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Kayandel has been engaged by The APP Group (Project Manager) on behalf of the NSW
Department of Education (the Proponent) to  prepare an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment
Report (ACHAR) to assess the potential impacts that the proposed works (refer to Section 1.2) may
have on Aboriginal heritage  within Hunter River High School.

As part of their investigation, GML (2020) identified that the School contained areas of
archaeological sens itivity, particularly associated with the Tea Garden Variant A soil landscape
Kayandel has prepared this ACHAR to document the archaeological investigation of the portion of

the aea of archaeological that will be impacted by the proposed works.

For a cop y of the Archaeological Technical Report (ATR), which documents the Aboriginal
archaeological test excavation, refer to Appendix XX .

Three (3) Aboriginal sites haveb een i dentified as a result of Kayandel
(refer to Figure 11):

*  HRHSAS-01 (Hunter River High School);
*  HRHSAS-02 (Hunter River High School); and,
*  HRHSAS-03 (Hunter River High School).

The results of the test excavation indicate that the archaeologically sensitive landform identified by
GML (2020) has low to moderate archaeological potential.

In consideration of previous disturbance, the archaeological context and the significance of the
above Aboriginal sites within the Subject Area, it has been determined that no further investigation
is required to inform the Development Application

An Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) will be necessary to impact any of the identified
Aboriginal sites (referto Figure 11).

1. An Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) under Part 6 of the National Parks and Wildlife
Act 1974 should be sought fort he portions of HRHSAS-01 (Hunter River High School), HRHS -AS-
02 (Hunter River High School) and HRHS -AS-03 (Hunter River High School) that will be impacted
by the proposed development;

2. Site Cards are to be prepared for all Aboriginal sites identified durin g the undertaking of the
Aboriginal archaeological excavation that are not currently recorded on AHIMS; and,

3. Aboriginal Site Impact Recording (ASIR) form  smust be completed for each of the Aboriginal
sites, detailing the impacts of test excavations and should be lodged with the AHIMS Registrar
in a timely fashion.

The following management principles and recommendations are based on:

x

The legal requirements of the  National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974  (as amended), whereby it
is illegal to damage, deface or destroy an Aboriginal relic without first obtaining the written
consent of the Director General of National Parks & Wildlife Service ;



The legal requirements of the Heritage Act 1977 , whereby it is illegal to disturb or excavate
any land knowing or having reasonable cause to suspect that the disturbance or

excavation will or is likely to result in a relic being discovered, exposed, move d, damaged or
destroyed unless the disturbance or excavation is carried out in accordance with an

excavation permit;

The requirements of the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal
Objects in NSW (DECCW, 2010b) ;

The requirements of the  Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal
Cultural Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011); and,

The findings presented within this ACHAR, and the accompanying ATR (referto  Appendix
XX).
Kayandel recommends the following:

1. An Aboriginal Her itage Impact Permit (AHIP) under Part 6 of the National Parks and Wildlife
Act 1974 should be sought for the portions of HRHSAS-01 (Hunter River High School), HRHS -AS-
02 (Hunter River High School) and HRHS -AS-03 (Hunter River High School) that will be impacted
by the proposed development (refer to Figure 12). This AHIP should be sought for all known
and unknown Aboriginal objects within the  extents of the Aboriginal sites shown in Figure 12
as a strategy to minimise the risk of delays during works that may results from unexpected
finds;

2. It is recom mended that the AHIP be for a period of 2 years to allow sufficient time for
construction works to be completed,;

3. Should the design and/or extent of the proposed subdivision be altered in such a way that
would impact the registered Aboriginal Sites within t he Subject Area, an Aboriginal Heritage
Impact Permit under Part 6 of the  National Parks and Wildlife Act, 1974 must be obtained prior
to any works commencing;

4. Consultation continues to inform RAPs about the management of Aboriginal cultural heritage
sites in the project area throughout the life of the project. This is in line with advice received
from Heritage NSW . In the event that Kayandel is not responsible for the maintenance of  this
consultation, the responsibility will fall to the Project Manager and/or the Proponent.

a. A period of no longer than 6 months between contact with the RAPs must be upheld
for the consultation to be peroddlondestham @modithbsont i nu o
occurs between contact with the Aboriginal stakeholders, consultation will need to
be re -started;

5. All relevant staff and contractors should be made aware of their statutory obligations for
heritage under the National Parks an d Wildlife Act 1974 , which may be implemented as a
heritage induction;

6. In the unlikely event that skeletal remains are identified, work must cease immediately in the
vicinity of the remains and the area must be cordoned off. The Proponent must contact the
local NSW Police who will make an initial assessment as to whether the remains are part of a
crime scene, or possible Aboriginal remains. If the remains are thought to be Aboriginal,
Heritage NSW must be contacted by ringing the Enviroline 131 555. A Heritage NSW officer



will determine if the remains are Aboriginal or not; and a management plan must be
developed in consultation with the relevant Aboriginal stakeholders before works
recommence; and,

7. If, during development works, suspected historic cultural heritage material is uncovered, work
should cease in that area immediately. Heritage NSW (Enviroline 131 555) should be natified
and works only recommence when an approved management strategy has been
developed.

Disclaimer : This archaeological assessment and the management recommendations contained

herein, will be independently reviewed by the Heritage NSW , and the relevant Aboriginal community.
Heritage NSW and the Aboriginal community will make consideration of the findin gs of the
consultantds report and the recommendations in r
Formal approval for all actions outlined should be sought from the relevant authority prior to the
completion of any works. At no time should automati c approval of the management

recommendations stated herein be assumed.
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Kayandel has been engaged by The APP Group (Project Manager) on behalf of the NSW
Department of Education (the Proponent) to prepare an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment
Report (ACHAR) to assess the pot ential impacts that the proposed works (refer to Section 1.2) may
have on Aboriginal heritage within Hunter River High School .

In 2020, GML (2020) produced an Aboriginal Heritage Due Diligence Report in relation to the Subject
Area.

