 
the 1890s to the 1920s. As well as being aesthetically distinctive their size and scale give 
them landmark qualities. 

The three viaducts have a high level of integrity and are good representatives of this type 
of brick arched viaduct that was constructed by NSW Railways from the 1890s to the 
1920s, as well as being the first examples of this type. 

WOODBROOK ROAD VIADUCTThe brick arches of the viaduct retain their original fabric and 
are intact. They have not been altered other than the addition of single troughing for 
electrical wiring on the west elevations.CONGRESSIONAL DRIVE VIADUCT (North)The brick 
arches of the viaduct retain their original fabric and are intact and have not been altered. 
CONGRESSIONAL DRIVE VIADUCT (South)The brick arches of the viaduct retain their 
original fabric and are intact and have not been altered. The views to the bridges have 
been impacted on one side by the construction of the new adjacent concrete bridges. 

Items are assessed against the  State Heritage Register (SHR) Criteria to 

determine the level of significance. Refer to the Listings below for the level of statutory 
protection. 

Recommended management: 

1. Conservation principles: Conserve cultural heritage significance and minimise impacts on 
heritage values and fabric in accordance with the ‘Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of 
Cultural Significance’. 

2. Specialist advice: Seek advice from a qualified heritage specialist during all phases of a 
proposed project from feasibility, concept and option planning stage; detailed design; 
heritage approval and assessment; through to construction and finalisation. 

3. Documentation: Prepare a Statement of Heritage Impact (SOHI) to assess, minimise and 
prevent heritage impacts as part of the assessment and approval phase of a project. 
Prepare a Conservation Management Plan (CMP) prior to proposing major works (such as 
new additions, change of use or proposed demolition) at all places of State significance and 
all complex sites of Local significance. 

4. Maintenance and repair: Undertake annual inspections and proactive routine 
maintenance works to conserve heritage fabric in accordance with the ‘Minimum Standards 
of Maintenance & Repair’. 

5. Movable heritage: Retain in situ and care for historic contents, fixtures, fittings, 
equipment and objects which contribute to cultural heritage significance. Return or 
reinstate missing features or relocated items where opportunities arise. 

6. Aboriginal, archaeology and natural heritage: Consider all aspects of potential heritage 
significance as part of assessing and minimising potential impacts, including Aboriginal, 
archaeology and natural heritage. 

7. Unidentified heritage items: Heritage inventory sheets do not describe or capture all 
contributory heritage items within an identified curtilage (such as minor buildings, 
structures, archaeology, landscape elements, movable heritage and significant interiors and 
finishes). Ensure heritage advice is sought on all proposed changes within a curtilage to 
conserve heritage significance. 

8. Recording and register update: Record changes at heritage places through adequate 
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project records and archival photography. Notify all changes to the Section 170 Heritage & 
Conservation Register administrator upon project completion. 

Listings 

Heritage Listing Listing 
Title 

Listing 
Number 

Gazette 
Date 

Gazette 
Number 

Gazette 
Page 

Heritage Act - s.170 NSW State agency 
heritage register 

18 Mar 
10 

Study details 

Title Year Number Author Inspected 
by 

Guidelines 
used 

S170 Heritage & Conservation Register 
Update 

2009 OCP 
Architects Y 

e 
s 

References, internet links & images 

Type Author Year Title Internet 
Links 

Writt 
en 

Don Fraser 1995 Bridges Down Under: the history of railway underbridges in New 
South Wales 

Writt 
en 

John 
Forsyth 

1983 Historical Notes on Railway Lines 

Writt 
en 

Tony 
Prescott 

2009 Historical Research for RailCorp's S170 Update Project 

Note: internet links may be to web pages, documents or images. 

(Click on thumbnail for full size image and image details) 

Data source 
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The information for this entry comes from the following source: 

Name: State Government 

Database 4803256 
number: 

Every effort has been made to ensure that information contained in the State Heritage Inventory is correct. If you find any errors or omissions please send 

your comments to the Database Manager. 

All information and pictures on this page are the copyright of the Heritage Division or respective copyright owners. 
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Place Details 

Send Feedback 

Kitchener House, 208 Moorebank Av, Moorebank, NSW, Australia 

Photographs None 

List Register of the National Estate (Non-statutory archive) 

Class Historic 

Legal Status Registered (24/09/2002) 

Place ID 102578 

Place File No 1/15/023/0019 

Statement of Significance 

Kitchener House is significant for its long use as a residence by the Army including its use as the residence of the 
Brigadier commanding the Army in Liverpool until the 1980s and its current use as a residence for a senior officer at 
the Holsworthy Base. The house has been a residence for senior officers and their families for over ninety years. 
The property having been a successful orchard and vineyard is associated with this phase of development in the 
Liverpool area (Criterion A.4). 

Kitchener House is significant for its association with Lord Kitchener who visited the area in 1910 to review the status 
of the Australian Army. Kitchener House was fitted out as his base for his two day visit. Kitchener's visit to Australia 
was important in establishing the Australian Imperial Forces. The house is now named after Kitchener, and a plaque 
remembering his visit to the house is attached to the front of the house (Criterion H.1). 

Kitchener House is an attractive and good example externally and internally of a single storey federation bungalow in 
the Liverpool district (Criteria E.1). 

Official Values Not Available 

Description 

DESCRIPTION 
Kitchener House is a single storey Federation Bungalow style residence. The Federation Bungalow style is evident in 
the house in its: large simple roof form; prominent gable verge; bay windows; face brickwork (originally); main roof 
extending over verandah; and simple sturdy verandah posts. 
It is constructed of painted brickwork and has a hipped terracotta tiled roof. The walls were probably originally 
unpainted. A pair of gabled roofs break the roof line on the front elevation and mark the location of projecting bays 
either side of the centrally located front door. A pair of gable roofed wings also feature at the east end of the north 
elevation. All gables feature simple timber bargeboards with decorative pierced timber infill boarding. There are four 
chimneys of face brick work with elaborate corbelled mouldings and strap work. The verandah features turned timber 
columns, with decorative timber corner brackets. Windows are generally timber framed, double hung sashes. The front 
door is panelled and half glazed, with fan and side lights. 
A plaque is located to the left of the front door when entering which reads 
"Kitchener Field Marshal Earl KG KP OM CGIE KCB KCMG CSI 
While visiting Australia at the request of the government to report on certain aspects of defence of the Commonwealth 
was quartered in this cottage on 6 and 7 January 1910 and witnessed the operations of the mobile field forces of NSW 
in manoeuvres and tactical exercises". 
In 2001 the house consists of three bedrooms, lounge, dining, kitchen, two bathrooms, family room, and laundry. The 
family room, laundry and second bathroom were constructed to the rear of the house c1970s. The second bedroom was 
originally two bedrooms but has been converted into one larger bedroom. All bedrooms have marble fireplaces as does 
the lounge room. 
The house is set within a mature garden. The front garden features a number of large mature exotic trees including two 
crepe myrtles, plane trees, camphor laurels and liquid amber as well as a mature brush box and paper bark tree which 
are early plantings. Border shrubs and garden beds are of more recent planting. The garden has a brush fence to the 
street and paling fencing around the sides and rear. 
The house is located adjacent to the Holsworthy Army Base, but is classified as an off base residence. 

