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1. Summary
Biosis Pty Ltd has been commissioned by the City Plan Services on behalf of Altis Property Partners to
undertake Aboriginal Cultural Heritage consultancy services for the proposed rezoning of the Mamre West
Precinct (the Project Area) as well as an area subject to a State Significant Development (SSD) (the SSD
Application Area) at Mamre Road, Orchard Hills, New South Wales (NSW) (Figure 1). The Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage consultancy services for the proposed rezoning of the Mamre West Precinct and the SSD Application
are being undertaken concurrently to expediate this process. An Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment
Report (ACHAR) is being undertaken to assess the potential of areas within the Project Area for rezoning and
to assess the proposed SSD Application in regards to Aboriginal heritage within the SSD Application Area
(Figure 2).
The Minister for Planning (Department of Planning & Environment) is the Determining Authority (DA) and will
assess the Precinct Planning Package to help them determine if the Mamre West Precinct is suitable for
rezoning under the State Environmental Planning Policy (Western Sydney Employment Area) 2009 and
whether future development is likely to have a significant effect on the environment, including Aboriginal
cultural heritage.
The Aboriginal community has been consulted about the heritage management of the project throughout its
lifespan as a part of the process for the SSD Application. Consultation has been undertaken with the
Aboriginal community as per the process outlined in the DECCW document, Aboriginal cultural heritage
consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010). The appropriate government bodies were
notified and advertisements placed in the Western Weekender (24 July 2015), which resulted in the following
Aboriginal organisations registering their interest:


Aboriginal Archaeology Service



Badu



Biamanga



Bidawal



Bilinga



Bulling Gang Elders



Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation



Cullendulla



Curwur Murre Elders



Darug Consultants & Archaeological Assessments



Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation



Darug Land Observations



Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council



Dharug



Djiringanj



Elouera
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EORA



Gadung Elders



Gangangarra



Golangaya Elders



Goobah



Gulaga



Gulla Gunar Elders



Gunyuu



Kamilaroi-Yankuntjatjara Working Group



Kawul Cultural services



Kuringgai



Munyunga



Murramarang



Murrin



Murrumbul



Ngarigo



Ngunawal



Nundagurri



Tharawal



Thauaira



Walbunja Elders



Walgalu



Wandandian



Widescope Indigenous Group



Wingikara



Wurrumay Consultants



Yerramurra

A search conducted by the Office of the Registrar, Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 (NSW) listed no Aboriginal
Owners with land within the Project Area. A search conducted by the National Native Title Tribunal listed no
Registered Native Title Claims, Unregistered Claimant Applications or Registered Indigenous Land Use
Agreements within the Project Area.
Upon registration the Aboriginal parties were invited to provide their knowledge on the Project Area and
proposal provided in the methodology document. The responses identify areas of the Project Area in close
proximity to water sources as areas of significance. Responses from the registered Aboriginal parties are
included in Appendix 3.
A survey of the Project Area and SSD Application Area was conducted by Biosis archaeologists with the
assistance of the Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council (DLALC). During the survey, the DLALC
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representative commented on the high significance of portions of the area in close proximity to water
sources, particularly the area at the south-western corner of the Project Area, near the confluence of South
and Cosgroves Creek.
A number of Aboriginal sites are located in close proximity (within 200m) of the eastern boundary of the
Project Area, including one Aboriginal site located 5 metres east of the Project Area boundary. During the
survey, this site was inspected to determine its current condition.
The outcome of the consultation process was that the registered Aboriginal parties considered some portions
of the Project Area and SSD Application Area to have a high level of cultural significance, notably portions of
the area in close proximity to water sources, particularly the area at the south-western corner of the Project
Area, near the confluence of South and Cosgroves Creek. The results of the ongoing consultation process are
included in this document.
The recommendations that resulted from the consultation process are provided below.
Management recommendations
Prior to any impacts occurring within the Project Area, the following is recommended:
Recommendation 1: Sub-surface test investigation for areas identified as having high
archaeological potential within the SSD Application Area, followed by SSD approval
It is recommended that sub-surface test investigation be conducted for those areas identified as having high
archaeological potential, in the form of testing excavation, within the SSD Application Area. SSD approval
would then be required prior to development impacts.
Recommendation 2: Further investigation for those areas outside of the SSD Application Area
It is recommended that further investigation and survey be undertaken for areas within the Project Area yet
outside of the SSD Application Area prior to any works being undertaken in these areas. This includes further
investigation of MWP AS1 in the form of test excavations as well as further investigation for those areas
identified as having high, moderate and low archaeological potential within these areas.
Recommendation 3: Discovery of Unanticipated Aboriginal Objects
All Aboriginal objects and Places are protected under the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act).
It is an offence to knowingly disturb an Aboriginal site without a consent permit issued by the Office of
Environment and Heritage (OEH). Should any Aboriginal objects be encountered during works associated
with this proposal, works must cease in the vicinity and the find should not be moved until assessed by a
qualified archaeologist. If the find is determined to be an Aboriginal object the archaeologist will provide
further recommendations. These may include notifying the OEH and Aboriginal stakeholders.
Recommendation 4: Discovery of Unanticipated Historical Relics
Relics are historical archaeological resources of local or State significance and are protected in NSW under the
Heritage Act 1977. Relics cannot be disturbed except with a permit or exception/exemption notification.
Should unanticipated relics be discovered during the course of the project, work in the vicinity must cease
and an archaeologist contacted to make a preliminary assessment of the find. The Heritage Council will
require notification if the find is assessed as a relic.
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Recommendation 5: Discovery of Aboriginal Ancestral Remains
Aboriginal ancestral remains may be found in a variety of landscapes in NSW. If any suspected human
remains are discovered during any activity you must:
1. Immediately cease all work at that location and not further move or disturb the remains
2. Notify the NSW Police and OEH’s Environmental Line on 131 555 as soon as practicable and provide
details of the remains and their location
3. Not recommence work at that location unless authorised in writing by OEH.
Recommendation 6: Continued consultation with the registered Aboriginal stakeholders
As per the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010), it is
recommended that the proponent provides a copy of this draft report to the Aboriginal stakeholders and
considers all comments received. The proponent should continue to inform these groups about the
management of Aboriginal cultural heritage sites within the Project Area throughout the life of the project.
Recommendation 7: Lodgment of Final Report
A copy of the final report will be sent to the Registered Aboriginal Parties, the client, OEH and the AHIMS
register for their records.
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2. Introduction
2.1 Project background
Biosis Pty Ltd has been commissioned by the City Plan Services on behalf of Altis Property Partners to
undertake Aboriginal Cultural Heritage consultancy services for the proposed rezoning of the Mamre West
Precinct (the Project Area) and the area subject to a State Significant Development (SSD) (the SSD Application
Area) at Mamre Road, Orchard Hills, New South Wales (NSW) (Figure 1). The Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
consultancy services for the proposed rezoning of the Mamre West Precinct and the SSD Application are
being undertaken concurrently to expediate this process. An Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report
(ACHAR) is being undertaken to assess the potential of areas within the Project Area for rezoning and to
assess the proposed SSD Application in regards to Aboriginal heritage within the SSD Application Area (Figure
2).
This Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) documents the assessment of Aboriginal
cultural values for the Project Area and SSD Application Area. This ACHAR has been undertaken to inform the
Precinct Planning for the proposed rezoning of the Precinct under the State Environmental Planning Policy
(SEPP) (Western Sydney Employment Area) 2009 and to determine whether future development is likely to
have a significant effect on the environment, including Aboriginal cultural heritage. It has also been prepared
to inform an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the SSD Application Area at 585-649 Mamre Road,
Orchard Hills. An archaeological assessment of the Project Area including desktop assessment and
pedestrian survey has been undertaken for the Precinct Planning and sub surface test excavations is
proposed for the SSD Application Area. Details of the archaeological investigations are provided in an
Archaeological Assessment which has been prepared as an appendix to this ACHAR.