As part of their investigation, GML (2020) identified t hat the School contained areas of
archaeological sensitivity, particularly associated with the Tea Garden Variant A soil landscape
Kayandel has prepared this ACHAR to document the archaeological investigation of the portion of

the aea of archaeological t hat will be impacted by the proposed works.

For a copy of the Archaeological Technical Report (ATR), which documents the Aboriginal
archaeological test excavation, refer to Appendix XX .

The Proponent will use the ACHAR to support an application for an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit
(AHIP) under Section 90 of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974  for the Aboriginal sites identified
in Figure 11. The AHIP application will be lodged with Heritage NSW.

The Subject Area is situated wi thin the Port Stephens Council Local Government Area (LGA) (see
Figure 1). It lies south of the Raymond Terrace , on the western side of the  Pacific H ighway.

The Subject Area is approximately 9ha . It is located at Hunter River High School, 36 Elkin Avenue
Heath erbrae and comprises of the following properties (referto  Figure 2):

* Lot 1 DP579025;
* Lot 1 DP540114; and
* Lot 1DP120189.

The projectis to upgrade the Hunter River High School to meet EFSG Stream 6 core facilities.  Thiswill
entail additional new general learning spaces including support classes and refurbishment of existing
general learning spaces. In  -line with this, external works will require to be planned and developed
tha t includes the public domain, transport & traffic and parking. The project scope including costs
and timing has now been finali  sed for this first stage of work. This stage of work has been informed
by priorities identified by  stakeholders focusing on the  provision of the following:

> Provision of 8 new support classrooms including new Emotionally Disturbed (ED) ;
*  Behaviourally Disturbed (BD) classrooms ;
Core facilities upgrades ;
*  New administration building (reduced in size from FBC allocation) ;
New gymnasium ; and,
Refurbishment to existing nominated classrooms
0 Building A - refurbishment ;
o Building C 8 Hospitality Kitchen converted to Visual Arts Space ;
o0 Building E d Support Classrooms converted to Movement Hub ; and,



0 Building H 8 Computer Lab converted to Food Tech

Refer to Figure 3 for the proposed masterplan.

This study aims to produce a report detailing the Aboriginal heritage withinthe  portion of the Subject
Area that will be impacted by the proposed works . This ACHAR presents sufficient information to
facilitate an informed decision regarding the potential impact of the proposed works  on known and
unknown Aboriginal heritage.

The report has been prepared  per the specifications of the Code of Practice for Archaeologica I
Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (Code of Practice ) (DECCW, 2010b) and The
Guide for Investigating, Assessing, and Reporti  ng on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW  (OEH, 2011).

The following tasks have been undertaken to achieve these aims:

* A review of background information, including landscape and ethnographic history as

described in the Code of Practice (DECCW, 2010b) ;

A review of archaeological context, including identification of known Aboriginal sites in the
Subject Area , through a search of Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System
(AHIMS) and an analysis of existing archaeological reports relating to the Subject Area an d
its immediate environs;

Detail ing the consultation undertaken with Aboriginal community stakeholders;

An archaeological field survey of the Subject Area;

Characteris ation of the nature of any archaeological deposits that may be encountered;

*  Development of informed mitigation measures and management recommendations for any
sites located within the  proposed development area; and,

Articulation of the proposed Aboriginal archaeological test excavation methodology, based

on evidence of Aboriginal  objects identified in the surrounding area, and levels of previous
ground disturbance.

The advice in this report is limited to Aboriginal heritage.

This report is based on a review of available Aboriginal archaeological assessments (sourced fr om
AHIMS, grey literature and Kayandel & report library) and field investigations. It is possible that further
Aboriginal archaeological assessments or the emergence of new analysis of the Aboriginal
archaeological landscape within the Heatherbrae area may support different interpretations of the
evidence in this report.

Ground disturban ce through p ast land uses influence s both the potential for the destruction or
survival of Aboriginal sites and objects in areas of significant disturbance . Clearing and use of land
for agricultural practices limit sthe survival of Aboriginal sites and ob  jects. Therefore, a reas that have
undergone more intensive past land use and disturbance may be limited in their ability to  truly
represent the Aboriginal archaeological landscape of the greater area in which itis situated .

A summary of the statutory requirements regarding heritage is provided in Section 2. This is made on
the basis of our experience of working with the NSW Aboriginal heritage and European heritage
systems and does not purport to be legal advice. It should be noted that legis lation, regulations, and
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guidelines change over time and users of this report should satisfy themselves that the statutory
requirements have not changed since the report was written.

The results from the ©6AHI MS6.2paetvalidfardZmoithte &ronctheddatd dcBe ct i on
the search) . If the report has not been finalised and/or it is necessary to update the report, and the

previous AHIMS d atabase search is over 12 months old, it will be necessary to undertake another

search of AHIMS again to ensure the information is still current. If the AHIMS search results identify

additional Aboriginal sites which will result in significant changes to t he assessment, it will be
necessary to update the report to consider these results.

The 6Statement of Archaeol ogical P 09t2.8)miade anlthis eepodis & i gni f i
combination of both facts and interpretation of those facts in accordance with a standard set of

assessment criteria. It is possible that another professional may interpret the Aboriginal

archaeological landscape with in the Heatherbrae area and physical evidence in a different way.

1.5 Personnel

The qualifications of the Kayandel team are included in Table 1.

Person Qualifications Experience

B. Arts (His. and Anc. His. and Arch.) -
Britt Andrews B. Com. and Media Studies (Digital >2year
Media and Com.)

B. Arts (His. and Anc. His. and Arch.)

Background research, report drafting , and
consultation with the Aboriginal community

Amber Hewson Indigenous Studies and French <1 year Background research, report drafting
. . B. Arts (Arch/Palaeo), Grad. Cert. Report review, mapping, field survey and
Natalie Stiles Arts (Arch), MGIS&RemoteSens >10years | .onsultation with the Aboriginal  community
Lance Syme B. Arts (Arch/Palaeo), Grad. Dip. >20 years Project supervision, report review

(Heritage Cons.), M. ICOMOS

Table 1: Kayandel personnel involved in the preparation of this report
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Aboriginal and non -Aboriginal cultural heritage in Australia is protected and managed under a

variety of legislation. The following section provides a summary of the Acts wh ich are relevant to the
management of cultural heritage in NSW. It is important to note that th e discussion of the Acts
presented in Section 2 of this report, are a guide only and are not legal interpretations of the
legislation by the consultant.