History 
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Kitchener House stands on land which was part of a land grant made in 1810 to Thomas Moore. Moore received two 
grants totalling 1300 acres at Moorebank in the Parish of Holdsworthy County of Cumberland. The district's 
population grew and larger properties such as Moore's were broken down into smaller farms. Vineyards and orchards 
became popular uses of the land in the 1870s and 1880s. Some farms proved uneconomical towards the end of the 
century. 
Thomas Moore's grant was subdivided and sold off, largely by the 1890s. William Alexander Smith purchased the 
subject land (15 acres in total) on which he established an orchard and vineyards. 
Smith constructed the current residence on the land. The date of construction of the house is not known, it is believed 
to have been constructed between 1895 and 1905. Smith died in late 1905/early 1906, so the construction of the house 
predates this. The residence was originally known as "Arpafelie". 
Following Smith's death the property was transferred in 1906 to Robert Paul Aitkins of Sydney who mortgaged the 
property to Smith's widow Emeline. The property was then transferred in August 1906 to William Charles York. York 
also purchased additional land bringing his holding to 22 acres. York and his family lived in the residence until late 
1909. By 1910 it was leased to the Army for the visit of Field Marshal Lord Kitchener from England. Kitchener was 
invited by Prime Minister Deakin to advise the Commonwealth on the best means of developing its land defence. 
After Federation it was felt that an overhaul of the defence system in Australia was needed and Lord Kitchener was sent 
out for a nationwide tour in 1910 with a delegation to examine the position and formulate a plan. Kitchener was in 
Liverpool the first week of January 1910, Kitchener spent two and a half days in Liverpool. He arrived early in the 
afternoon of January 6 and was met by a mounted party of senior officers. He made a visit to the military 
establishments in the Liverpool district. At review the troops stood in lines and Kitchener walked up and down the 
lines. From there he departed for the train to Queensland. The House was used by Kitchener on his visit. For the visit it 
was extensively refurnished in oak, although there appears to be no evidence today. Today a plaque is located to the left 
of the front door when entering which commemorates Kitchener's visit. At some point after his visit the house became 
known as Kitchener House. 
Kitchener recommended the setting up of a permanent army establishment on the site. In 1912, 883 acres were 
acquired by the Commonwealth Government at Holsworthy for a Remount Depot and Veterinary Hospital and in 1913 
a further 16,868 acres were acquired for the Army at Holsworthy. 
Kitchener House was leased by the Commonwealth as a military residence until the 1920s. The certificate of title shows 
a transfer to the Commonwealth in 1926. In the late 1930s the house was used as an Officers Mess. From the late 1950s 
until the late 1980s it was occupied by the Brigadier who commanded the Army formations in the Liverpool area until a 
new house was provided. The house is used currently as a residence for a Senior Officer at the Holsworthy Base. 
In 1995 a refurbishment of the residence occurred including repainting and renovation of the kitchen & bathroom. The 
house was awarded the conservation category winner in the Liverpool Business Awards as one of the best examples of a 
single storey Federation Bungalow in Liverpool. 

Condition and Integrity 

Kitchener House is in good condition (2001). There is some cracking to walls, and internally some peeling paint. There 
has been some leaking through the roof, into the house in recent years. 
Bedroom two appears to have originally been two smaller bedrooms, however the dividing wall has at some time been 
removed, and new window openings have been created with aluminium frames. 
In 1995 the house was repainted externally and the bathroom and kitchen were refurbished. 

Location 

208 Moorebank Avenue, Moorebank. 

Bibliography 
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AHIMS Web Services (AWS) 
Search Result Purchase Order/Reference : M5 Widening 200080 

Client Service ID : 531081 

Navin Officer Heritage Consultants Pty Ltd Date: 27 August 2020

4/71 Leichhardt Street

Kingston Australian Capital Territory 2604 

Attention: Ngaire Richards 

Email: nrichards@nohc.com.au

Dear Sir or Madam: 

AHIMS Web Service search for the following area at Lat, Long From : -33.9641, 150.8832 - Lat, Long To : 

-33.9168, 150.9582 with a Buffer of 0 meters, conducted by Ngaire Richards on 27 August 2020. 

The context area of your search is shown in the map below. Please note that the map does not accurately 

display the exact boundaries of the search as defined in the paragraph above. The map is to be used for 

general reference purposes only. 

A search of the Office of the Environment and Heritage AHIMS Web Services (Aboriginal Heritage Information

Management System) has shown that:

39

 1 

Aboriginal sites are recorded in or near the above location. 

Aboriginal places have been declared in or near the above location. * 

ID Aboriginal Place Name

 24 Collingwood Precinct 



If your search shows Aboriginal sites or places what should you do? 

You must do an extensive search if AHIMS has shown that there are Aboriginal sites or places recorded in the

search area. 

If you are checking AHIMS as a part of your due diligence, refer to the next steps of the Due Diligence Code of

practice.

You can get further information about Aboriginal places by looking at the gazettal notice that declared it.

Aboriginal places gazetted after 2001 are available on the NSW Government Gazette 

(http://www.nsw.gov.au/gazette) website. Gazettal notices published prior to 2001 can be obtained from

Office of Environment and Heritage's Aboriginal Heritage Information Unit upon request

Important information about your AHIMS search 

The information derived from the AHIMS search is only to be used for the purpose for which it was requested.

It is not be made available to the public.

AHIMS records information about Aboriginal sites that have been provided to Office of Environment and

Heritage and Aboriginal places that have been declared by the Minister;

Information recorded on AHIMS may vary in its accuracy and may not be up to date .Location details are

recorded as grid references and it is important to note that there may be errors or omissions in these

recordings,

Some parts of New South Wales have not been investigated in detail and there may be fewer records of

Aboriginal sites in those areas. These areas may contain Aboriginal sites which are not recorded on AHIMS.

Aboriginal objects are protected under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 even if they are not recorded

as a site on AHIMS. 
This search can form part of your due diligence and remains valid for 12 months. 

3 Marist Place, Parramatta NSW 2150 ABN 30 841 387 271 
Locked Bag 5020 Parramatta NSW 2220 Email: ahims@environment.nsw.gov.au 
Tel: (02) 9585 6380 Fax: (02) 9873 8599 Web: www.environment.nsw.gov.au 

www.environment.nsw.gov.au
http://www.nsw.gov.au/gazette
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Please note 
This procedure applies to all development and activities concerning roads, 
road infrastructure and road related assets undertaken by Roads and 
Maritime. 

For advice on how to manage unexpected heritage items as a result of 
activities related to maritime infrastructure projects, please contact the Senior 
Environmental Specialist (Heritage). 
 

Heritage Procedure 2: Unexpected Heritage Items iii 



 

1 Purpose 

This procedure has been developed to provide a consistent method for managing 
unexpected heritage items (both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal) that are discovered 
during Roads and Maritime activities. This procedure includes Roads and Maritime’s 
heritage notification obligations under the Heritage Act 1977 (NSW), National Parks 
and Wildlife Act 1974 (NSW), Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection 
Act 1984 (Cth) and the Coroner’s Act 2009 (NSW).  

This document provides relevant background information in Section 3, followed by the 
technical procedure in Sections 6 and 7. Associated guidance referred to in the 
procedure can be found in Appendices A-H.  

 

Heritage Procedure 2: Unexpected Heritage Items 
 



 

This procedure applies to all Road and Maritime construction and 
maintenance activities 

2 Scope 

This procedure assumes that an appropriate level of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 
heritage assessment has been completed before work commences on site. In some 
cases, such as exempt development, detailed heritage assessment may not be 
required.   

Despite appropriate and adequate investigation, unexpected heritage items may still be 
discovered during maintenance and construction works. When this happens, this 
procedure must be followed. This procedure provides direction on when to stop work, 
where to seek technical advice and how to notify the regulator, if required.  

 

 
 
This procedure applies to: 

• The discovery of any unexpected heritage item (usually during 
construction), where Roads and Maritime does not have approval to disturb the 
item or where safeguards for managing the disturbance (apart from this 
procedure) are not contained in the environmental impact assessment. 

• All Roads and Maritime projects that are approved or determined under 
Part 3A (including Transitional Part 3A Projects), Part 4, Part 5 or Part 5.1 of the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act), or any 
development that is exempt under the Act. 

This procedure must be followed by Roads and Maritime staff, alliance partners 
(including local council staff working under Road Maintenance Council Contracts, 
[RMCC]), developers under works authorisation deeds or any person undertaking Part 
5 assessment for Roads and Maritime. 

This procedure does not apply to:  

• The legal discovery and disturbance of heritage items as a result of 
investigations being undertaken in accordance with OEH’s Code of Practice for 
the Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (2010); an 
Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) issued under the National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974; or an approval issued under the Heritage Act 19771.  

• The legal discovery and disturbance of heritage items as a result of 
investigations (or other activities) that are required to be carried out for the 
purpose of complying with any environmental assessment requirements under 
Part 3A (including Transitional Part 3A Projects) or Part 5.1 of the EP&A Act. 