2.2 Project Area and SSD Application Area
The Project Area is located within the suburb of Orchard Hills, Penrith City Council Local Government Area
(LGA), Parish of Melville, County of Cumberland (Figure 1). It is bounded by South Creek to the west, Mamre
Road to the east, a Sydney Water Pipeline to the south and an unnamed creek line to the north, and
incorporates Lots 201 – 216 DP 1013539. Lot 90 DP 752041, Lot 1 DP 1117416, Lots 2171 and 2172 DP
1153854, and Lot 1 DP 229770 (Figure 2).
The SSD Application Area comprises 48 hectares owned by Altis Property Partners and is located within the
south-east portion of the Project Area at 585-649 Mamre Road. Itis bounded by Mamre Road to the east and
a Sydney Water Pipeline to the south. The SSD Application Area comprises of Lot 2171, DP 1153834 (Figure
2).

2.3 Precinct Planning (Rezoning)
The proposal involves precinct planning in order to facilitate approvals to amend the SEPP (Western
Sydney Employment Area) 2009 and rezone the land within the Project Area to IN1 General Industrial as
appropriate.
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2.4 Planning approvals
The proponent will require the precinct planning (rezoning) to occur prior to an application for an SSD being
made for the SSD Application Area. The final report will form a part of the documents to be provided to the
Minister (Department of Planning & Environment) and will provide information on areas of significance within
the Precinct. Additionally the report will be used by the proponent as part of their SSD Application and
accompanying Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the SSD Application Area at 585-649 Mamre Road,
Orchard Hills.
As such, the EIS for the development must meet the form and content requirements in clauses 6 and 7 of
Schedule 2 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000.
Other relevant legislation and planning instruments that will inform this assessment include:


Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999



Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (NSW)



National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NSW)



National Parks and Wildlife Amendment Act 2010 (NSW)



Infrastructure SEPP 2007



Penrith Local Environmental Plan 2010



The Penrith Development Control Plan 2014

2.5 Restricted and confidential information
No information in this report is restricted due to cultural sensitivities. Appendix 2 in the Archaeological
Report contains AHIMS information which is confidential and not to be made public. This is clearly marked on
the title page for the Appendix.

2.6 Aboriginal cultural heritage
2.6.1 General description
According to Allen and O’Connell (2003), Aboriginal people have inhabited the Australian continent for the last
50,000 years, and the NSW area, according to Bowler et al (2003), for over 42,000 years. These dates are
subject to continued revision as further evidence of Aboriginal cultural heritage is discovered and as more
research of this evidence is conducted.
Without being part of the Aboriginal culture and the productions of this culture it is not possible for nonAboriginal people to fully understand their meaning to Aboriginal people – only to move closer towards
understanding this meaning with the help of the Aboriginal community. Similarly, definitions of Aboriginal
culture and cultural heritage without this involvement constitute outsider interpretations.
With this preface Aboriginal cultural heritage broadly refers to things that relate to Aboriginal culture and hold
cultural meaning and significance to Aboriginal people (DECCW 2010, p. 3). There is an understanding in
Aboriginal culture that everything is interconnected. In essence Aboriginal cultural heritage can be viewed as
potentially encompassing any part of the physical and/or mental landscape, that is, ‘Country’ (DECCW 2010, p.
iii).

© Biosis 2015 – Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting www.biosis.com.au

2

Aboriginal people’s interpretation of cultural value is based on their “traditions, observance, lore, customs,
beliefs and history” (DECCW 2010, p. 3). The things associated with Aboriginal cultural heritage are continually
/ actively being defined by Aboriginal people (also see DEC 2005, p. 1, DECCW 2010, p. 3). These things can be
associated with traditional, historical or contemporary Aboriginal culture (also see DEC 2005, pp. 1, 3, DECCW
2010, p. 3).

2.6.2 Tangible Aboriginal cultural heritage
Three categories of tangible Aboriginal cultural heritage may be defined:


Things that have been observably modified by Aboriginal people



Things that may have been modified by Aboriginal people but no discernable traces of that activity
remain



Things never physically modified by Aboriginal people (but associated with Dreamtime Ancestors who
shaped those things)

2.6.3 Intangible aboriginal cultural heritage
Examples of intangible Aboriginal cultural heritage would include memories of stories and ‘ways of doing’,
which would include language and ceremonies (DECCW 2010, p. 3).

2.6.4 Statutory
Currently Aboriginal cultural heritage, as statutorily defined by the NPW Act, consists of objects and places.
Aboriginal objects are defined as:
“any deposit, object or material evidence…relating to the Aboriginal habitation of the area that
comprises NSW, being habitation before or concurrent with (or both) the occupation of that area by
persons of non-Aboriginal extraction, and includes Aboriginal remains”
Aboriginal places are defined as a place that is or was of special Aboriginal cultural significance. Places are
declared under section 84 of the NPW Act 1974.

2.6.5 Values
Aboriginal cultural heritage is broadly valued by Aboriginal people as it is used to define their identity as both
individuals and as part of a group (also see DEC 2005, pp. 1, 3, DECCW 2010, p. iii). More specifically it is used:


To provide a:
–

“connection and sense of belonging to Country” (DECCW 2010, p. iii)

–

Link between the present and the past (DECCW 2010, p. iii)



As a learning tool to teach Aboriginal culture to younger Aboriginal generations and the general
public (DECCW 2010, p. 3)



As further evidence of Aboriginal occupation prior to European settlement for people who do not
understand the magnitude to which Aboriginal people occupied the continent (see also DECCW 2010,
p. 3).
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3. Project Area context
This section discusses the Project Area in regards to its landscape, environmental and Aboriginal cultural
heritage context. This section should be read in conjunction with the Archaeological Report attached in
Appendix 5.
The Project Area is located within a wider landform pattern of low rises (Figure 1). It is bounded by South
Creek to the west, Mamre Road to the east, a Sydney Water Pipeline to the south and an unnamed creek line
to the north, and incorporates Lots 201 – 216 DP 1013539. Lot 90 DP 752041, Lot 1 DP 1117416, Lots 2171
and 2172 DP 1153854, Lot 1 DP 229770 (Figure 2).

3.1.1 Topography
The Project Area lies within the Cumberland Plain, which is a broad and shallow basin that stretches
westwards from Parramatta to the Hawkesbury-Nepean River and southwards from Windsor to Thirlmere
(OEH 2014).
This area falls within the broader Sydney Basin Bioregion as described by NPWS (2003). This bioregion is
home to a wide range of topographies, geological features, and soil landscapes, but broadly consists of
horizontal sandstones and shales overlying the older rock basin of the Lachlan Fold Belt (NPWS 2003, p. 186).
Within this bioregion, the Project Area is classed as a part of the Cumberland sub region, consisting of Triassic
Wianamatta group shales and sandstones. The most characteristic landforms in the area are its low rolling
hills and wide valleys (NPWS 2003, p. 193).
Topographically, the majority of the Project Area is located on a broad area of alluvial flats, with riparian
corridors surrounding creeklines present (Figure 4), and generally appears to slope very gently down toward
South Creek. The gentle inclination combined with the low relief of the area (30-40 m) would put the Mamre
West Precinct Project Area in a system of gently undulating rises to undulating low hills (Speight 2009, p. 47).
Common landform elements within these systems include hillslopes, crests, drainage depressions, alluvial
flats, and stream channels. A review of topographic maps of the Project Area indicates that it is dominated by
gentle to very gentle slopes, and the soil landscapes present suggest that it is dominated by alluvial flats. The
geomorphological processes associated with an alluvial flat landform are characterised by a high degree of
sediment movement and deposition. It is therefore quite likely that Aboriginal artefacts will be present within
an alluvial plain landform as they may have also been displaced over time from their original location, or
would be relatively intact after being deposited underneath new layers over time.
The Project Area is contained within the Wianamatta Group geological formation, with the easternmost
portion of it being contained within the Bringelly Shale formation (Figure 5). The Bringelly Shale formation is
primarily composed of shale, with occasional calcareous claystone, laminate, and coal (Bannerman and
Hazelton 1990, p. 28). The formation also contains subsidiary sandstone bands, varying in thickness from
one inch to five feet (Lovering 1954). The majority of the Project Area is contained in the Quaternary Alluvium
derived from the Wianamatta Group. This geological unit roughly underlies the South Creek soil landscape
(Figure 6). It has been noted that Quaternary Alluvial deposits contain a disproportionately high number of
Aboriginal sites (Attenbrow 2002, pp. 49-50).
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3.1.2 Hydrology
South Creek forms the western boundary of the Project Area, and a second order tributary of it forms the
northern boundary. There are two first order creek or drainage lines present in the western portion of the
Project Area, along with a number of water sources visible on topographic maps.
Stream order is recognised as a factor which assists the development of predictive modelling, and has seen
extensive use in the Sydney region, most notably by Jo McDonald Cultural Heritage Management (JMCHM
2000, 2005a, 2005b, 2006, 2008). Predictive models which have been developed for the region have a
tendency to favour higher order streams as the locations of campsites as they would have been more likely to
provide a stable source of water and by extension other resources which would have been used by Aboriginal
groups.
The stream order system used for this assessment was originally developed by Strahler (1952, 1972), and
works by adding streams together at their confluence to create a higher order stream, that is, two first order
streams meet to form a second order stream, two second order streams meet to form a third order stream,
and so on.
Table 1: Water courses within the Project Area
Stream name