The purpose of the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984 (Heritage
Protection Act ) is the preservation and protection from injury or desecration of areas and objects in
Australia and in Australian waters that are of particular significance to Aboriginal people in
accordance with Aboriginal tradition.

Under the Heritage Protection Act the responsible Minister can make temporary or long -term
declarations to protect areas and objects of significance under threat of injury or desecration. The

Act can, in certain circumstances, override state and territory provisions, or it can be implemented

in circumstances where state or territory provisio ns are lacking or are not enforced. The Act must be
invoked by or on behalf of an Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander or organisation.

The Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodi versity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) took
effect on 16 July 2000. Under Part 9 of the = EPBC Act, any action that has, or is likely to have, a
significant impact on a matter of National Environmental Significance (known as a controlled action

under the A ct), may only progress with approval of the Commonwealth Minister for the Environment.

An action is defined as a project, development, undertaking, activity (or series of activities), or
alteration to any of these. Where an exception applies, an action wi Il also require approval if:

It is undertaken on Commonwealth land and will have or is likely to have a significant impact;

1. It is undertaken outside Commonwealth land and will have or is likely to have a significant
impact on the environment on Commonwealt h land; and,
2. ltis undertaken by the Commonwealth and will have or is likely to have a significant impact.

Under Section 28 subsection (1) 0The Commonwealth or

inside or outside Australian jurisdiction an action that has, will have, or is likely to have a significant
i mpact on t he environment i nsi de or o HRBE iAdtedefidesi st r al i
6environmentd as both natur al and cul tural environmen

cultural heritage items included on the Register of the National Estate are regarded as part of the
cultural environment.

The EPBC Act includes provisions to protect matters of national environmental significance (NES) and
Commonwealth land. Lists and registers made under the EPBC Act include:

*

The Environment and Heritage Legislation Amendment Act (No.1) 2003
*  The Australian Heritage Council Act 2003 ; and,
*  The Australian Heritage Council (Consequential and Transitional Provisions) Act 2003.



Approval under the EPBC Act is required if you are proposing to take an action that will have, or is
likely to have, a significant impact on the National Heritage values of a National Heritage place

and/or any other NES matter. This action must be referred to the Australian Governme nt Minister for
the Environment and Heritage . The Minister will decide whether an action will, or is likely to, have a
significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance.

The heritage provisions of the EPBC Act allow for a transition period whilst the National and
Commonwealth Heritage Lists are finalised . During this transition period the Register of the National
Estate acts in conjunction with the formative National and Commonwealth lists to provide full
cove rage for items already identified as having cultural heritage significance.

The Native Title Act of 1993 , as amended, recognises, and protects native title, and provides that
native title cannot be extinguished contrary to t he Act. The National Native Title Tribunal (NNTT) is a
Commonwealth Government agency set up under this Act to mediate native title claims under the

direction of the Federal Court of Australia.

The National Native Title Tribunal maintains the following re gisters:

*  National Native Title Register;

*  Register of Native Title Claims;

*  Unregistered Claimant Applications; and,

*  Register of Indigenous Land Use Agreements.

The objective of a search of the NNTT registers is to identify possible Aboriginal Stakeholders t hat
would not perhaps receive representation as part of the Local Aboriginal Land council or Elders
groups.

The Subject Area is not the site of any Native Title applications or determinations.

The following New South Wales legislation protects aspects of cultural heritage and is relevant to
development activities in the Subject Area.

The Environmental Planning and Assessment Act, 1979 (EP&A Act) requires that consideration be
given to environmental impacts as part of the land use planning process . This includes impacts on
Aboriginal and non dAboriginal cultural heritage items and places . The Act also requires that Local
Government Areas (LGAs) prepare Local Environmental Plans ( LEP) and Development Control Plans
(DCP) in accordance with the Act to provide guidance on the level of environmental assessment
required. LEPs often list locally significant heritage items. Three parts of the EP&A Act are most relevant
to Heritage . Part 3 relates to planning instruments, including those at local and regional levels; Part

4 controls development assessment processes; and Part 5 refers to approvals by determining
authorities.

The National Parks and Wildli fe Act 1974 provides for protection of Aboriginal objects (sites, relics, and
cultural material) and Aboriginal places . Under the Act ( Section 5), an Aboriginal object is defined
as:



any deposit, object, or material evidence (not being a handicraft for sale) relating to
indigenous and non -European habitation of the area that comprises New South Wales, being
habitation both prior to and concurrent with the occupation of that area by persons of
European ext raction, and includes Aboriginal remains.

An Aboriginal place is defined under this Act as an area that has been declared by the Minister
administering the National Parks and Wildlife Act as a place of special significance for Aboriginal
culture. It may or may not contain physical Aboriginal objects.

Under Section 86 of the Act it is an offence to knowingly destroy, deface, damage or desecrate, or
cause or permit the destruction, defacement, damage or desecration of, an Aboriginal object or

Aboriginal place , without the prior written consent from the Director -General of Heritage NSW
(formerly the Department of Planning, Industry and Environment (DPIE)) . In order to obtain such
consent, a Section 90 an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) application mus t be submitted

and approved by the  Heritage NSW Director -General. In considering whether to issue a permit under
Section 90, Heritage NSW will consider :

*  The objectives and justifications for the proposed activity;

*  The appropriateness of the  methodology to achieve the objectives of the proposed activity;

*  The significance of the Aboriginal object(s) or place(s) subject to the proposed impacts;

The effect of the proposed impacts and the mitigation measures proposed,;

*  The alternatives to the propo sed impacts;

The conservation outcomes that will be achieved if impact is permitted;

*  The outcomes of the Aboriginal community consultation regarding the proposed impact and
conservation outcomes;

*  The views of the Aboriginal community about the proposed ac tivity; and,

The knowledge, skills, and experience of the nominated person (s) to adequately undertake

the proposed activity.