• The legal discovery and disturbance of heritage items as a result of 
construction related activities, where the disturbance is permissible in 
accordance with an AHIP2; an approval issued under the Heritage Act 1977; the 
Minister for Planning’s conditions of project approval; or safeguards (apart from 

1 RMS’ heritage obligations are incorporated into the conditions of heritage approvals.  
2 RMS Procedure for Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation and investigation (2011) recommends 
that Part 4 and Part 5 projects that are likely to impact Aboriginal objects during construction seek a 
whole-of-project AHIP. This type of AHIP generally allows a project to impact known and potential 
Aboriginal objects within the entire project area, without the need to stop works. It should be noted 
that an AHIP may exclude impact to certain objects and areas, such as burials or ceremonial sites. 
In such cases, the project must follow this procedure.  
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this procedure) that are contained in the relevant environmental impact 
assessment.  

All construction environment management plans (CEMPs) must make reference to 
and/or include this procedure (often included as a heritage sub-plan). Where 
approved CEMPs exist they must be followed in the first instance. Where there is a 
difference between approved CEMPs and this procedure, the approved CEMP must 
be followed. Where an approved CEMP does not provide sufficient detail on 
particular issues, this procedure should be used as additional guidance. When in 
doubt always seek environment and legal advice on varying approved CEMPs. 
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3 Types of unexpected heritage items and their legal 
protection 

The roles of project, field and environmental staff are critical to the early identification 
and protection of unexpected heritage items. Appendix A illustrates the wide range of 
heritage discoveries found on Roads and Maritime projects and provides a useful 
photographic guide. Subsequent confirmation of heritage discoveries must then be 
identified and assessed by technical specialists (usually an archaeologist).  

An ‘unexpected heritage item’ means any unanticipated discovery of an actual or 
potential heritage item, for which Roads and Maritime does not have approval to 
disturb3 or does not have a safeguard in place (apart from this procedure) to manage 
the disturbance.  

These discoveries are categorised as either:  

(a) Aboriginal objects 

(b) Historic (non-Aboriginal) heritage items 

(c) Human skeletal remains.  

 

The relevant legislation that applies to each of these categories is described below. 

3.1   Aboriginal objects 
The National Park and Wildlife Act 1974 protects Aboriginal objects which are defined 
as: 

“any deposit, object or material evidence (not being a handicraft made for sale) 
relating to the Aboriginal habitation of the area that comprises New South Wales, 
being habitation before or concurrent with (or both) the occupation of that area by 
persons of non Aboriginal extraction, and includes Aboriginal remains”4.  

Examples of Aboriginal objects include stone tool artefacts, shell middens, axe 
grinding grooves, pigment or engraved rock art, burials and scarred trees.  

 

 IMPORTANT!  
All Aboriginal objects, regardless of significance, are protected under law. 
If any impact is expected to an Aboriginal object, an Aboriginal Heritage Impact 
Permit (AHIP) is usually required from the Office of Environment and Heritage 
(OEH)5. Also, when a person becomes aware of an Aboriginal object they must notify 

3 Disturbance is considered to be any physical interference with the item that results in it 
being destroyed, defaced, damaged, harmed, impacted or altered in any way (this includes 
archaeological investigation activities). 
4 Section 5(1) National Park and Wildlife Act 1974.  
5 Except when Part 3A, Division 4.1 of Part 4 or Part 5.1 of the EP&A Act applies. 
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the Director-General of OEH about its location6. Assistance on how to do this is 
provided in Section 7 (Step 5). 

3.2   Historic heritage items 
Historic (non-Aboriginal) heritage items may include: 

• Archaeological ‘relics’  

• Other historic items (i.e. works, structures, buildings or movable objects).   

3.2.1 Archaeological relics 
The Heritage Act 1977 protects relics which are defined as:  

“any deposit, artefact, object or material evidence that relates to the settlement of the 
area that comprises NSW, not being Aboriginal settlement; and is of State or local 
heritage significance”7.  

Relics are archaeological items of local or state significance which may relate to past 
domestic, industrial or agricultural activities in NSW, and can include bottles, 
remnants of clothing, pottery, building materials and general refuse. 

 

 IMPORTANT!  

All relics are subject to statutory controls and protections.  

If a relic is likely to be disturbed, a heritage approval is usually required from the NSW 
Heritage Council8. Also, when a person discovers a relic they must notify the NSW 
Heritage Council of its location9. Advice on how to do this is provided in Section 7 
(Step 5). 

 

3.2.2 Other historic items 

Some historic heritage items are not considered to be ‘relics’; but are instead referred 
to as works, buildings, structures or movable objects. Examples of these items that 
Roads and Maritime may encounter include culverts, historic road formations, historic 
pavements, buried roads, retaining walls, tramlines, cisterns, fences, sheds, buildings 
and conduits. Although an approval under the Heritage Act 1977 (NSW) may not be 
required to disturb these items, their discovery must be managed in accordance with 
this procedure. 

As a general rule, an archaeological relic requires discovery or examination through 
the act of excavation. An archaeological excavation permit under Section 140 of the 
Heritage Act  is required to do this. In contrast, ‘other historic items’ either exist above 
the ground’s surface (e.g. a shed), or they are designed to operate and exist beneath 
the ground’s surface (e.g. a culvert).    

6 This is required under s89(A) of the National Park and Wildlife Act 1974 (NSW) and 
applies to all projects assessed under Part 3A, Part 4, Part 5 and Part 5.1 of the EP&A Act, 
including exempt development. 

7 Section 4(1) Heritage Act 1977. 
8 Except when Part 3A, Division 4.1 of Part 4 or Part 5.1 of the EP&A Act applies. 
9 This is required under s146 of the Heritage Act 1977 and applies to all projects assessed under Part 3A, 
Part 4, Part 5 and Part 5.1 of the EP&A Act, including exempt development. 
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Despite this difference, it should be remembered that relics can often be associated 
with ‘other heritage items’, such as archaeological deposits within cisterns and 
underfloor deposits under buildings. 

 

3.3   Human skeletal remains 
Human skeletal remains can be classed as: 

• Reportable deaths 

• Aboriginal objects 

• Relics 

Where it is suspected that less than 100 years has elapsed since death, human 
skeletal remains come under the jurisdiction of the State Coroner and the Coroners 
Act 2009 (NSW). Under s 35(2) of the Act, a person must report the death to a police 
officer, a coroner or an assistant coroner as soon as possible. This applies to all 
human remains less than 100 years old10 regardless of ancestry. Public health 
controls may also apply. 

Where remains are suspected of being more than 100 years old, they are considered 
to be either Aboriginal objects or non-Aboriginal relics depending on the ancestry of 
the individual. Aboriginal human remains are protected under the National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, while non-Aboriginal remains are protected under the Heritage Act 
1977.  

The approval and notification requirements of these Acts are described above in 
sections 3.1 and 3.2. Additionally, the discovery of Aboriginal human remains also 
triggers notification requirements to the Commonwealth Minister for the Environment 
under s 20(1) of the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 
1984 (Cth).  

 

 IMPORTANT!  

All human skeletal remains are subject to statutory controls and protections.  

All bones must be treated as potential human skeletal remains and work around them 
must stop while they are protected and investigated urgently. 

 

. 

Guidance on what to do when suspected human remains are found is in Appendix E. 

10 Under s 19 of the Coroners Act 2009, the coroner has no jurisdiction to conduct an 
inquest into reportable death unless it appears to the coroner that (or that there is 
reasonable cause to suspect that) the death or suspected death occurred within the last 100 
years. 
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4 Responsibilities 

The following roles and responsibilities are relevant to this procedure: 

Role Definition/responsibility 
Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage Advisor (ACHA) 

Provides Aboriginal cultural heritage advice to project teams. 
Acts as Aboriginal community liaison for projects on cultural 
heritage matters. Engages and consults with the Aboriginal 
community as per the Roads and Maritime Procedure for 
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation and Investigation.  

Aboriginal Sites Officer 
(ASO) 

Is an appropriately trained and skilled Aboriginal person 
whose role is to identify and assess Aboriginal objects and 
cultural values. For details on engaging Aboriginal Sites 
Officers, refer to Roads and Maritime Procedure for 
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation and Investigation. 

Archaeologist (A) Professional consultant, contracted on a case-by-case basis 
to provide heritage and archaeological advice and technical 
services (such as reports, heritage approval documentation 
etc). 
Major projects with complex heritage issues often have an 
on call Project archaeologist. 