Stream order

Location

South Creek

5

Western boundary of the Project Area, as well as portions of the
northern and southern boundaries

Cosgroves Creek

4

Southwestern tip of the Project Area, tributary of South Creek

Unnamed Tributary

2

Northern boundary of the Project Area, tributary of South Creek

Unnamed Tributary

1

Central portion within the Project Area, tributary of South Creek

Unnamed Tributary

1

Central portion within the Project Area, tributary of South Creek

South Creek and Cosgroves Creek share a confluence at the southwestern tip of the Project Area. In previous
assessments in the vicinity of the Project Area (JMCHM 2006), it has been suggested that creek junctions
provide a foci for site activity, with larger junctions possibly increasing the size and complexity of sites.

3.2 Landscape resources
Aerial photography shows that beyond the riparian corridor, the Project Area has been extensively cleared
(Figure 2), except for a few small stands of remnant vegetation throughout the area. The remnant vegetation
would be a mixture of the native vegetation associated with the Blacktown and South Creek soil landscapes
and introduced species. The original woodland and open forest associated with the Blacktown soil landscape
were dominated by Forest Red Gum, Narrow-leaved Ironbark and Spotted Gum (Bannerman & Hazleton
1990, p. 29). The stream banks and alluvial plains of the South Creek soil landscape were dominated by
species including Swamp Oak and Melaleuca (Bannerman & Hazleton 1990, p. 68-69). This vegetation would
have supported a diverse range of mammals, reptiles, insects and birdlife. All of these resources would have
been utilised as food by Aboriginal hunters and gatherers.
Accessibility to water is a strong indicator of the presence of Aboriginal sites. Rivers, creeks and waterholes
provide drinking water, fish and shellfish resources. They also attract birds (for example parrots, fowl, and
quail), reptiles (goannas and snakes), and mammals (possums, kangaroos, and tortoises) that would have
been hunted by Aboriginal people (Attenbrow 2002, pp. 62-76). South Creek, a large fifth order stream, forms
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the western boundary of the Project Area. The presence of this perennial water supply increases the
likelihood of frequent visitation by Aboriginal people and the likelihood of artefactual material in the area.

3.3 European land use history
Parish maps from 1968 show that the area was owned by Riccardo Pisaturo, a former Italian POW who went
on to own a successful cattle breeder on the land at Mandalong Park. Prior to this, the northernmost tip of
the Project Area was part of the original grant to James Erskine, Erskine Park, and the majority of it was
granted in two lots to William Bayly and James Scott. During the nineteenth century, there are records of a
school building being present within the eastern portion of the Project Area, near the present day intersection
of Mamre Road and Erskine Park Road.
As such it would not be unreasonable to expect the Project Area had undergone disturbance from activities
such as ploughing and grazing. More recent aerial imagery shows that the area has had a number of
dwellings and roads constructed on it. A number of houses have been constructed on large blocks in the
northern portion of the Project Area, along Mandalong Close. In the southern portion of the Project area,
particularly in the western portion, a small number of houses are present as well as paddocks used for a stud
farm. With the exception of the riparian corridor around South Creek, the Project Area has been extensively
cleared and used for cattle grazing. As such, there are many areas of localised disturbance caused by the
construction of roads, dwellings, and related utilities, as well as cattle grazing.
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4. Aboriginal cultural heritage context
4.1 Ethnohistory
It is generally accepted that people have inhabited the Australian landmass for the last 50,000 years (Allen
and O’Connell 2003). Dates of the earliest occupation of the continent by Aboriginal people are subject to
continued revision as more research is undertaken. The timing for the human occupation of the Sydney
Basin is still uncertain. While there is some possible evidence for occupation of the region around 40,000
years ago, the earliest known radiocarbon date for the Aboriginal occupation of the Sydney Basin is
associated with a cultural / archaeological deposit at Parramatta, which was dated to 30,735 ± 407 BP (JMCHM
2005a and 2005b).
Archaeological evidence of Aboriginal occupation of the Cumberland Plains indicates that the area was
intensively occupied from approximately 4000 years BP (Dallas 1982). These relatively recent dates are
probably more a reflection of the conditions associated with the preservation of this evidence and the areas
that have been subject to surface and sub-surface archaeological investigations, rather than actual evidence
of the Aboriginal people prior to this time.
Our knowledge of Aboriginal people and their land-use patterns and lifestyles prior to European contact is
mainly reliant on documents written by non-Aboriginal people. These documents are affected by the
inherent bias of the class and cultures of their authors, who were also often describing a culture that they did
not fully understand - a culture that was in a heightened state of disruption given the arrival of settlers and
disease. Early written records can however be used in conjunction with archaeological information and
surviving oral histories from members of the Aboriginal community in order to gain a picture of Aboriginal life
in the region.
Despite a proliferation of Aboriginal heritage sites there is considerable ongoing debate about the nature,
territory and range of pre-contact Aboriginal language groups in the greater Sydney region. These debates
have arisen largely because, by the time colonial diarists, missionaries and proto-anthropologists began
making detailed records of Aboriginal people in the late 19th century, pre-European Aboriginal groups had
been broken up and reconfigured by European settlement activity. The following information relating to
Aboriginal people on the Cumberland Plains is based on such early records.
There is some confusion relating to group names, which can be explained by the use of differing
terminologies in early historical references. Language groups were not the main political or social units in
Aboriginal life. Instead, land custodianship and ownership centred on the smaller named groups that
comprised the broader language grouping. There is some variation in the terminology used to categorise
these smaller groups; the terms used by Attenbrow (2002) will be used here.
The Project Area is in the vicinity of three language groups, Dharawal, Gundungurra and the hinterland
Darug. Attenbrow (2002, p. 34) suggests:


The Gundungurra covered “the southern rim of the Cumberland Plain west of the Georges River, as
well as the southern Blue Mountains”



The Dharawal covered “the south side of Botany Bay, extending as far as the Shoalhaven River; from
the coast to the Georges River and Appin, possibly as far west as Camden”



The hinterland Darug covered the area “from Appin in the south to the Hawkesbury River in the
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north; west of the Georges River, Parramatta, the Lane Cove River and Berowra Creek”
These areas are considered to be indicative only and would have changed through time.
After the arrival of European settlers the movement of Aboriginal hunter-gatherers became increasingly
restricted. European expansion along the Cumberland Plain was swift and soon there had been considerable
loss of land to agriculture. This led to violence and conflict between Europeans and Aboriginal people as both
groups sought to compete for the same resources (Brookes et al 2003, p. 16). At the same time diseases such
as small pox were having a devastating affect on the Aboriginal population. Death, starvation and disease
were some of the disrupting factors that led to a reorganisation of the social practices of Aboriginal
communities after European contact. The formation of new social groups and alliances were made as
Aboriginal people sought to retain some semblance of their previous lifestyle.