Under Section 89A of the National Parks and Wildlife Act, 1974 t it is a requirement to notify the
Heritage NSW Director -General of the location of an Aboriginal object. Identified Aboriginal items
and sites are registered with the  Heritage NSW on AHIMS.

The NSWHeritage Act 1977 (Heritage Act ) provi des protection f ohleriitteange @ f
i n NS W. O6Environment al heritaged includes objdctg,cas, bui
precincts considered significant based on historical, scientific, cultural, social, archaeological,

architectural, natural, or aesthetic values . Items considered to be significant to the State are listed

on the State Heritage Register and cannot be demolished, altered, moved, or damaged, or their

significance altered without approval from the Heritage NSW .

Items listed on the State Heritage Register (SHR) require consent of the Heritage NSW to undertake
work or development which alters, moves, deposits, or damages any part of the heritage item, place,
precinct, land, its relics, or any vegetation.

Relics are afforded automatic ~ protection under Section 139 of the Heritage Act which applies to all
land in New South Wales. Under Section 41(1) of the Heritage Act andthe Heritage Amendment Act
2009( No. 34) a O6relicd is defined as:

Any deposit artefact, object, or material eviden ce 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 significance.

Section 146 of the Heritage Act requires that the accidental discovery of relics should be rep orted in

writing to the Heritage NSW . Depending on the nature of the discovery, additional assessment and

possibly an excavation permit may be required prior to the recommencement of excavation in the

affected area. Alternativelex,cepn i am@pl imdi gathlte appdegt.t ed 6

If Heritage NSW believes that a heritage item or place needs to be conserved, it can make a
recommendation to the Minister, who decides whether to place protection on that item . There are
two types of protection available: interim heritage orders and listing on the State Heritage Register
These forms of protection are 'binding directions’, which means that the heritage item that is
protected in one of these ways cannot be demolished, redeveloped, or altered without permission
from Heritage NSW .

The Heritage Act does not apply to Abor i giadbjact, obmatetial ewidence)( any de
These items are protected under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 ; however, some aspects of

Aborig inal cultural heritage management and protection are covered by provisions of the Heritage

Act .

A search of the State Heritage Inventory for Heatherbrae was undertaken as part of preparing this
assessment (refer to Appendix Il ). No items listed on the State Heritage Inventory were identified
within or abutting the Subject Area.

Heritage is dealt with under Section 5.10 and Schedule 5 of the Port Stephens Local Environmental
Plan (LEP) 2013. Section 5.10 (1) outlines the objectives of the clause, including:

(d) to conserve Aboriginal objects and Aboriginal places of heritage significance.
The clause states that development consent is for the following activities:

a) Demolishing or moving a heritage item, Aboriginal Object, or building within a conservation
area;

b) Altering a heritage item thatis a bui  Iding;

c) Disturbing or excavating an archaeological site;

d) Disturbing or excavating an Aboriginal place of heritage significance;

e) Erecting a building on land on which an Aboriginal object is located, or that is within an
Aboriginal place of significance;

f) Subdividing land on land on which an Aboriginal object is located, or that is within an
Aboriginal place of significance.

Section 5.10 (8) Specifically applies to  Aboriginal Places of Heritage Significance and outlines the
level of assessment and notification which needs to be undertaken for development affecting
Aboriginal places, prior to granting development consents.



Schedule 5 & Environmental Heritage lists places of heritage significance registered on the local
listing. These items are primarily European and post -contact sites ; however , occasionally , Aboriginal
places are included on Schedule 5

A search of Schedule 5 for Heatherbrae was undertaken as part of preparing this assessment (refer
to Appendi x IV). There are no Schedule 5 items abutting the Subject Area.

The National Trust of Australia (NSW) is a community -based organisation with independently
constituted Trusts in each state and territory . The NSW National Trust compiles a heritage list primarily
of historic places, but they also include some Aboriginal and natural places . Listing helps to provide
recognition and promote public appreciation and concern for local heritage.

The National Trust Register has no legal foundation or statutory power but is recognised as an
authoritative statement on the significance to the community of particular items and is held in high
esteem by the p ublic.

The Register of the National Estate (RNE) was closed in 2007 and is no longer a statutory list.

The RNE is maintained on a non -statutory basis as a publicly available archive and educational
resource.

temsent ered in the RNE prior to its closure in 2007 as
entry for a place in the RNE does not in itself create a requirement to protect the place under
Commonwealth law. Nevertheless, information in the register m ay continue to be current and may

be relevant to statutory decisions about protection.

A search of the Register of the National Estate was undertaken as part of preparing this assessment
No items were identified dur ing the search (referto Appendix V ).



Heritage NSW recognises and values Aboriginal cultural heritage . Evidence of Aboriginal
occupation is present as objects throughout the NSW landscape, and cultural heritage is present in
the memories, stories and relations Aboriginal people have with their traditional land or Country.

Aboriginal cultural heritageisan essent i al part of Aboriginal peopl eds
and sense of belonging to Country. Heritage NSW recognises that Aboriginal people who hold
cultural knowledge should be provided an opportunity to inform Heritage NSW of the cultural

significance of objects or places and have an input into the management of their cultural heritage.
To this end, they produced the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for
Proponents 2010 (DECCW, 2010a) .

In recognising the rights and interests of Aboriginal people in their cultural heritage , Heritage NSW
acknowledges that Aboriginal people:

*  Are the primary source of information about the value of th eir heritage and how this can be
protected and conserved;

*  Must have an active role in any Aboriginal cultural heritage planning process;

*  Must have early input into the assessment of cultural significance of their heritage and its
management so that they ca  n continue to fulfil their obligations towards their heritage; and,

*  Must control the way in which cultural knowledge and other information relating specifically
to their heritage is used, as this may be an integral aspect of its heritage value (DECCW,
20104, p. 2) .