Project Manager (PM) Ensures all aspects of this procedure are implemented. The 
PM can delegate specific tasks to a construction 
environment manager, Roads and Maritime site 
representatives or regional environment staff, where 
appropriate.  

Regional Environment 
Staff (RES) 

Provides advice on this procedure to project teams. Ensuring 
this procedure is implemented consistently by supporting the 
PM. Supporting project teams during the uncovering of 
unexpected finds. Reviewing archaeological management 
plans and liaising with heritage staff and archaeological 
consultants as needed.  

Registered Aboriginal 
Parties (RAPs) 

RAPs are Aboriginal people who have registered with Roads 
and Maritime to be consulted about a proposed Roads and 
Maritime project or activity in accordance with OEH’s 
Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for 
proponents (2010).  

Senior Environmental 
Specialist (Heritage) 
(SES(H)) 

Provides technical assistance on this procedure and 
archaeological technical matters, as required. Reviewing the 
archaeological management plans and facilitating heritage 
approval applications, where required. Assists with regulator 
engagement, where required.  

Team Leader - Regional 
Maintenance Delivery 
(TL-RMD) 

Ensures Regional Maintenance Delivery staff stop work in 
the vicinity of an unexpected heritage item. Completes 
Unexpected Heritage Item Recording Form 418 and notifies 
WS-RMD.  

Technical Specialist Professional consultant contracted to provide specific 
technical advice that relates to the specific type of 
unexpected heritage find (eg a forensic or physical 
anthropologist who can identify and analyse human skeletal 
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remains). 
Works Supervisor - 
Regional Maintenance 
Delivery (WS-RMD) 

Ensures Regional Maintenance Delivery staff are aware of 
this procedure. Supports the Team Leader - Regional 
Maintenance Delivery during the implementation of this 
procedure and ensures reporting of unexpected heritage 
items through environment management systems.  
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5 Acronyms 

The following acronyms are relevant to this procedure: 

Acronym Meaning 
A Archaeologist 
ACHA Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Advisor 
AHIP Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit  
ASO Aboriginal Site Officer 
CEMP Construction Environment Management Plan 
OEH Office of Environment and Heritage.  
PACHCI  Procedure for Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation and Investigation 
PM Project Manager 
RAP Registered Aboriginal Parties 
RES  Regional Environmental Staff 
SES(H) Senior Environmental Specialist (Heritage) 
TL-RMD Team Leader – Regional Maintenance Division 
RMD Regional Maintenance Delivery  
RMS  Roads and Maritime 
WS-RMD Works Supervisor - Regional Maintenance Division 
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6 Overview of the Procedure 

On discovering something that could be an unexpected heritage item (‘the item’), the 
following procedure must be followed. There are eight steps in the procedure. These 
steps are summarised in Figure 1 below and explained in detail in Section 7.  

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: Overview of steps to be undertaken on the discovery of an unexpected heritage item. 
 
 

 IMPORTANT!  

RMS may have approval or specific safeguards in place (apart from this 
procedure) to impact on certain heritage items during construction. If you 
discover a heritage item and you are unsure whether an approval or safeguard 
is in place, STOP works and follow this procedure.  

1. Stop work, protect item and inform Roads and 
Maritime environment staff 

2. Contact and engage an archaeologist, and where 
required, an Aboriginal Site Officer. 

3. Complete a preliminary assessment and recording 
of the item 

4. Formulate an archaeological or heritage 
management plan 

5. Formally notify the regulator by letter, if required 

6. Implement archaeological or heritage management 
plan 

8. Resume work 

Unexpected item discovered 

7. Review CEMPs and approval conditions 

Ite
m

 n
ot
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7 Unexpected heritage items procedure 

Table 1: Specific tasks to be implemented following the discovery of an unexpected heritage item. 
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Advisor (ACHA); Aboriginal Sites Officer (ASO); Archaeologist (A); Project Manager (PM); Regional Environment Staff (RES); Registered 
Aboriginal Parties (RAPs); Senior Environmental Specialist (Heritage) (SES(H)); Team leader – Roads and Maintenance Division (TL - RMD); Works supervisor – Roads and 
Maintenance Division (WS - RMD).   

Step Task Responsibility  Guidance & Tools 

1 Stop work, protect item and inform Roads and Maritime 
environment staff   

1.1 
Stop all work in the immediate area of the item and notify the Project Manager or Team 
Leader-RMD. (For maintenance activities, the Team Leader is to also notify the Works 
Supervisor-RMD) 

All 
Appendix A 
(Identifying Unexpected 
Heritage items) 

1.2 Establish a ‘no-go zone’ around the item. Use high visibility fencing, where practical.  PM or TL-RMD  

1.3 Inform all site personnel about the no-go zone. No further interference, including works, 
ground disturbance, touching or moving the item must occur within the no-go zone. PM or TL-RMD  

1.4 

Inspect, document and photograph the item using ‘Unexpected Heritage Item Recording 
Form 418’. 
 
 

PM or TL-RMD 

Appendix B 
(Unexpected Heritage 
Item Recording Form 
418) 
Appendix C 
(Photographing 
Unexpected Heritage 
items) 
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Step Task Responsibility  Guidance & Tools 

1.5 

Is the item likely to be bone?  
 
If yes, follow the steps in Appendix E – ‘Uncovering bones’. Where it is obvious that the 
bones are human remains, you must notify the local police by telephone immediately. 
They may take command of all or part of the site.  
 
If no, proceed to next step.  

PM or WS-RMD 
Appendix E 
(Uncovering Bones) 

1.6 

Is the item likely to be: 
a) A relic? (A relic is evidence of past human activity which has local or state heritage 

significance. It may include items such as bottles, utensils, remnants of clothing, 
crockery, personal effects, tools, machinery  and domestic or industrial refuse) 
and/or   

b) An Aboriginal object? (An Aboriginal object may include a shell midden, stone 
tools, bones, rock art or a scarred tree).  

 
If yes, proceed directly to Step 1.8 
 
If no, proceed to next step. 

PM or WS-RMD  
Appendix A 
(Identifying heritage 
items) 

1.7 

Is the item likely to be a “work”, building or standing structure? (This may include tram 
tracks, kerbing, historic road pavement, fences, sheds or building foundations).  
 
If yes, can works avoid further disturbance to the item? (E.g. if historic road base/tram 
tracks have been exposed, can they be left in place?) If yes, works may proceed without 
further disturbance to the item. Complete Step 1.8 within 24 hours. 
 
If works cannot avoid further disturbance to the item, works must not recommence at this 
time. Complete the remaining steps in this procedure. 

PM or WS-RMD 
Appendix A 
(Identifying heritage 
items) 
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Step Task Responsibility  Guidance & Tools 

1.8 Inform relevant Roads and Maritime Regional Environmental Staff of item by providing 
them with the completed ‘Form 418’. 

PM or WS-RMD 
(RES) 

Appendix D 
(Key Environmental 
Contacts) 

1.9 

Regional Environmental Staff to advise Project Manager or Works Supervisor whether 
RMS has an approval or safeguard in place (apart from this procedure) to impact on the 
‘item’. (An approval may include an approval under the Heritage Act, the National Parks 
and Wildlife Act or the Planning and Assessment Act). 
 
Does RMS have an approval, permit or appropriate safeguard in place to impact on the 
item? 
 
If yes, work may recommence in accordance with the approval, permit or safeguard. 
There is no further requirement to follow this procedure.  
 
If no, continue to next step.    

  

1.10 Liaise with Traffic Management Centre where the delay is likely to affect traffic flow.  PM or WS-RMD  

1.11 
Report the item as a ‘Reportable Event’ in accordance with the Roads and Maritime 
Environmental Incident Classification and Reporting Procedure. Implement any additional 
reporting requirements related to the project’s approval and CEMP, where relevant.  

PM or WS-RMD 

RMS Environmental 
Incident Classification 
and Reporting 
Procedure 

2 Contact and engage an archaeologist and, where required, an 
Aboriginal site officer   

2.1 

Contact the Project (on-call) Archaeologist to discuss the location and extent of the item 
and to arrange a site inspection, if required. The project CEMP may contain contact 
details of the Project Archaeologist.  
 