4.2 Aboriginal heritage located in the Project Area
The Archaeological Assessment of the Project Area identified the following Aboriginal site to be located
approximately 5 metres east of the Project Area boundary (Figure 7) according to the Aboriginal Heritage
Information Management System (AHIMS) register :


45-5-4138 MR3 (Prospect)

This site was identified by Artefact Heritage in 2011 as a part of the survey for the Mamre Road/ Erskine Park
Road intersection upgrade. The site was located on the western verge of Mamre Park Road, placing it within 5
metres of the Project Area boundary.
The site consisted of a single stone artefact in a disturbed context adjacent to a drainage line. The artefact
identified was a large silcrete cobble with two negative flake scars. The recorder noted that it was possible
that the cobble originated from either Plumpton Ridge or near South Creek.
This site was determined during the archaeological survey to be located outside of the Project Area. A newly
identified artefact scatter was recorded within the Project Area during the survey. The Archaeological Report
attached in Appendix 5 provides details for Aboriginal sites identified during the archaeological assessment. A
brief description of this site is provided below.
Mamre West Artefact Scatter 1 (MWP AS 1) AHIMS ID# Pending
The site consists of an artefact scatter measuring approximately 20 m (north-south) by 6 m (east-west). A
total of 11 artefacts were recorded within the boundaries of the site. The site has evidence of some
disturbance and represents a common example of a common site type within the area. The site also has no
direct historical or aesthetic associations, but has a high scientific potential, due to the high potential to
contain a relatively intact subsurface deposit.

4.3 Interpretation of past Aboriginal land use
Given the information obtained from the background research and ethnohistory, combined with the results
of the survey, it seems likely that the Project Area would have been used for camping by local Aboriginal
groups. The presence of two higher order creeks in close proximity to the Project Area, with a well elevated
outlook at their confluence suggests that the area was utilised by Aboriginal groups.
Similarly, the artefact scatter (MWP AS 1) identified near the second order stream at the northern extent of
the Project Area demonstrates instances of camping by Aboriginal groups. Open area excavations conducted

© Biosis 2015 – Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting www.biosis.com.au

14

by Jo McDonald Cultural Heritage Management (JMCHM 2008, EP6+7/2 Areas C and D) further upstream on
this creekline recovered a total of 4,940 artefacts from a total excavation area of 119 metres squared.
The availability of semi-permanent and permanent water sources in the area, along with the presence of
silcrete outcrops in the vicinity of the Project Area (attested to in JMCHM 2006, 2008) suggests that the area
would have provided a good location for camping.
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5. Aboriginal community consultation
Consultation with the Aboriginal community has been undertaken in compliance with the Aboriginal cultural
heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) for the SSD Application Area as a part of
the SSD Application process and is detailed below. A consultation log of all communications with registered
Aboriginal parties (RAPs) is provided in Appendix 1.

5.1 Stage 1 notification of project proposal and registration of interest
5.1.1 Identification of relevant Aboriginal stakeholders
In accordance with the consultation guidelines, Biosis Pty Ltd notified the following bodies regarding the
Proposal:


NSW Office of Environment and Water (OEH)



NSW Native Title Services Corporation Limited (NTSCORP Limited)



Office of the Registrar, Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 of Aboriginal Owners



National Native Title Tribunal



Greater Sydney Land Services



Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council (DLALC)



City of Penrith Council.

A list of known Aboriginal stakeholders in the area was provided by OEH and Greater Sydney Local Land
Services (a copy of this/these responses are provided in Appendix 2) and include:


Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council



Aaron Broad



Amanda Hickey Cultural Services



Anthony Williams



Badu



Bidjawong Aboriginal Coproration



Bilinga



Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation



Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessments



Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation



Darug Land Observations



Darug Tribal Aboriginal Corporation



Des Dyer



Dhinawan-Dhigaraa Culture & Heritage Pty Ltd



Goobah Developments

© Biosis 2015 – Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting www.biosis.com.au

17



Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation



Gunyuu



HSB Consultants



Jerringong



Kawul Cultural Services



Merrigarn Indigenous Corporation



Munyunga



Murri Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal Corporation



Murrumbul



Nundagurri



Pemulwuy CHTS



Phil Kahn



Rane Consulting



Tocomwall



Walbunja



Warragil Cultural Services



Widescope Indigenous Group



Wingikara



Wullung



Wurrumay Consultancy



Yerramurra

A search conducted by the Office of the Registrar, Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 (NSW) listed no Aboriginal
Owners with land within the Project Area. A search conducted by the National Native Title Tribunal listed no
Registered Native Title Claims, Unregistered Claimant Applications or Registered Indigenous Land Use
Agreements within the Project Area (Appendix 2).

5.1.2 Public notice
In accordance with the consultation guidelines, a public notification was placed in the following newspapers:


Western Weekender, 24 July 2015

The advertisement invited Aboriginal people who hold cultural knowledge to register their interest in a
process of community consultation to provide assistance in determining the significance of Aboriginal
object(s) and/or places in the vicinity of the Project Area. A copy of the public notice is provided in Appendix 2.

5.1.3 Registration of Aboriginal parties
Aboriginal groups identified in Section 5.1.1 were sent a letter inviting them to register their interest in a
process of community consultation to provide assistance in determining the significance of Aboriginal
object(s) and/or places in the vicinity of the Project Area. Of those groups invited to register, 14 replied to
indicate they wished to be involved in the consultation process. In response to the public notice, 29 groups
registered an interest. These groups will be consulted regarding the SSD Application Area. Responses to
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registration from Aboriginal parties are provided in Appendix 3. A full list of Aboriginal parties who registered
for consultation is provided below:


Aboriginal Archaeology Service



Badu



Biamanga



Bidawal



Bilinga



Bulling Gang Elders



Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation



Cullendulla



Curwur Murre Elders



Darug Consultants & Archaeological Assessments



Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation



Darug Land Observations



Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council



Dharug



Djiringanj



Elouera



EORA



Gadung Elders



Gangangarra



Golangaya Elders



Goobah



Gulaga



Gulla Gunar Elders



Gunyuu



Kamilaroi-Yankuntjatjara Working Group



Kawul Cultural services



Kuringgai



Munyunga



Murramarang



Murrin



Murrumbul



Ngarigo



Ngunawal
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Nundagurri



Tharawal



Thauaira



Walbunja Elders



Walgalu



Wandandian



Widescope Indigenous Group



Wingikara



Wurrumay Consultants



Yerramurra

5.2 Stage 2 presentation of information about the proposed project
On 21 August 2015 Biosis provided RAPs with details about the proposed development works subject to the
SSD Application (Project Information Pack). A copy of the Project Information Pack is provided in Appendix 4.

5.3 Stage 3 gathering information about cultural significance
5.3.1 Archaeological assessment methodology information pack
On 21 August 2015, Biosis provided each RAP with a copy of the Project Methodology Pack outlining the
proposed Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment process and methodology for this Project. RAPs were given
28 days to review and prepare feedback on the proposed methodology, with comment closing on the 18
September 2015. A copy of the Project Methodology Pack is provided in Appendix 4.
Comments on the methodology were received from Aboriginal Archaeology Service, Corroboree Aboriginal
Corporation, Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation, Widescope Group, and Kamilaroi-Yankuntjatjara
Working Group. All responses received indicated support for the proposed methodology, with groups stating
that they were pleased with Biosis' approach to the project and requesting no additional measures.
Concerns were raised by Kamilaroi-Yankuntjatjara Working Group with regards to the way in which Biosis
conducted the survey, as the majority of Aboriginal groups were not given the opportunity to participate. This
approach was taken by Biosis owing to the high number of groups which have registered for consultation,
with it being impractical to have all groups represented on site for a single day of survey. Further
consultation will be undertaken with all groups regarding the test excavations, as these allow the opportunity
for greater involvement from the Aboriginal community.
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5.3.2 Information gathered during fieldwork
An archaeological survey of the Project Area was conducted on 21 August 2015 by Biosis archaeologists
accompanied by Steve Randall representing DLALC. During the survey, Steve commented on the high
significance of the area around the confluence of South and Cosgroves Creeks, at the south-western tip of the
Project Area.
A letter report on the survey was received from DLALC on 10 September 2015. In this report, it was stated by
DLALC that "Our representative reports that Aboriginal cultural materials (in the form of stone artefacts, for
example) were found within the study area also to have potential to contain sub surface stone artefacts on
tributaries and South Creek itself. Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council therefore, recommends further
investigation be undertaken with test excavations before any development."