Heritage NSW sets out a process for identifying Aboriginal parties who may have information on the
cultural significance of  objects or places and providing Aboriginal people with opportunities to
comment on the methods used to identify and assess objects or places, and opportunities to
contribute to the development of management options and recommendations (DECCW, 20104, p.
7).

The process must be followed if an application is made to Heritage NSW under Part 6 of the National
Parks and Wildlife Act, 1974 as amended . Consultation for the current study was carried out in
accordance with the specified requirements (DECCW, 2010a) .

Kayandel undertook consultation with the identifi ed Aboriginal stakeholders known to hold cultural
knowledge relating to the Subject Area and who were generally accepted within the Aboriginal
community as being the holder of a right to speak for the country in which the Subject Area is
located. The purp ose of this community consultation was to understand the cultural values of the
Subject Area and to wunderstand the c¢ommun iptoyoSes
development.

The objectives of Aboriginal community consultation were to:

*  Give Aboriginal p eople an opportunity to comment on the design of the field methods for
identifying Aboriginal objects or places within the Subject Area;

*  Obtain information about the cultural significance and values of any Aboriginal objects or
places within the Subject Ar ea;

*  Give Aboriginal people an opportunity to contribute to the development of cultural heritage

management options and recommendations; and,

Give Aboriginal people an opportunity to comment on any draft report.

\Y
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The Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW, 2010a) .

provides guidance about the appropriate manner in which consultation with the Aboriginal
com munity should be undertaken.

There are 4 Stages to the consultation process established by the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Consultation Requirements for Proponents 2010  (DECCW, 2010a) . Each Stage is discussed separately
in the following Section.

A log of all consultation with the RAPs for the current study is included in Appendix XIX .

As there was not an approved determination of native title in relation to the Subject Area, the
identification of RAPs was carried out in accordance with the specifications of Section 4.1.2 of the

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW, 2010a) .

Kayandel made enquiries with the following (see Appendix VI and Appendix VII ):

> Heritage NSW ;

*  Worimi Local Aboriginal Land Council;

*  The Registrar, Aboriginal Land rights Act 1983 , for a list of Aboriginal owners;

The National Native Title Tribunal for a list of registered native title claimants, native title holders
and registered Indigenous Land Use Agreements;

*  Native Title Services Corporation Limited (NTSCORP Limited);

*  Port Stephens Shire Council; and ,

Hunter Local Land Services

Correspondence from these organisations is included in Appendix VIII to Appendix XI .

The Aboriginal groups and individuals that were identified by the various organisations as having a
potential interest in the cultural heritage of the Subject Area as a result of these enquiries are listed in
Appendix XII .

In accordance with Section 4.1.3 of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for
Proponents 2010 (DECCW, 2010a) , an advertisement for the project was placed in the Newcastle
Herald on Wednesday, October 2 6%, 2022 (refer to Figure 4). There were two responses to this
advertisement (Rose Nean and Karuah Indigenous Corporation).

In addition to the advertisement, Kayandel wrote to the organisations and individuals outlined in
Appendix Xll inviting them to register their interest in being consulted for the project . Refer to
Appendix XIII for copies of the registration emails

Table 2 identifies the Aboriginal stakeholders who have re gistered for i ncl usi on i n
consultation process.

t

he



Proposed Facilities Upgrade  of Hunter River High School, 36 Elkin Avenue, Heatherbrae, Port Stephens Council
LGA, NSW
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report

Abori%igal Stakeholder Consultation - Hunter River High

hool, 36 Elkin Ave, Heatherbrae NSW 2324

Kayandel has been commissioned by the NSW Department of Education
the Pro to prepare an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment
eport (ACHAR) for the Proposed Facilities Upgrade at Hunter River High

School, 36 Elkin Ave, Heatherbrae, Port Stephens Council LGA, NSW

2324,

The Applicant for an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit, should one be

required, will be the NSW Department of Education, GPO Box 33, Sydney

NSW 2001.

Aboriginal organisations or Aboriginal persons who hold cultural

knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal

objects in the area are invited to register an interest in consultation. The

purpose of community consultation with Aboriginal people is to assist in:

1) Assessing the Aboriginal heritage value of the area;

2) Preparing an application for an AHIP under Part 6 of the National Parks

and Wildiife Act 1974; and,

3) To assist the Director-General (Chief Executive) of Heritage NSW to

consider and determine the application.

Registrations should include the name of a contact person, address and

other relevant contact details. The names of registered Aboriginal parties

will be passed on to Worimi Local Aboriginal Land Council and Heritage

NSW unless a request to the contrary is made.

To register your interest, please contact:

The Project Manager, ¢/- Kayandel

PO Box 440, Picton, NSW 2571

4 (02) 4627 8622 §% info@kayandel.com.au

The closing date for registrations is 9* November 2022. Registrations
received after this date may not be included in the consultation process.
Note: registering for consultation does not guarantee employment.