OR 

PM or WS-RMD 
(A; RES; SES(H)) 

Also see Appendix D 
(Key Environmental 
Contacts)  
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Step Task Responsibility  Guidance & Tools 

 
Where there is no project archaeologist engaged for the works, engage a suitably 
qualified and experienced archaeological consultant to assess the find. A list of heritage 
consultants is available on the RMS contractor panels on the Buyways homepage. 
Regional environment staff and Roads and Maritime heritage staff can also advise on 
appropriate consultants. 

Buyways 

2.2 

Where the item is likely to be an Aboriginal object, speak with your Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage Advisor to arrange for an Aboriginal Sites Officer to assess the find. Generally, 
an Aboriginal Sites Officer would be from the relevant local Aboriginal land council. If an 
alternative contact person (ie a RAP) has been nominated as a result of previous 
consultation, then that person is to be contacted.  

PM or WS-RMD 
(ACHA; ASO) 

 

2.3 If requested, provide photographs of the item taken at Step 1.4 to the archaeologist, and 
Aboriginal Sites Officer if relevant. 

PM or WS-RMD 
(RES) 

Appendix C 
(Photographing 
Unexpected Heritage 
items) 

3 Preliminary assessment and recording of the find   

3.1 

In a minority of cases, the archaeologist (and Aboriginal Sites Officer, if relevant) may 
determine from the photographs that no site inspection is required because no 
archaeological constraint exists for the project (eg the item is not a ‘relic’, a ‘heritage item’ 
or an ‘Aboriginal object’). Any such advice should be provided in writing (eg via email) and 
confirmed by the Project Manager or Works Supervisor - RMD. 

A/PM/ASO/ WS-
RMD Proceed to Step 8 

3.2 
Arrange site access for the archaeologist (and Aboriginal Sites Officer, if relevant) to 
inspect the item as soon as practicable. In the majority of cases a site inspection is 
required to conduct a preliminary assessment.  

PM or WS-RMD  

3.3 
Subject to the archaeologist’s assessment (and the Aboriginal Sites Officer’s assessment, 
if relevant), work may recommence at a set distance from the item. This is to protect any 
other archaeological material that may exist in the vicinity, which has not yet been 
uncovered. Existing protective fencing established in Step 1.2 may need to be adjusted to 

A/PM/ASO/ WS-
RMD  
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Step Task Responsibility  Guidance & Tools 

reflect the extent of the newly assessed protective area. No works are to take place within 
this area once established. 

3.4 

The archaeologist (and Aboriginal Sites Officer, if relevant) may provide advice after the 
site inspection and preliminary assessment that no archaeological constraint exists for the 
project (eg the item is not a ‘relic’, a ‘heritage item’ or an ‘Aboriginal object’). Any such 
advice should be provided in writing (eg via email) and confirmed by the Project Manager 
or Works Supervisor - RMD. 

A/PM/ASO/ WS-
RMD Proceed to Step 8 

3.5 
Where required, seek additional specialist technical advice (such as a forensic or physical 
anthropologist to identify skeletal remains). Regional environment staff and/or Roads and 
Maritime heritage staff can provide contacts for such specialist consultants. 

RES/SES(H) 
Appendix D 
(Key Environmental 
Contacts) 

3.6 Where the item has been identified as a ‘relic’, ‘heritage item’ or an ‘Aboriginal object’ the 
archaeologist should formally record the item.  A  

3.7 
The regulator can be notified informally by telephone at this stage by the archaeologist, 
Project Manager (or delegate) or Works Supervisor - RMD. Any verbal conversations with 
regulators must be noted on the project file for future reference.  

PM/A/WS-RMD  

4 Prepare an archaeological or heritage management plan   

4.1 

The archaeologist must prepare an archaeological or heritage management plan (with 
input from the Aboriginal Sites Officer, where relevant) shortly after the site inspection. 
This plan is a brief overview of the following: (a) description of the feature, (b) historic 
context, if data is easily accessible, (c) likely significance, (d) heritage approval and 
regulatory notification requirements, (e) heritage reporting requirements, (f) stakeholder 
consultation requirements, (g) relevance to other project approvals and management 
plans etc. 

A/ASO 

Appendix F 
(Archaeological/ 
Heritage  Advice 
Checklist) 

4.2 

In preparing the plan, the archaeologist with the assistance of regional environment staff 
must review the CEMP, any heritage sub-plans, any conditions of heritage approvals, 
conditions of project approval (and or Minister’s Conditions of Approval) and heritage 
assessment documentation (eg Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report). This 
will outline if the unexpected item is consistent with previous heritage/project approval(s) 

A/RES/PM 

Appendix F 
(Archaeological/ 
Heritage Advice 
Checklist) 
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Step Task Responsibility  Guidance & Tools 

and/or previously agreed management strategies. The Project Manager and regional 
environment staff must provide all relevant documents to the archaeologist to assist with 
this. Discussions should occur with design engineers to consider if re-design options exist 
and are appropriate. 

4.3 

The archaeologist must submit this plan as a letter, brief report or email to the Project 
Manager outlining all relevant archaeological or heritage issues. This plan should be 
submitted to the Project Manager as soon as practicable. Given that the archaeological 
management plan is an overview of all the necessary requirements (and the urgency of 
the situation), it should take no longer than two working days to submit to the Project 
Manager.    

A  

4.4 

The Project Manager or Works Supervisor must review the archaeological or heritage 
management plan to ensure all requirements can reasonably be implemented. Seek 
additional advice from regional environment staff and Roads and Maritime heritage staff, if 
required.  

PM/RES/SES(H)/ 
WS-RMD  

5 Notify the regulator, if required.   

5.1 

Review the archaeological or heritage management plan to confirm if regulator notification 
is required. Is notification required?  
 
If no, proceed directly to Step 6 
 
If yes, proceed to next step. 

PM/RES/SES(H)/ 
WS-RMD  

5.2 If notification is required, complete the template notification letter.  PM or WS-RMD 
Appendix G 
(Template Notification 
Letter) 

5.3 
Forward the draft notification letter, archaeological or heritage management plan and the 
site recording form to regional environment staff and Senior Environmental Specialist 
(Heritage) for review, and consider any suggested amendments.  

PM/RES/SES(H)/
WS-RMD  
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Step Task Responsibility  Guidance & Tools 

5.4 

Forward the signed notification letter to the relevant regulator (ie notification of relics must 
be given to the Heritage Division, Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH), while 
notification for Aboriginal objects must be given to the relevant Aboriginal section of 
OEH).  
Informal notification (via a phone call or email) to the regulator prior to sending the letter is 
appropriate. The archaeological management plan and the completed site recording form 
must be submitted with the notification letter. For Part 3A and Part 5.1 projects, the 
Department of Planning and Environment must also be notified.  

PM or WS-RMD 
Appendix D 
(Key Environmental 
Contacts) 

5.5 
A copy of the final signed notification letter, archaeological or heritage management plan 
and the site recording form should be kept on file by the Project Manager or Works 
Supervisor- RMD and a copy sent to the Senior Environmental Specialist (Heritage).  

PM or WS-RMD  

6 Implement archaeological or heritage management plan   

6.1 Modify the archaeological or heritage management plan to take into account any 
additional advice resulting from notification and discussions with the regulator. 

A/PM or WS-
RMD 
(RES) 

 

6.2 

Implement the archaeological or heritage management plan. Where impact is expected, 
this would include such things as a formal assessment of significance and heritage impact 
assessment, preparation of excavation or recording methodologies, consultation with 
registered Aboriginal parties, obtaining heritage approvals etc, if required.  

PM or WS-RMD 
(RAPs and RES) PACHCI Stage 3 

6.3 

Where heritage approval is required contact regional environment staff for further advice 
and support material. Please note time constraints associated with heritage approval 
preparation and processing. Project scheduling may need to be revised where extensive 
delays are expected. 

PM/RES/WS-
RMD  

6.4 

For Part 3A/Part 5.1 projects, assess whether heritage impact is consistent with the 
project approval or if project approval modification is required from the Department of 
Planning and Environment. Seek advice from regional environment staff and Environment 
Branch specialist staff if unsure. 

PM/RES  
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Step Task Responsibility  Guidance & Tools 

6.5 
Where statutory approvals (or project approval modification) are required, impact upon 
relics and/or Aboriginal objects must not occur until heritage approvals are issued by the 
appropriate regulator.  