5.4 Stage 4 review of draft Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment report
Following completion of the DRAFT Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report it will be provided to RAPs
for review and comment. RAPs will be given 28 days to provide comments and responses received will be
detailed below.
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6. Aboriginal cultural significance assessment
The two main values addressed when assessing the significance of Aboriginal sites are cultural values to the
Aboriginal community and archaeological (scientific) values. This report will assess the cultural values of
Aboriginal sites in the Project Area. Details of the scientific significance assessment of Aboriginal sites in the
Project Area are provided in Appendix 5.

6.1 Introduction to the assessment process
Heritage assessment criteria in NSW fall broadly within the significance values outlined in the Australia
International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) Burra Charter (Australia ICOMOS 1999). This approach
to heritage has been adopted by cultural heritage managers and government agencies as the set of
guidelines for best practice heritage management in Australia. These values are provided as background and
include:


Historical significance (evolution and association) refers to historic values and encompasses the
history of aesthetics, science and society, and therefore to a large extent underlies all of the terms set
out in this section. A place may have historic value because it has influenced, or has been influenced
by, an historic figure, event, phase or activity. It may also have historic value as the site of an
important event. For any given place the significance will be greater where evidence of the
association or event survives in situ, or where the settings are substantially intact, than where it has
been changed or evidence does not survive. However, some events or associations may be so
important that the place retains significance regardless of subsequent treatment.



Aesthetic significance (Scenic/architectural qualities, creative accomplishment) refers to the
sensory, scenic, architectural and creative aspects of the place. It is often closely linked with social
values and may include consideration of form, scale, colour, texture, and material of the fabric or
landscape, and the smell and sounds associated with the place and its use.



Social significance (contemporary community esteem) refers to the spiritual, traditional, historical or
contemporary associations and attachment that the place or area has for the present-day
community. Places of social significance have associations with contemporary community identity.
These places can have associations with tragic or warmly remembered experiences, periods or
events. Communities can experience a sense of loss should a place of social significance be damaged
or destroyed. These aspects of heritage significance can only be determined through consultative
processes with local communities.



Scientific significance (Archaeological, industrial, educational, research potential and scientific
significance values) refers to the importance of a landscape, area, place or object because of its
archaeological and/or other technical aspects. Assessment of scientific value is often based on the
likely research potential of the area, place or object and will consider the importance of the data
involved, its rarity, quality or representativeness, and the degree to which it may contribute further
substantial information.

The cultural and archaeological significance of Aboriginal and historic sites and places is assessed on the basis
of the significance values outlined above. As well as the ICOMOS Burra Charter significance values guidelines,
various government agencies have developed formal criteria and guidelines that have application when
assessing the significance of heritage places within NSW. Of primary interest are guidelines prepared by the
Commonwealth Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts (DEWHA), the OEH and the
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Heritage Branch, NSW Department of Planning. The relevant sections of these guidelines are presented
below.
These guidelines state that an area may contain evidence and associations which demonstrate one or any
combination of the ICOMOS Burra Charter significance values outlined above in reference to Aboriginal
heritage. Reference to each of the values should be made when evaluating archaeological and cultural
significance for Aboriginal sites and places.
In addition to the previously outlined heritage values, the OEH Guidelines (DECC 2006) also specify the
importance of considering cultural landscapes when determining and assessing Aboriginal heritage values.
The principle behind a cultural landscape is that ‘the significance of individual features is derived from their
inter-relatedness within the cultural landscape’. This means that sites or places cannot be ‘assessed in
isolation’ but must be considered as parts of the wider cultural landscape. Hence the site or place will
possibly have values derived from its association with other sites and places. By investigating the associations
between sites, places, and (for example) natural resources in the cultural landscape the stories behind the
features can be told. The context of the cultural landscape can unlock ‘better understanding of the cultural
meaning and importance’ of sites and places.
Although other values may be considered – such as educational or tourism values – the two principal values
that are likely to be addressed in a consideration of Aboriginal sites and places are the cultural/social
significance to Aboriginal people and their archaeological or scientific significance to archaeologists. The
determinations of archaeological and cultural significance for sites and places should then be expressed as
statements of significance that preface a concise discussion of the contributing factors to Aboriginal cultural
heritage significance.

6.2 Cultural (social significance) values
Cultural or social significance refers to the spiritual, traditional, historical and/or contemporary associations
and values attached to a place or objects by Aboriginal people. Aboriginal cultural heritage is broadly valued
by Aboriginal people as it is used to define their identity as both individuals and as part of a group (also see
DECC 2005, pp. 1, 3, DECCW 2010, p. iii). More specifically it provides a:


“connection and sense of belonging to Country” (DECCW 2010, p. iii)



Link between the present and the past (DEC 2005: 2-3; and DECCW 2010, p. 3)



A learning tool to teach Aboriginal culture to younger Aboriginal generations and the general public
(DECCW 2010, p. 3)



further evidence of Aboriginal occupation prior to European settlement for people who do not
understand the magnitude to which Aboriginal people occupied the continent (also see DECCW 2010,
p. 1, DECCW 2010, p. 3)

It is broadly acknowledged that Aboriginal people are the primary determiners of the cultural significance of
Aboriginal cultural heritage. During consultation the following information was provided by RAPs in regards
to the cultural values of the Project Area.


Steve Randall of DLALC noted the high significance of the portions of the Project Area in close
proximity to South Creek, particularly at the confluence of South and Cosgroves Creek. Phil Kahn also
noted the high importance of areas. It was recommended by both groups that these areas of higher
significance be subject to further investigation.
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6.3 Historic values
Historic significance refers to associations a place or object may have with a historically important person,
event, phase or activity to the Aboriginal and other communities. The Project Area contained a school in the
nineteenth century, near its eastern boundary in the vicinity of the junction between Erskine Park Road and
Mamre Road.

6.4 Archaeological (scientific significance) values
An archaeological scientific assessment was undertaken for the Project Area and is presented in detail as part
of the attached Archaeological Report (Appendix 5). The site consists of an artefact scatter measuring
approximately 20 metres (north-south) by 6 metres (east-west). A total of 11 artefacts were recorded within
the boundaries of the site. The site has evidence of some disturbance and represents a common example of
a common site type within the area. The site also has no direct historical or aesthetic associations, but has a
high scientific potential, due to the high potential to contain a relatively intact subsurface deposit. While the
site is associated with some disturbance at northern and southern ends in association with dam
embankment and drainage channel, the site indicates the potential for relatively undisturbed sub-surface
deposits.

6.5 Aesthetic values
Despite extensive clearing, animal grazing and areas of residential development, the majority of the Project
Area is relatively undisturbed and is a typical example of the Cumberland Plain in its natural context. The
landscape of the Project Area is closely linked with Aboriginal cultural values and provides a context for
Aboriginal sites that gives a strong sense of place. The local Aboriginal communities strongly identify with the
landscape of the Project Area, notably the areas around the creek lines, which were used for camping by local
Aboriginal groups.