Figure 4: Public Advert inthe Newcastle Herald , October 2 6t, 2022



Proposed Facilities Upgrade

of Hunter River High School,

36 Elkin Avenue, Heatherbrae, Port Stephens Council

LGA, NSW

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report

Registered Aboriginal Party Representative/Contact Identified By Date Registered

Al Indigenous Services Carolyn Hickey Heritage NSW 15/09/2022
Amanda AHCS Amanda De Zwart Heritage NSW 15/09/2022
Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation Marilyn Carroll -Johnson Heritage NSW 15/09/2022
Didge Ngunawal Clan Lilly Carroll Heritage NSW 15/09/2022
Gomery Cultural Consultants David Horton Heritage NSW 15/09/2022
Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Phil Khan Heritage NSW 15/09/2022
Group !
Karuah Indigenous Corporation David Feeney Public Advert 15/09/2022
Lower Hunter Aboriginal David Ahoy Heritage NSW 15/09/2022
Incorporated
Murra Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal Ryan Johnson Heritage NSW 15/09/2022
Corporation
Mur-Roo-Ma Inc. Bec Young Heritage NSW 15/09/2022
Nur-Run-Gee Pty Ltd Leonard Anderson Heritage NSW 15/09/2022
Wattaka Pty Ltd Des Hickey Heritage NSW 15/09/2022
Widescope Indigenous Group Steven Hickey Heritage NSW 15/09/2022
Worimi Local Aboriginal Land . . Heritage NSW & Port
Council Jamie Merrick Stephens Council & ORALRA 15/09/2022
Worimi Traditional Owners Candy Towers Heritage NSW 15/09/2022
Indigenous Corporation
Robert Syron - Heritage NSW 15/09/2022
Carol Ridgeway -Bissett - Heritage NSW 15/09/2022
Rose Nean 2 - Public Advert 15/09/2022
Table 2: RAPs at the closing of the registration period
3.1.2 Stage 2 0 Presentation of Information about the Proposed Project
On the 2nd November 2022 , information about the project was provided to the RAPs (see Table 2) in

the form of an Aboriginal Heritage Assessment Project Methodology, outlining the project details,

background research, the
XV).

Comments received from the RAPSs in response to th

Appendix XVI ).

RAP Submission

Gomery Cultural Consultants

test excavation methodology, and the project timeline

RAPds Comment

On what | have been  reading, |
encourage to do test excavation, on the
grounds of what sites are already in their
vicinity, any objects found, of
significance should test excavation be
open up greater than 50 by 50

isdocument

(referto Appendix

are provided below in Table 3 (see

Kayande |3 Response

Kayandel acknowledges the
archaeological sensitivity of the
Hunter Rive r High School.

Your comment about  the expansion
of the 50cm x 50cm test pits where
artefacts of significance are identified
is addressed in Phase 3 of the test
excavation methodology.

Nur-Run-Gee Pty Ltd

Where has the Aboriginal (local)
information come from, Why hasn't a
‘Walkover' been conducted. Which
member of your staff is Aboriginal. A
desktop study is not good enough as the
topography changes daily and nobody
but a Local Aboriginal person can

As mentioned in the Aboriginal

Heritage A ssessment Project
Methodology, GML undertook a site
inspection as part of preparing  their
Aboriginal Heritage Due Diligence
Report for the Subject Area.  As part of
preparing their report, GML undertook

1 Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group withdrew from the consultation process on
2 Rose Nean withdrew from the consultation process on

2nd June 2023

9th June 2023.
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Proposed Facilities Upgrade of Hunter River High School, 36 Elkin Avenue, Heatherbrae, Port Stephens Council
LGA, NSW
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report

RAP Submission RAP&s Comment Kayande | Response
condu ct 'Impact Statements' etc. | consultation with Worimi LALC  (GML,
personally will not divulge any 2020, p. 3).
information on this Proposal unless an Kayandel will advise the Proponent of
onsite meeting is held with the RAP's and your request for an onsite  meeting to
Proponents and I'll reserve all comments be held.

if not until the final report.

AHCS myself has read over the
Methodology and is happy with the
methodology. AHCS has no comments
on the methodology.

The proposed Methodology for the

project is well documented and s clear
that the Subject area is of Cultural
significance, through research and Noted
AHIMS register has identified many
artefacts, burial, scarred trees and
evidence of the Worimi nation.

Amanda AHCS Noted

All artefacts and sites found are
collected and recorded, measured and
sealed bagged for further investigation
Rose Nean by the Archaeologist Team.

The subject area has connections to the
Wonaruha people and artifacts and
areas of significance that  have been
identified in the Hunter Valley.

Cultural Protocals, include Welcome to
Country, Local Elder, Communication of
daily works, debrief each day to discuss
and issues with Archaeologists Team.
ACHAR Methodology has covered the
Project Brief.

Karuah Indigenous Company is happen

Karuah Indigenous Company with the methodology for the Hunter Noted
River High School

Noted

Noted

Noted

Noted

Table 3: RAP Comments and K a y a n dRefpdnse related to the Aboriginal Heritage Assessment Project
Methodology

3.1.3 Stage 3 0 Gathering Information about Cultural Significance

In fulflment of the Stage 3 requirements of the  Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW, 2010a) , Kayandel asked the RAPsto provide any cultural
information that may be relevant in undertaking the assessment of the proposed works (refer to
Appendix XV ).

Rose Nean noted in her comments that the Osubjectomaneati ons to the Wonaruh

No other comments regarding the cultural significance of the site were received in response to t he
Aboriginal Heritage Assessment Project Methodology

During the Phase 1 test excavation, Bec Young from Mur-Roo-Ma, a Worimi traditional owner, had
advised that the area had cultural significance to the Worimi. She also noted that the Pacific
Highway ha d been constructed on traditional travel routes.

3.1.4 Stage 4 0 Review of Draft Cultural Heritage Assessment Report

In fulfillment of Stage 4 requirements of the  Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements

for Proponents 2010 (DECCW, 2010a) , Kayandel provided the  Draft ACHARand ATRt o t he RAPG®S
2nd June 2023. Where written responses have been receinmedd fr on
in Appendix XVII .

e | 6



On the 2 @ June 2023, Rose Nean advised that she did not wish to continue being consulted with on
the project.

During phone calls on the 9 th June 2023 to confirm receipt of the  reports, Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara
Working Group advised they did not wish to continue being consulted.

During the phone calls, Kayand el also discussed the requirement for an AHIP for the project and that
the density of Aboriginal objects was insufficient to just ify further salvage from an archaeological
perspective . In addition the preference for reburial of Aborigina | objects was discussed along with
alternatives such as presentation of  Aboriginal Objects in the  school reception area. Kayandel has
made file notes of these conversations.

All comments received in  writing or verbally have recoginise d the need for the AHIP to be approved.

There has been one r equest for community salvage. Rob Syron identified an initial preference for
the Aboriginal objects to be displayed and used fo  r teaching and educational purp oses, but during
discussions around the long terms management risks and obligations that this presented , he agreed

to reburial.