PM or WS-RMD  

6.6 
Where statutory approval (or Part 3A/Part 5.1 project modification) is not required and 
where recording is recommended by the archaeologist, sufficient time must be allowed for 
this to occur. 

PM or WS-RMD  

6.7 

Ensure short term and permanent storage locations are identified for archaeological 
material or other heritage material is removed from site, where required. Interested third 
parties (eg museums or local councils) should be consulted on this issue. Contact 
regional environment staff and Senior Environmental Specialist (Heritage) for advice on 
this matter, if required. 

PM or WS-RMD  

7 Review CEMPs and approval conditions   

7.1 
Check whether written notification is required to be sent to the regulator before re-
commencing work. Where this is not explicit in heritage approval conditions, expectations 
should be clarified directly with the regulator.   

PM  

7.2 

Update the CEMP, site mapping and project delivery program as appropriate with any 
project changes resulting from final heritage management (eg retention of heritage item, 
salvage of item). Updated CEMPs must incorporate additional conditions arising from any 
heritage approvals, and Aboriginal community consultation if relevant. Include any 
changes to CEMP in site induction material and update site workers during toolbox talks.  

PM  

8 Resume work   

8.1 

Seek written clearance to resume project work from regional environment staff and the 
archaeologist (and regulator, if required). Clearance would only be given once all 
archaeological excavation and/or heritage recommendations (where required) are 
complete.  Resumption of project work must be in accordance with the all relevant 
project/heritage approvals/determinations. 

RES/A/PM/WS-
RMD   

8.2 If required, ensure archaeological excavation/heritage reporting and other heritage PM/A/WS-RMD  
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Step Task Responsibility  Guidance & Tools 

approval conditions are completed in the required timeframes. This includes artefact 
retention repositories, conservation and/or disposal strategies. 

8.3 

Forward all heritage/archaeological assessments, heritage location data and its ownership 
status to the Senior Environmental Specialist (Heritage). They will ensure all heritage 
items in Roads and Maritime ownership and/or control are considered for the Roads and 
Maritime S170 Heritage and Conservation Register. 

PM/SES(H)/ WS-
RMD  

8.4 If additional unexpected items are discovered this procedure must begin again from Step 
1.  PM/TL-RMD  
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 IMPORTANT!  

Roads and Maritime Services staff and contractors are not to seek advice on this 
procedure directly from the Office of Environment and Heritage without first 
seeking advice from regional environment staff and heritage policy staff. 

 

8 Seeking advice  

Advice on this procedure should be sought from Roads and Maritime regional 
environment staff in the first instance. Contractors and alliance partners should ensure 
their own project environment managers are aware of and understand this procedure. 
Regional environment staff can assist non-Roads and Maritime project environment 
managers with enquires concerning this procedure. 

 

 

 

 

Technical archaeological or heritage advice regarding an unexpected heritage item 
should be sought from the contracted archaeologist. Technical specialist advice can 
also be sought from heritage policy staff within Environment Branch to assist with the 
preliminary archaeological identification and technical reviews of 
heritage/archaeological reports.  
 

Roads & Maritime Services 

Level 00, Building Name 000, Street Name, City NSW 0000  |  PO Box 000 City NSW 0000 DX00 City   
T 02 0000 0000  |  F 02 0000 0000  |  E  xxxx@rta.nsw.gov.au www.rta.nsw.gov.au  |  13 22 13 

 

mailto:xxxx@rta.nsw.gov.au


 

9 Related information 

Contact details:  Senior Environmental Specialist (Heritage), Environment Branch, 02 
8588 5754 

Effective date: 01 February 2015 
Review date: 01 February 2016 

 

This procedure should be read in conjunction with: 
• Roads and Maritimes’ Heritage Guidelines 2015. 
• Roads and Maritime Services Environmental Incident Classification and 

Reporting Procedure 
• Roads and Maritime’s Procedure for Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Consultation and Investigation 
• RTA Environmental Impact Assessment Guidelines. 

This procedure replaces:  
• Procedure 5.5 (“unexpected discovery of an archaeological relic or 

Aboriginal object”) outlined in the RTA’s Heritage Guidelines 2004.  

Other relevant reading material: 
• NSW Heritage Office (1998), Skeletal remains: guidelines for the 

management of human skeletal remains. 
• Department of Environment and Conservation NSW (2006), Manual for 

the identification of Aboriginal remains.  
• Department of Health (April 2008), Policy Directive: Burials - exhumation 

of human remains11. 
 
 

11 http://www.health.nsw.gov.au/policies/pd/2008/pdf/PD2008_022.pdf  
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Appendix A 

Identifying Unexpected Heritage Items 
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The following images can be used to assist in the preliminary identification of potential 
unexpected items (both Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal) during construction and 
maintenance works. Please note this is not a comprehensive typology. 

 
Top left hand picture continuing clockwise: Stock camp remnants (Hume Highway 
Bypass at Tarcutta); Linear archaeological feature with post holes (Hume Highway 
Duplication), Animal bones (Hume Highway Bypass at Woomargama); Cut wooden 
stake; Glass jars, bottles, spoon and fork recovered from refuse pit associated with a 
Newcastle Hotel (Pacific Highway, Adamstown Heights, Newcastle area). 
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Top left hand picture continuing clockwise: Woodstave water pipe with tar and wire 
sealing (Horsley Drive); Tram tracks (Sydney); Brick lined cistern (Clyde); Retaining 
wall (Great Western Highway, Leura). 
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Top left hand picture continuing clockwise: Road pavement (Great Western 
Highway, Lawson); Sandstone kerbing and guttering (Parramatta Road, Mays Hill); 
Telford road (sandstone road base, Great Western Highway, Leura); Ceramic conduit 
and sandstone culvert headwall (Blue Mountains, NSW); Corduroy road (timber road 
base, Entrance Road, Wamberai). 
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Top left hand corner continuing clockwise: Alignment Pin (Great Western Highway, 
Wentworth Falls); Survey tree (MR7, Albury); Survey tree (Kidman Way, Darlington 
Point, Murrumbidgee); Survey tree (Cobb Highway, Deniliquin); Milestone (Great 
Western Highway, Kingswood, Penrith); Alignment Stone (near Guntawong Road, 
Riverstone). Please note survey marks may have additional statutory protection under 
the Surveying and Spatial Information Act 2002. 
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Mine Shaft Historic fence boundary 

Dairy shed 

 

Remnant Bridge Piers  

Top left hand corner continuing clockwise: Remnant bridge piers (Putty Road, Bulga); Wooden 
boundary fence (Campbelltown Road, Denham Court); Dairy shed (Ballina); Golden Arrow Mine Shaft. 
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Top left hand corner: Culturally modified stone discovered on Main Road 92, about 
two kilometres west of Sassafras. The remaining images show a selection of stone 
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artefacts retrieved from test and salvage archaeological excavations during the Hume 
Highway Duplication and Bypass projects from 2006-2010. 
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 Unexpected heritage item recording form 418 

 

This form is to be filled in by a project manager (or their delegate) or a team leader – Road 
and Maintenance Division, on the discovery of an unexpected heritage item during 
construction or maintenance works.  

Date:   Recorded by: 
(Include name and 
position) 

 

Project name:   
 

Description of works being undertaken 
(eg Removal of failed pavement by excavation and 
pouring concrete slabs in 1m x 1m replacement 
sections).  

 

 

 

 

 

Description of exact location of item 
(eg Within the road formation on Parramatta Road, east 
bound lane, at the corner of Johnston Street, 
Annandale, Sydney).  

 

 

 

 

 

Description of item found (What type of item is it likely to be? Tick the relevant boxes). 

 
A. A relic   A ‘relic’ is evidence of a past human activity relating 

to the settlement of NSW with local or state heritage 
significance. A relic might include bottles, utensils, 
plates, cups, household items, tools, implements, 
and similar items. 

B. A ‘work, building or structure’   A ‘work’ can generally be defined as a form 
infrastructure such as tram tracks, a culvert, road 
base, a bridge pier, kerbing, and similar items.  

C. An Aboriginal object  An ‘Aboriginal object’ may include stone tools, stone 
flakes, shell middens, rock art, scarred trees and 
human bones.  

D. Bone  Bones can either be human or animal remains.  
Remember that you must contact the local police 
immediately by telephone if you are certain that 
the bone(s) are human remains.  