6.6 Statement of significance
Statement of significance for MWP AS 1
The site consists of an artefact scatter measuring approximately 20 metres (north-south) by 6 metres (eastwest). A total of 11 artefacts were recorded within the boundaries of the site. The site has evidence of some
disturbance and represents a common example of a common site type within the area. The site also has no
direct historical or aesthetic associations, but has a high scientific potential, due to the high potential to
contain a relatively intact subsurface deposit. While the site is associated with some disturbance at northern
and southern ends in association with dam embankment and drainage channel, the site indicates the
potential for relatively undisturbed sub-surface deposits. The Aboriginal community has indicated during
consultation that the general area has a high significance to the community. MWP AS 1 does not have any
direct historical or aesthetic associations and has a high scientific potential.
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Table 2: Significance assessment criteria.
Significance
assessment

MWP
AS 1

Artefact
scatter

M

L

H

Aesthetic

Scientific

Site type

Historical

criteria[1]
Cultural

Site
ID

L

Level of
significance

Statement of significance

High

The site consists of an artefact scatter measuring
approximately 20 m (north-south) by 6 m (eastwest). A total of 11 artefacts were recorded within
the boundaries of the site. The site has evidence of
some disturbance and represents a common
example of a common site type within the
area. The site also has no direct historical or
aesthetic associations, but has a high scientific
potential, due to the high potential to contain a
relatively intact subsurface deposit.

The significance of sites was assessed in accordance with the following criteria:


Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (DECCW 2010)



‘Australia International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) Burra Charter’ (Australia ICOMOS
1999)



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

Use of these guidelines in combination is widely considered to represent the best practice for assessments of
Aboriginal cultural heritage. The identification and assessment of cultural heritage values includes the four
values of the Burra Charter: social, historical, scientific and aesthetic values. The resultant statement of
significance has been constructed for the Project Area based on the significance ranking criteria assessed in
Table 2.

[1]

Abbreviations included in the significance assessment include: H – High, M- Medium, L – Low, N - None
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7. Proposed development limitations and mitigation
measures
As previously outlined, the proposed development will involve precinct planning and proposed re-zoning of
areas within the Project Area, as well as a SSD Application for the 48 hectare SSD Application Area at 585-649
Mamre Road, Orchard Hills owned by Altis Property Partners (Figure 3).
Strategies to avoid or minimise harm to Aboriginal heritage in the Project Area and SSD Application Area are
discussed below.

7.1 Potential risks to Aboriginal cultural heritage
Development is proposed to occur within the SSD Application Area only and will include the following
activities:


Bulk earthworks and site infrastructure.



Development of the site into a warehouse and logistics estate.

The remainder of the Project Area will be assessed for proposed rezoning and is not subject to any
development applications. Aboriginal site MWP AS 1 will not be impacted as a part of the rezoning, nor will
other areas identified as having high, moderate or low archaeological potential. However harm may occur to
any Aboriginal sites present within areas identified as having archaeological potential within the SSD
Application Area.

7.2 Avoiding harm to Aboriginal heritage
Harm should be avoided to Aboriginal sites within the Project Area as a part of the proposed works.
However, harm cannot be avoided within the SSD Application Area.

7.3 Management and mitigation measures
Ideally, heritage management involves conservation of sites through the preservation and conservation of
fabric and context within a framework of “doing as much as necessary, as little as possible” (Marquis-Kyle and
Walker 1994: 13). In cases where conservation is not practical, several options for management are available.
For sites, management often involves the salvage of features or artefacts, retrieval of information through
excavation or collection (especially where impact cannot be avoided) and interpretation.
Avoidance of impact to archaeological and cultural heritage sites through design of the development is the
primary mitigation and management strategy, and should be implemented where practicable. Further
investigation of areas of archaeological potential within the SSD Application Area will be required to
determine the presence of Aboriginal sites and their significance, if present. Where impacts to Aboriginal
sites are unavoidable, SSD approval will be required prior to impacts occurring. Aboriginal site MWP AS 1 will
not be impacted as a part of the rezoning, nor will other areas identified as having high, moderate or low
archaeological potential.
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8. Recommendations
The recommendation below responds specifically to the wishes of the registered Aboriginal parties.
Recommendations regarding the archaeological value of the site, and the subsequent management of
Aboriginal cultural heritage is provided in the archaeological report (Appendix 5).
Recommendation 1: Sub-surface test investigation for areas identified as having high
archaeological potential within the SSD Application Area, followed by SSD approval
It is recommended that sub-surface test investigation be conducted for those areas identified as having high
archaeological potential, in the form of testing excavation, within the SSD Application Area. SSD approval
would then be required prior to development impacts.
Recommendation 2: Further investigation for those areas outside of the SSD Application Area
It is recommended that further investigation and survey be undertaken for areas within the Project Area yet
outside of the SSD Application Area prior to any works being undertaken in these areas. This includes further
investigation of MWP AS1 in the form of test excavations as well as further investigation for those areas
identified as having high, moderate and low archaeological potential within these areas.
Recommendation 3: Discovery of Unanticipated Aboriginal Objects
All Aboriginal objects and Places are protected under the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act).
It is an offence to knowingly disturb an Aboriginal site without a consent permit issued by the Office of
Environment and Heritage (OEH). Should any Aboriginal objects be encountered during works associated
with this proposal, works must cease in the vicinity and the find should not be moved until assessed by a
qualified archaeologist. If the find is determined to be an Aboriginal object the archaeologist will provide
further recommendations. These may include notifying the OEH and Aboriginal stakeholders.
Recommendation 4: Discovery of Unanticipated Historical Relics
Relics are historical archaeological resources of local or State significance and are protected in NSW under the
Heritage Act 1977. Relics cannot be disturbed except with a permit or exception/exemption notification.
Should unanticipated relics be discovered during the course of the project, work in the vicinity must cease
and an archaeologist contacted to make a preliminary assessment of the find. The Heritage Council will
require notification if the find is assessed as a relic.
Recommendation 5: Discovery of Aboriginal Ancestral Remains
Aboriginal ancestral remains may be found in a variety of landscapes in NSW. If any suspected human
remains are discovered during any activity you must:
1. Immediately cease all work at that location and not further move or disturb the remains
2. Notify the NSW Police and OEH’s Environmental Line on 131 555 as soon as practicable and provide
details of the remains and their location
3. Not recommence work at that location unless authorised in writing by OEH.
Recommendation 6: Continued consultation with the registered Aboriginal stakeholders
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As per the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010), it is
recommended that the proponent provides a copy of this draft report to the Aboriginal stakeholders and
considers all comments received. The proponent should continue to inform these groups about the
management of Aboriginal cultural heritage sites within the Project Area throughout the life of the project.
Recommendation 7: Lodgment of Final Report
A copy of the final report will be sent to the Registered Aboriginal Parties, the client, OEH and the AHIMS
register for their records.
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Appendix 1 – Consultation Log
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Stage 1 – Notification of Project Proposal and Registration of Interest
Step 1- Identification of Aboriginal people/parties with an interest in the proposed Project Area.
Organisation contacted

Date and type of
contact

Date and type of response

Response details

The NSW Office of Environment and
Heritage

Express Mail letter of
Mamre Road
development, 16 July
2015

Letter – 24 July 2015

OEH identified 37 Aboriginal people/parties who might
have an interest in the project. OEH response letter is
given in its entirety in Appendix 2.

Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land
Council

Express Mail letter of
Mamre Road
development, 16 July
2015

Phone – 19 August 2015

Confirmed LALC's registration of interest in the project

Native Title Services CORP Limited

Express Mail letter of
Mamre Road
development, 16 July
2015

No response

Penrith City Council

Express Mail letter of
Mamre Road
development, 16 July
2015

No response

National Native Title Tribunal

E-mail letter of Mamre
Road development, 16
July 2015

E-mail - 16 July 2015

NNTT did not identified any Aboriginal people/parties who
may have an interest in the project.