A breakdown of the various tasks that have been undertaken to achieve the objectives of this
assessment is provided below.

The process for Aboriginal community consultation is set out in Section 3 above.

Details about the Aboriginal archaeo logical methodology  are provided in Appendix XV .

Prior to the fieldwork, the following tasks were undertaken:

*  Asearch of the AHIMS maintained by = Heritage NSW was obtained to determine whether any
sites or areas of sensitivity had previously been recorded within or near the Subject Area. This
search also assisted with the development of a local site distribution model;

A search of the AHIMS report catalogue was conducted to identify previous archaeological
studies that had been carried out in and near the Subject Area. The reports identified were
able to provide information on the local archaeological context and assisted with the
developmen t of predictions for site location within the Subject Area;

Published archaeological texts and grey literature regarding the Heatherbrae area were
consulted to assist with the development of regional and local archaeological contexts for

the Subject Area;

Kayandel & dibrary was searched, and an internet search was carried out to identify any
Aboriginal history, ethnography, environmental and climate information relevant to the
Subject Area,;

A predictive model for the Subject Area was prepared

The Subject Area had previously been inspected by GML (2020) as part of preparing their Aboriginal
Heritage Due Diligence Report. Kayandel undertook a field survey concurrently with the test
excavation.

Theaimof bot h GML and Kuavgyaweteetd récerd the characteristics of the Subject Area
(including iden tification of landforms), any physical evidence of Aboriginal land use and any
information that could inform predictions about Aboriginal objects within the Subject Area.

The portion of the Subject Area thatis proposed for new impacts  was divided into 3 Survey Units (SU3
that utilised the boundaries of the Subject Area to establish the survey limits. The SUs were assessed
using p edestrian survey (transects), which was undertaken in accordance with the s pecification for
archaeological survey contained within Burke and Smith (2004) .

The following tasks were carried out during Kay an dsarve§:s

*  Landform units were inspected for any potential of archaeological sensitivity across the

Subject Area;
Ground surface exposures were inspected for archaeological material; and,
Large mature trees were inspected for signs of cultural modification.

E

x

The survey team walked transects targeting exposures and mature trees for inspection. Visibility
variables were recorded for all transects within the Subject Area.

Details and results of the site inspection are outlined in Section 7.1.



The natural environment of an area influences not only the availability of local resources such as food
and raw materials for artefacts but also determines the likely presence and/or absence of various
arc haeological site types that may be encountered during a field investigation. Landforms, soil
types, and soil depths in combination with the underlying geology have implications for subsurface
archaeological deposits in a study such as this.

Resource distr ibution and availability (such as the presence of drinking water, plant and animal
foods, raw materials of stone, wood and vegetable fibre used for tool production and maintenance)

is strongly influenced by the nature of soils, the composition of vegetatio n cover and the climatic
characteristics of a given region.

The location of different site -types (such as open campsites, culturally modified trees, rock -shelters,
middens, grinding grooves, engravings etc.) are strongly influenced by factors such as these along
with a range of other associated features which are specific to different land systems and bedrock

geology.

The environmental background is important in order to give context to the archaeological record.
With respect to Aboriginal archaeology, land formation processes may impact upon the type and
frequency of archaeological remains encountered. Past climatic conditions may also impact upon

the location and types of resources available, which in turn would impact upon settlement and
mobility pattern s of past Aboriginal groups in the area.

Heritage NSW requires a review of the landscape context to assist in the determination or prediction
of the potential of a landscape to have accumulated or preserved objects, the ways Aboriginal
people may have used the landscape in the past, and the likely distribution of the material traces of
Aboriginal land use (DECCW, 2010b, p. 8) .

Detailing the environmental context of a study region is an integral procedure for modelling potential

past Aboriginal land -use practices and/or predicting site distribution patterns within any given
landscape. The information that is outlined below i s considered pertinent to the assessment of site
potential and site visibility within the specific contexts of the current study.

The climate in the region surrounding the  Subject Area mostly warm and temperate.

According to the recordings of the Automatic Weather Station (AWS) at the nearby Williamstown
RAAF (Station Number 061078), annual mean maximum temperatures have ranged between 17. 2°C-
28.3°C over the past 73 years, with the highest recorded temperature of 4 5.5°C in January 2020 and
the lowe st of 9.2°C in July 1990 (Bureau of Meteorology, 2022)

Rainfall data has also been taken from Williamstown RAAF AWS. Rainfall is spread fairly uniformly
throughout the year but with a mo derate summer dautumn dominance in March and April for an
annual average of 128.3mm. Lowest recorded monthly rainfall is 0.00mm in July 1970 and August
1995. The highest recorded monthly rainfall is 599.5mm in February 1990 (Bureau of Meteorology,
2022).

Overall, the climatic conditions in the Subject Area can be characterised as very mild and would
have been suitable for year -round hunter -gatherer occupation of the Subject Area.



Geological information can contribute to archaeological studies by providing information on the
nature of rock resources, as well as informing soils and landforms.

Heatherbrae is located in the far northern border o f the Sydney Basin Bioregion. The larger -scale
geology of the Sydney Basin Bioregion is characterised by marine deposition events from the
Carboniferous to the early Permian. Numerous coal deposits accumulated before large river systems
covered the region in quartz sandstone, known as the Hawkesbury sandstone. The Hawkesbury
sandstone, which forms the bedrock for all of the Sydney Basin, dates to the mid -Triassic. This bedrock
of sandstone is then capped by a thin layer of shale (NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service, 2003)

The Sydney Basin Bioregion consists of a geological basin filled with near horizontal sandstones and
shales of Permian to Triassic age that overlies older basement rocks of the Lachlan Fold Belt. The
sedimentary rocks have been subject to uplift with gentle folding and minor faulting during the
formation of the Great Dividing Range. Erosion by coastal streams has created a landscape of deep

cliff gorges and remnant  plateaus (Branagan & Packham, 2000; NSW National Parks and Wildlife
Service, 2003).