E. Other   
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Provide short description of item 
(eg Metal tram tracks running parallel to road 
alignment. Good condition. Tracks set in 
concrete, approximately 10cms (100 mm) 
below the current ground surface). 

 

 

 

 

 

Sketch  
(Provide a sketch of the item’s general location in relation to other road features so its approximate location can be 
mapped without having to re-excavate it. In addition, please include details of the location and direction of any 
photographs of the item taken).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Action taken (Tick either A or B) 

A. Unexpected item would not be further impacted on by works    
Describe how works would avoid impact on the item. (eg The tram tracks will be left in situ, and 
recovered with road paving).  
 
 
 
 
 

B. Unexpected item would be further impacted on by works   

Describe how works would impact on the item. (eg Milling is required to be continued to 200 mm depth to 
ensure road pavement requirements are met. Tram tracks will need to be removed).  
 
 
 
 
 
Important:  
It is a statutory offence to disturb Aboriginal objects and historic relics (including human 
remains) without an approval. All works affecting objects and relics must cease until an 
approval is sought.  
Approvals may also be required to impact on certain works. Contact your regional 
environment staff for guidance.   
 
Project manager / 
works supervisor 
signature 
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Photographing Unexpected Heritage Items 

Heritage Procedure 2: Unexpected Heritage Items 
 



 

Photographs of unexpected items in their current context (in situ) may assist heritage 
staff and archaeologists to better identify the heritage values of the item. Emailing good 
quality photographs to specialists can allow for better quality and faster heritage 
advice. The key elements that must be captured in photographs of the item include its 
position, the item itself and any distinguishing features. All photographs must have a 
scale (ruler, scale bar, mobile phone, coin) and a note describing the direction of the 
photograph.  

Context and detailed photographs 
It is important to take a general photograph (Figure 1) to convey the location and 
setting of the item.  This will add much value to the subsequent detailed photographs 
also required (Figure 2). 

 
Figure 1: Telford road uncovered on the Great Western Highway (Leura) in 2008. 

Photographing distinguishing features 
Where unexpected items have a distinguishing feature, close up detailed photographs 
must be taken of this, where practicable. In the case of a building or bridge, this may 
include diagnostic details architectural or technical features. See Figures 3 and 4 for 
examples. 

 
 

Figure 4: Detail of the stamp allows ‘Tooth & Co 
Limited’ to be made out. This is helpful to a 
specialist in gauging the artefact’s origin, 
manufacturing date and likely significance.  

Figure 3: Ceramic bottle artefact with stamp. 

Photographing bones 
The majority of bones found on site will those of be recently deceased animal bones 
often requiring no further assessment (unless they are in archaeological context). 
However, if bones are human, Roads and Maritime must contact the police 
immediately (see Appendix F for detailed guidance). Taking quality photographs of the 
bones can often resolve this issue quickly. Heritage staff in Environment Branch can 
confirm if bones are human or non-human if provided with appropriate photographs. 

Figure 2: Close up detail of the 
sandstone surface showing 
material type, formation and 
construction detail. This is 
essential for establishing date of 
the feature.  
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Ensure that photographs of bones are not concealed by foliage (Figure 5) as this 
makes it difficult to identify. Minor hand removal of foliage can be undertaken as long 
as disturbance of the bone does not occur. Excavation of the ground to remove bone(s) 
should not occur, nor should they be pulled out of the ground if partially exposed. 
Where sediment (adhering to a bone found on the ground surface) conceals portions of 
a bone (Figure 6) ensure the photograph is taken of the bone (if any) that is not 
concealed by sediment. 
 

  
Figure 5: Bone concealed by foliage.  Figure 6: Bone covered in sediment 

Ensure that all close up photographs include the whole bone and then specific details 
of the bone (especially the ends of long bones, the epiphysis, which is critical for 
species identification). Figures 7 and 8 are examples of good photographs of bones 
that can easily be identified from the photograph alone. They show sufficient detail of 
the complete bone and the epiphysis. 

   
Figure 7: Photograph showing complete bone. Figure 8: Close up of a long bone’s epiphysis. 
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Key environmental contacts  
Hunter region Environmental Manager (Hunter) 4924 0440 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Advisor 4924 0383  
Northern region Environment Manager (North) 6640 1072 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Advisor 6604 9305 
Southern region Environmental Manager (South) 6492 9515 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Advisor 4221 2767  
South West region Environment Manager (South West) 6937 1634 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Advisor 6937 1647  
Sydney region Environment Manager (Sydney) 8849 2516 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Advisor 8849 2583  
Western region Environment Manager (West) 6861 1628 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Advisor 6861 1658  
Pacific Highway Office Environment Manager 6640 1375 
Regional Maintenance 
Delivery   

Environment Manager 9598 7721 

Environment Branch Senior Environmental Specialist 
(Heritage) 

8588 5754 

Heritage Regulators  

Heritage Division 
Office of Environment and Heritage 
Locked Bag 5020 
Parramatta NSW 2124 
Phone: (02) 9873 8500 

Department of the Environment (Clth)  
GPO Box 787 
Canberra ACT 2601  
Phone: (02) 6274 1111  

Office of Environment and Heritage 
(Sydney Metropolitan) 
Planning and Aboriginal Heritage Section 
PO Box 668 
Parramatta NSW 2124 
Phone: (02) 9995 5000 

Office of Environment and Heritage 
(North Eastern NSW) 
Planning and Aboriginal Heritage 
Section                                                                   
Locked Bag 914 
Coffs Harbour NSW 2450 
Phone: (02) 6651 5946 

Office of Environment and Heritage 
(North Western NSW)  
Environment and Conservation Programs  
PO Box 2111 
Dubbo NSW 2830 
Phone: (02) 6883 5330 

Office of Environment and Heritage 
(Southern NSW) 
Landscape and Aboriginal Heritage 
Protection Section 
PO Box 733 
Queanbeyan  NSW 2620 
Phone: (02) 6229 7188 

Project-Specific Contacts  
Position Name Phone Number  
Project Manager   
Site/Alliance Environment Manager   
Regional Environmental Officer   
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Advisor   
Consultant Archaeologist   
Local Police Station   
OEH: Environment Line  131 555 
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Uncovering Bones 
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This appendix provides Project Managers with (1) advice on what to do when bones 
are discovered; (2) guidance on the notification pathways; and (3) additional 
considerations and requirements when managing the discovery of human remains.  

 

1. First uncovering bones 

Stop all work in the vicinity of the find. All bones uncovered during project works should 
be treated with care and urgency as they have the potential to be human remains. 
Therefore they must be identified as either human or non-human as soon as possible 
by a qualified forensic or physical anthropologist. These specialist consultants can be 
sought by contacting regional environment staff and/or heritage staff at Environment 
Branch.  

On the very rare occasion where it is instantly obvious from the remains that they are 
human, the Project Manager (or a delegate) should inform the police by telephone 
prior to seeking specialist advice. It will be obvious that it is human skeletal remains 
where there is no doubt, as demonstrated by the example in Figure 1. Often skeletal 
elements in isolation (such as a skull) can also clearly be identified as human. Note it 
may also be obvious that human remains have been uncovered when soft tissue and 
clothing are present.  

 

 

 
Figure 1: Schematic of a complete skeleton that is 
‘obviously’ human12.  

Figure 2: Disarticulated bones that require 
assessment to determine species. 

This preliminary phone call is to let the police know that Roads and Maritime is 
undertaking a specialist skeletal assessment to determine the approximate date of 
death which will inform legal jurisdiction. The police may wish to take control of the site 
at this stage. If not, a forensic or physical anthropologist must be requested to make an 
on-site assessment of the skeletal remains. 

12 After Department of Environment and Conservation NSW (2006), Manual for the identification of 
Aboriginal Remains: 17. 
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 Action 
A police officer must be notified immediately as per the obligations to report a 
death or suspected death under s35 of the Coroners Act 2009 (NSW). It 
should be assumed the police will then take command of the site until 
otherwise directed. 

 Action 
The OEH  and the RMS Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Advisor (ACHA) must be 
notified immediately. The ACHA must contact and inform the relevant 
Aboriginal community stakeholders who may request to be present on site. 
Relevant stakeholders are determined by the RTA’s Procedure for Aboriginal 
Cultural Heritage Consultation and Investigation. 