Office of the Registrar, Department

Express Mail letter of

Letter – 30 July 2015

Advised that the area did not appear to have any
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of Aboriginal Affairs

Mamre Road
development, 16 July
2015

Greater Sydney Local Land Services

Express Mail letter of
Mamre Road
development, 16 July
2015
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registered owners pursuant to the Aboriginal Land Rights
Act NSW (1983)
E-mail – 23 July 2015

Advised they could not pass on any information. Stated
they did not have an interest in the project, but will pass
on the information onto the members of the Advisory
Committee for their information.

33

Step 2- Public Advertisement
Public notices were published in the Western Weekender on 24 July 2015. Copies of the advertisements are provided in Appendix 2.
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Step 3- Registration of interest.
The registration period ran from 29 July 2015 to 12 August 2015. Leeway was given to Aboriginal parties/groups who provided responses shortly after the close of
this period and they have been registered as Aboriginal parties for consultation.
Organisation contacted

Date and type of contact

Darug Custodian Aboriginal
Corporation

Registered mail – notification letter Letter sent via e-mail – 12 August
of Mamre Road development, 31
2015
July 2015

Darug Tribal Aboriginal Corporation

Registered mail – notification letter No Response
of Mamre Road development, 31
July 2015

Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessments

Registered mail – notification letter No Response
of Mamre Road development, 31
July 2015

Des Dyer

Registered mail – notification letter No Response
of Mamre Road development, 31
July 2015

Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage
Aboriginal Corporation

Registered mail – notification letter No Response
of Mamre Road development, 31
July 2015

Merrigarn Indigenous Corporation

Registered mail – notification letter No Response
of Mamre Road development, 31
July 2015

Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation

Registered mail – notification letter Letter via e-mail – 12 August 2015
of Mamre Road development, 31
July 2015
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Date and type of response

Response details
Registered for consultation

Registered for consultation
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Organisation contacted

Date and type of contact

Murri Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal
Corporation

Registered mail – notification letter No Response
of Mamre Road development, 31
July 2015

Bidjawong Aboriginal Corporation

Registered mail – notification letter No Response
of Mamre Road development, 31
July 2015

Phil Kahn

Registered mail – notification letter Letter – 20 July 2015
of Mamre Road development, 31
July 2015

Registered for consultation

Wurrumay Consultancy

Registered mail – notification letter E-mail – 26 August 2015
of Mamre Road development, 31
July 2015

Registered for consultation after the closing
date

Warrigil Cultural Services

Registered mail – notification letter No Response
of Mamre Road development, 31
July 2015

Kawul Cultural Services

Registered mail – notification letter E-mail – 26 August 2015
of Mamre Road development, 31
July 2015

Tocomwall

Registered mail – notification letter No Response
of Mamre Road development, 31
July 2015

Amanda Hickey Cultural Services

Registered mail – notification letter No Response
of Mamre Road development, 31
July 2015
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Date and type of response

Response details

Registered for consultation after the closing
date
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Organisation contacted

Date and type of contact

Date and type of response

Widescope Indigenous Group

Registered mail – notification letter Phone Call – 24 August 2015
of Mamre Road development, 31
July 2015

HSB Consultants

Registered mail – notification letter No Response
of Mamre Road development, 31
July 2015

Rane Consulting

Registered mail – notification letter Letter sent via e-mail – 5 August
of Mamre Road development, 31
2015
July 2015

Response details
Registered for consultation

Registered for consultation as Aboriginal
Archaeology Service

Dhinawan-Dhigaraa Culture & Heritage Registered mail – notification letter No Response
of Mamre Road development, 31
Pty Ltd
July 2015
Badu

Registered mail – notification letter E-mail – 7 August 2015
of Mamre Road development, 31
July 2015

Wullung

Registered mail – notification letter No Response
of Mamre Road development, 31
July 2015

Pemulwuy CHTS

Registered mail – notification letter No Response
of Mamre Road development, 31
July 2015

Aaron Broad

Registered mail – notification letter No Response
of Mamre Road development, 31
July 2015

Gunyuu

E-mail – notification letter of
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E-mail – 29 July 2015

Registered for consultation

Registered for consultation; does not want
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Organisation contacted

Date and type of contact

Date and type of response

Mamre Road development, 29 July
2015

Response details
details to be given to OEH and relevant LALC

Walbunja

E-mail – notification letter of
No Response
Mamre Road development, 29 July
2015

Yerramurra

E-mail – notification letter of
E-mail – 2 August 2015
Mamre Road development, 29 July
2015

Registered for consultation

Nundagurri

E-mail – notification letter of
E-mail – 3 August 2015
Mamre Road development, 29 July
2015

Registered for consultation

Bilinga

E-mail – notification letter of
E-mail – 29 July 2015
Mamre Road development, 29 July
2015

Registered for consultation; does not want
details to be given to OEH and relevant LALC

Munyunga

E-mail – notification letter of
E-mail – 29 July 2015
Mamre Road development, 29 July
2015

Registered for consultation; does not want
details to be given to OEH and relevant LALC

Wingikara

E-mail – notification letter of
E-mail – 29 July 2015
Mamre Road development, 29 July
2015

Registered for consultation; does not want
details to be given to OEH and relevant LALC

Murrumbul

E-mail – notification letter of
E-mail – 31 July 2015
Mamre Road development, 31 July
2015

Registered for consultation

Jerringong

E-mail – notification letter of
No Response
Mamre Road development, 31 July
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Organisation contacted

Date and type of contact

Date and type of response

Response details

2015

The list below is of Aboriginal parties that responded to the advertisement
Organisation contacted

Date and type of contact

Details

Darug Land Observations Pty Ltd

E-mail and Letter – 27 July 2015

Registered for consultation

Darug Consultants and Archaeological
Assessments

E-mail and Letter – 27 July 2015

Registered for consultation

Goobah

E-mail – 29 July 2015

Registered for consultation

Cullendulla

Email – 30 July 2015

Registered for consultation

Murramarang

Email – 30 July 2015

Registered for consultation

Gulaga

Email – 30 July 2015

Registered for consultation

Biamanga

Email – 30 July 2015

Registered for consultation

Gadung Elders

Email – 30 July 2015

Registered for consultation

Golangaya Elders

Email – 30 July 2015

Registered for consultation

Gulla Gunar Elders

Email – 30 July 2015

Registered for consultation

Curwur Murre Elders

Email – 30 July 2015

Registered for consultation

Walbunja Elders

Email – 30 July 2015

Registered for consultation

Bulling Gang Elders

Email – 30 July 2015

Registered for consultation

Bidawal

E-mail – 7 August 2015

Registered for consultation

Dharug

E-mail – 7 August 2015

Registered for consultation
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Organisation contacted

Date and type of contact

Details

Ngarigo

E-mail – 7 August 2015

Registered for consultation

Murrin

E-mail – 7 August 2015

Registered for consultation

EORA

E-mail – 7 August 2015

Registered for consultation

Djiringanj

E-mail – 7 August 2015

Registered for consultation

Kuringgai

E-mail – 7 August 2015

Registered for consultation

Ngunawal

E-mail – 7 August 2015

Registered for consultation

Walgalu

E-mail – 7 August 2015

Registered for consultation

Gangangarra

E-mail – 7 August 2015

Registered for consultation

Wandandian

E-mail – 7 August 2015

Registered for consultation

Thauaira

E-mail – 7 August 2015

Registered for consultation

Elouera

E-mail – 7 August 2015

Registered for consultation

Tharawal

E-mail – 8 August 2015

Registered for consultation
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Stage 2 – Presentation of information about the proposed project
Step 1- Provision of project information pack.
A copy of the information pack is provided in Appendix 4 and a copy of the covering email is provided following.
Organisation contacted

Date and type of contact

Date and type of response

Response details

Aboriginal Archaeology Service

Email – 21 August 2015

Email – 24 August 2015

Responded to the Methodology, stating "Aboriginal
Archaeology Service and Rane Contracting agree
with the above Methodology. Biosis has always
taken a professional approach in the consultation
process when dealing with the Aboriginal stake
holders. The methodology with which Biosis uses is
complete in all aspects of the survey. The
collections of any artifacts should be displayed for
all to see in the local library or local government
building within the area."

BADU

Email – 21 August 2015

Biamanga

Email – 21 August 2015

Bidawal

Email – 21 August 2015

Bilinga

Email – 21 August 2015

Bulling Gang Elders

Email – 21 August 2015

Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation

Email – 21 August 2015

Email – 8 September 2015

Responded to the methodology stating
"Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation has reviewed
the proposed methodology and find it consistent
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Organisation contacted

Date and type of contact

Date and type of response

Response details
with our views no additional measures are sought.
Our corporation agrees and looks forward to
further consultation."

Cullendulla

Email – 21 August 2015

Curwur Murre Elders

Email – 21 August 2015

Darug Consultants & Archaeological
Assessments

Email – 21 August 2015

Darug Custodian Aboriginal
Corporation

Email – 21 August 2015

Darug Land Observations

Email – 21 August 2015

Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land
Council

Email – 21 August 2015

Dharug

Email – 21 August 2015

Djiringanj

Email – 21 August 2015

Elouera

Email – 21 August 2015

EORA

Email – 21 August 2015

Gadung Elders

Email – 21 August 2015
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Email – 25 August 2015

Responded to the methodology stating "Darug
Custodian Aboriginal Corporation have received
and reviewed the report for Mandalong Precinct at
Orchard Hills methodology. We support the
recommendations set out in this report. "
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Organisation contacted

Date and type of contact

Gangangarra

Email – 21 August 2015

Golangaya Elders

Email – 21 August 2015

Goobah

Email – 21 August 2015

Gulaga

Email – 21 August 2015

Gulla Gunar Elders

Email – 21 August 2015

Gunyuu

Email – 21 August 2015

Kamilaroi-Yankuntjatjara Working
Group

Letter – 21 August 2015

Kawul Cultural services

Email – 4 September 2015

Kuringgai

Email – 21 August 2015

Munyunga

Email – 21 August 2015

Murramarang

Email – 21 August 2015

Murrin

Email – 21 August 2015
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Date and type of response

Response details

Letter – 4 September 2015

Responded to the methodology stating that he was
happy with the methodology, and emphasised the
importance of the lands close to the creek line as a
camping area for indigenous groups, stated that in
his opinion further investigation is warranted. Also
questioned Biosis' approach to the survey, and
asked for an explanation as to why KYWG were not
invited.
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Organisation contacted

Date and type of contact

Murrumbul

Email – 21 August 2015

Ngarigo

Email – 21 August 2015

Ngunawal

Email – 21 August 2015

Nundagurri

Email – 21 August 2015

Tharawal

Email – 21 August 2015

Thauaira

Email – 21 August 2015

Walbunja Elders

Email – 21 August 2015

Walgalu

Email – 21 August 2015

Wandandian

Email – 21 August 2015

Widescope Indigenous Group

Email – 24 August 2015

Wingikara

Email – 21 August 2015

Wurrumay Consultant

Email – 4 September 2015

Yerramurra

Email – 21 August 2015
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Date and type of response

Response details

Email – 26 September2015

Agreed with the methodology
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Stage 3 – Gathering information about cultural significance
Step 1- Provision of project methodology pack
A copy of the methodology pack is provided in Appendix 4 and a copy of the covering email is provided following.
Organisation Contacted

Date and Type of Contact

Date and Type of Response

Response Details

Aboriginal Archaeology Service

Email – 21 August 2015

Email – 24 August 2015

Responded to the Methodology, stating "Aboriginal
Archaeology Service and Rane Contracting agree
with the above Methodology. Biosis has always
taken a professional approach in the consultation
process when dealing with the Aboriginal stake
holders. The methodology with which Biosis uses is
complete in all aspects of the survey. The
collections of any artifacts should be displayed for
all to see in the local library or local government
building within the area."

BADU

Email – 21 August 2015

Biamanga

Email – 21 August 2015

Bidawal

Email – 21 August 2015

Bilinga

Email – 21 August 2015

Bulling Gang Elders

Email – 21 August 2015

Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation

Email – 21 August 2015

Email – 8 September 2015

Responded to the methodology stating
"Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation has reviewed
the proposed methodology and find it consistent
with our views no additional measures are sought.
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Organisation Contacted

Date and Type of Contact

Date and Type of Response

Response Details
Our corporation agrees and looks forward to
further consultation."

Cullendulla

Email – 21 August 2015

Curwur Murre Elders

Email – 21 August 2015

Darug Consultants & Archaeological
Assessments

Email – 21 August 2015

Darug Custodian Aboriginal
Corporation

Email – 21 August 2015

Darug Land Observations

Email – 21 August 2015

Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land
Council

Email – 21 August 2015

Dharug

Email – 21 August 2015

Djiringanj

Email – 21 August 2015

Elouera

Email – 21 August 2015

EORA

Email – 21 August 2015

Gadung Elders

Email – 21 August 2015

Gangangarra

Email – 21 August 2015

Golangaya Elders

Email – 21 August 2015
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Email – 25 August 2015

Responded to the methodology stating "Darug
Custodian Aboriginal Corporation have received
and reviewed the report for Mandalong Precinct at
Orchard Hills methodology. We support the
recommendations set out in this report. "
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Organisation Contacted

Date and Type of Contact

Goobah

Email – 21 August 2015

Gulaga

Email – 21 August 2015

Gulla Gunar Elders

Email – 21 August 2015

Gunyuu

Email – 21 August 2015

Kamilaroi-Yankuntjatjara Working
Group

Letter – 21 August 2015

Kawul Cultural services

Email – 4 September 2015

Kuringgai

Email – 21 August 2015

Munyunga

Email – 21 August 2015

Murramarang

Email – 21 August 2015

Murrin

Email – 21 August 2015

Murrumbul

Email – 21 August 2015

Ngarigo

Email – 21 August 2015

Ngunawal

Email – 21 August 2015

Nundagurri

Email – 21 August 2015
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Date and Type of Response

Response Details

Letter – 4 September 2015

Responded to the methodology stating that he was
happy with the methodology, and emphasised the
importance of the lands close to the creek line as a
camping area for indigenous groups, stated that in
his opinion further investigation is warranted. Also
questioned Biosis' approach to the survey, and
asked for an explanation as to why KYWG were not
invited.
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Organisation Contacted

Date and Type of Contact

Tharawal

Email – 21 August 2015

Thauaira

Email – 21 August 2015

Walbunja Elders

Email – 21 August 2015

Walgalu

Email – 21 August 2015

Wandandian

Email – 21 August 2015

Widescope Indigenous Group

Email – 24 August 2015

Wingikara

Email – 21 August 2015

Wurrumay Consultant

Email – 4 September 2015

Yerramurra

Email – 21 August 2015
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Date and Type of Response

Response Details

Email – 26 September2015

Agreed with the methodology
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Step 2- Field Survey
Organisation Contacted

Date and Type of Contact

Date and Type of Response

Response Details

Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land
Council

21 August 2015 – Field
Survey

21 August 2015 – Field Survey

During the field survey, DLALC representative Steve
Randall noted the high significance of the area at the
confluence of South and Cosgroves Creeks, and placed
emphasis on that area as a location for further
assessment.

10 September 2015 - Email

The email report on the survey sent to Biosis by DLALC
stated "Our representative reports that, Aboriginal
cultural materials (in the form of stone artefacts, for
example) were found within the study area also to
have potential to contain sub surface stone artefacts
on tributaries and South Creek itself.
Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council therefore,
recommends further investigation be undertaken with
test excavations before any development."
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Stage 4 – Review of draft report
Step 1- Provision of Draft Report for Review.
Organisation Contacted

Date and Type of Contact
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Date and Type of Response Response Details
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Appendix 2 – Register searches results and public notice
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Appendix 3 – Responses from RAPs
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Appendix 4 – Project information pack and project methodology pack
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Appendix 5 - Archaeological Report

© Biosis 2015 – Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting www.biosis.com.au

54