 Action 
The OEH (Heritage Branch, Conservation Team) must be notified 
immediately. 

Where it is not ‘obvious’ that the bones are human (in the majority of cases, illustrated 
by Figure 2), specialist assessment is required to establish the species of the bones. 
Photographs of the bones can assist this assessment if they are clear and taken in 
accordance with guidance provided in Appendix C. Good photographs often result in 
the bones being identified by a specialist without requiring a site visit; noting they are 
nearly always non-human. In these cases, non-human skeletal remains must be 
treated like any other unexpected archaeological find.  

If the bones are identified as human (either by photographs or an on-site inspection) a 
technical specialist must determine the likely ancestry (Aboriginal or non-Aboriginal) 
and burial context (archaeological or forensic). This assessment is required to identify 
the legal regulator of the human remains so urgent notification (as below) can occur. 
Preliminary telephone or verbal notification by the Project Manager or regional 
environment staff is considered appropriate. This must be followed up later by Roads 
and Maritime’s formal letter notification as per Appendix G when a management plan 
has been developed and agreed to by the relevant parties. 

2. Range of human skeletal notification pathways 

The following is a summary of the different notification pathways required for human 
skeletal remains depending on the preliminary skeletal assessment of ancestry and 
burial context.  

A. Human bones are from a recently deceased person (less than 100 years old).  
 
 

 
 

 

B. Human bones are archaeological in nature (more than 100 years old) and are 
likely to be Aboriginal remains. 
 

 
 

 
 

C. Human bones are archaeological in nature (more than 100 years old) and 
likely to be non-Aboriginal remains.  

 

 

 

 

 

The simple diagram below summarises the notification pathways on finding bones. 
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After the appropriate verbal notifications (as described in B and C), the Project 
Manager must proceed through the Unexpected Heritage Items Procedure to formulate 
an archaeological management plan (Step 4). Note no archaeological management 
plan is required for forensic cases (A), as all future management is a police matter. 
Non-human skeletal remains must be treated like any other unexpected archaeological 
find and so must proceed to recording the find as per Step 3.6. 

3. Additional considerations and requirements 
Uncovering archaeological human remains must be managed intensively and needs to 
consider a number of additional specific issues. These issues might include facilitating 
culturally appropriate processes when dealing with Aboriginal remains (such as 
repatriation and cultural ceremonies). Roads and Maritime’s ACHA can provide advice 
on this and how to engage with the relevant Aboriginal community. Project Managers, 
more generally, may also need to consider overnight site security of any exposed 
remains and may need to manage the onsite attendance of a number of different 
external stakeholders during assessment and/or investigation of remains. Project 
Managers may also be advised to liaise with local church/religious groups and the 
media to manage community issues arising from the find.  Additional investigations 
may be required to identify living descendants, particularly if the remains are to be 
removed and relocated.  

If exhumation of the remains (from a formal burial or a vault) is required, Project 
Managers should also be aware of additional approval requirements under the Public 
Health Act 1991 (NSW). Specifically, Roads and Maritime is required to apply to the 
Director General of NSW Department of Health for approval to exhume human remains 
as per Clause 26 of the Public Health (Disposal of Bodies) Regulation 2002 (NSW)13. 
Further, the exhumation of such remains needs to consider health risks such as 
infectious disease control, exhumation procedures and reburial approval and 
registration. Further guidance on this matter can be found at the NSW Department of 
Health website.   

In addition, due to the potential significant statutory and common law controls and 
prohibitions associated with interfering with a public cemetery, project teams are 

13 This requirement is in addition to heritage approvals under the Heritage Act 1977. 
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advised, when works uncover human remains adjacent to cemeteries, to confirm the 
cemetery’s exact boundaries.  
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Appendix F 

Archaeological Heritage Advice Checklist 

 



 

The following checklist can be used by the Project Manager and the archaeologist to ensure all 
relevant archaeological issues are considered when developing the management plan required at 
Step 4 of this procedure. 

An archaeological or heritage management plan can include a range of activities and processes, 
which differ depending on the find and its significance.  

 Required Outcome/notes 
Assessment and investigation 
• Assessment of significance  Yes/No  
• Assessment of heritage impact Yes/No  
• Archaeological excavation Yes/No  
• Archival photographic recording Yes/No  

Heritage approvals and notifications 
• AHIPs, Section 140, S139 exceptions 

etc 
Yes/No 

 
• Regulator relics/objects notification Yes/No  
• Roads and Maritime’s S170 Heritage 

and Conservation Register listing 
requirements 

Yes/No 
 

• Compliance with CEMP or other project 
heritage approvals 

Yes/No 
 

Stakeholder consultation  
• Aboriginal stakeholder consultation 

requirements and how it relates to RTA 
Procedure for Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Consultation and Investigation (PACHCI). 

Yes/No 

 

• Advice from regional environmental 
staff, Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Advisor, 
Roads and Maritime heritage team. 

Yes/No 
 

Artefact/ heritage item management 
• Retention or conservation strategy (eg 

items may be subject to long conservation 
and interpretation) 

• Disposal strategy (eg former road 
pavement) 

• Short term and permanent storage 
locations (interested third parties should be 
consulted on this issue). 

Yes/No 

 

• Control Agreement for Aboriginal 
objects. 

Yes/No 
 

Program and budget 
• Time estimate associated with 

archaeological or heritage conservation 
work. 

 

• Total cost of archaeological/heritage 
work.  
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Template Notification Letter 

 



 

NB: On finding Aboriginal human skeletal remains this letter must also be sent to the 
Commonwealth Minister for Sustainability, Environment, Water, Populations and Communities 
(SEWPC) in accordance with notification requirements under Section 20(1) of the Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984 (Cth).  

 
 

PASTE INTO RMS LETTER TEMPLATE 
 

"[Select and type date]"  
[Select and type reference number] 

[Select and type file number] 

[Insert recipient’s name and address, see Appendix D] 

 

[Select and type salutation and name], 

 
Re: Unexpected heritage item discovered during Roads and Maritime Services project 
works.  
I write to inform you of an unexpected [select: relic, heritage item or Aboriginal object] found during 
Roads and Maritime Services construction works at [insert location] on [insert date]. [Where the 
regulator has been informally notified at an earlier date by telephone, this should be referred to 
here]. 

This letter is in accordance with the notification requirement under [select: Section 146 of the 
Heritage Act 1977 (NSW) or Section 89(A) of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NSW) NB: 
There may be not be statutory requirement to notify of the discovery of a ‘heritage Item that is not a 
relic or Aboriginal object]. 

 

 

 

 

 

[Provide a brief overview of the project background and project area. Provide a summary of the 
description and location of the item, including a map and image where possible. Also include how 
the project was assessed under the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (NSW) (eg 
Part 5). Also include any project approval number, if available].  

Roads and Maritime Services [or contractor] has sought professional archaeological advice 
regarding the item. A preliminary assessment indicates [provide a summary description and likely 
significance of the item]. Please find additional information on the site recording form attached.  

Resulting from these preliminary findings, Roads and Maritime Services [or contractor] is 
proposing [provide a summary of the proposed archaeological/heritage approach (eg develop 
archaeological research design (where relevant), seek heritage approvals, undertake 
archaeological investigation or conservation/interpretation strategy). Also include preliminary 
justification of such heritage impact with regard to project design constraints and delivery program].  

The proposed approach will be further developed in consultation with a nominated Office of 
Environment and Heritage staff member.  

Please contact me if you have any input on this approach or if you require any further information. 

Yours sincerely  

[Sender name and position]  

[Attach the archaeological/heritage management plan and site recording form]. 
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Amended to reflect that (a) unexpected finds do not include items covered 
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Revised 
09 
October 
2013 
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APPENDIX 4  

 

RESPONSE LETTER FROM GANDANGARA LALC FOLLOWING 

THE SITE INSPECTION OF THE 11TH JULY REGARDING  45-5-4280 

AND 45-5-4281  

 

 





 

 

    

Kind regards 

“in the right hands, every frustration is a seed for growing excellence” 







 

 

 rms.nsw.gov.au 

 heritage@rms.nsw.gov.au 

 Customer feedback 
Roads and Maritime 
Locked Bag 928, 
North Sydney NSW 2059  
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