During the last interglacial period, approximately 120,000 years ago, a series of transgressive dune

complexes (the Inner Barrier) built up due to the rise in sea level, forming an extensive dune field. The
southern border of the dune field runs from approximately Tomago across to Williamtown and on to
Lemon Tree Passage. During this time, the Hunter River flowed into what is now Fullerton Cove. As

sea level fell during the last glacial period, the active deposition of sand ceased and the former
beach sands were subject to reworking, forming the aeolian dune formation today.

The Hunter region is a complex of Permian shales, sandstones, conglomera tes, volcanics and coal
measures. Bounded on the north by the Hunter Thrust fault and on the south by cliffs of Narrabeen
Sandstone. Pleistocene coastal barrier system in Newcastle bight (NSW Nation al Parks and Wildlife
Service, 2003).

The Subject Area is principally located within a part of the Tomago Coastal Plain and comprised of
Quaternary sands without any naturally occurring stone outcrops. The landscape in this region has

developed over the last 120,000 year as a series of estuarine clays and tra nsgressive dune systems,
creating an Inner Barrier of Pleistocene age (>10,000 years ago) and an Outer Barrier of Holocene
age (from 10,000 years ago), separated by a low -lying swampy depression (Rose, W.H., & D.R., 1966)

(refer to Figure 6).

Murphy (2000, p. 9) suggested t hat most Australian soils might be of great antiquity. The Last Glacial

Maximum, a very cold phase between 30,000 -21,000 BP, may have rejuvenated extensive soil erosion

and deposition in the eastern highlands analefromthay of t
time (Hope, 2005; Petherick, McGowan, & Mos s, 2008). Climate change between 1,500 and 4,000

years ago may have led to a new series of small but significant alluvial deposits on the landscape

and a new round of soil formation (Murphy, 2000, p. 9) . The antiquity of soils and details of soil
development are relevant to the survival of Aborigi nal archaeological materials.

In general, soils consist of A, B and C horizons. The A and B horizon soils are layers that have been
modified by weathering and soil development, and the C horizon is weathering parent material. The
Al horizon is usually re ferred to as topsoil and includes an accumulation of organic matter, is darker



in colour and has more biological activity than other horizons. The A 2 horizon is usually paler in colour
than the A 1 and B horizons with less organic matter. It is often the zone of maximum leaching, clay
translocation and weathering. When those processes are particularly strong, the horizon is white or

grey and may be referred to as bleached. The underlying B horizon is usually more clayey, denser,

and stronger in colour  (Murphy & Murphy, 2000, pp. 71 -73). In open landscape settings (open sites),
Aboriginal artefacts are  most found in A-horizon soils, and especially the A 2 horizon.

According to the  Soil Landscapes of the Newcastle 1:100 000 Sheet , the Subject Area is s ituated
across the Tea Gardens Variant A, and Millers Forest soil landscapes (Matthei, 1995) .

The majority of the Subject Area islocated ont he Tea Garden Variant A (tna) soil landscape; a flat
aeolian remnant Pleistocene beach ridge. With a low elevation, flat relief and high -water table, the
land is subject to seasonal water logging. Predominantly Tea Garden Variant A has similar soils and
landscape features to Tea Gardens (tn) but Tea Garden Variant A has been reworked by wind action

(it is an aeolian soil landscape, which has implications for the location of Aboriginal archaeology).

The result of this is irregular sandy rises and broad defl  ation basins and swales. Soils generally consist
of 35cm of black sandy peat (O horizon) or Brownish black of loamy sand (Al horizon), over 20cm of
bleached loose sand (A2 Horizon), which overlays a black loamy sand (B horizon) (Matthei, 1995) .

The north -western end of the  Subject Area is associated with the Millers Forest (mf) soil landscape, an

alluvial flat plain on recent sediments in the Hunter Plain. Itis characterised by a low local relief, back
swamps and permanently  high -water table. The upper 45cm is a brownish black silty cI  ay loam (A
horizon), which overlays a brown silty clay (B horizon). This soil landscape is subject to regular flooding

(Matthei, 1995) .



Proposed Facilities Upgrade  of Hunter River High School, 36 Elkin Avenue, Heatherbrae, Port Stephens Council
LGA, NSW

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report

Legend

[ Subject Area
Geological Unit
[ 1Pmb

@ Qa

2 water

1 2 Coordinate System: GDA 1994 MGA Zone 56

Kilometres

Figure 5: 1:250,000 Geological Map




Proposed Facilities Upgrade  of Hunter River High School, 36 Elkin Avenue, Heatherbrae, Port Stephens Council
LGA, NSW
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report

4 RN I
y- /»,'//}?/frz a7
¢ “"\:’._,_:_\\ - /‘:“/’; “i)‘b - / 4'
HUNTEY
HIG

'(

\‘\\’

Legend
[ Subject Area
Soil Landscape
=] BOBS FARM variant a
N DISTURBED TERRAIN
23 MEDOWIE
[T MILLERS FOREST
7770 TEA GARDENS variant a
I WATER

2 . : . 8% Coordinate System: GDA 1994 MGA Zone 56
Metres
Figure 6: Soil Landscape Map




The topography within the Subject Area is predominately determined by the underlying geological
formation.

The local landscape contains predominantly low -lying flats with a broad, irregular sandy rises and
occasional aeolian deflation basins (refer to Figure 7). The sand plain relief will rarely exceed one
metre with a slope gradient of <5%. Where local ridges are evident they tend to be broadly well

drained, e xcept for troughs between the ridges that can become seasonally waterlogged with the
water table at <100 cm below the surface  (Matthei, 1995) .

The Subject Area is bordered by three reliable water sources. The largest of the water sources is the
Hunter River that is situated to the  1km north -west of the Subject Area. Wi ndeyer 6s
immediately north of the  Subject Area as a tributary of the Hunter River that will generally flow from

the easttothe northwest . Situated to the southeast of the Subject Area are Siddons Swamp and Blind
Harrys Swamp at approximately 2 .5km away. The proximity of water courses and swamps would
have meant that the  Subject Area was situated in a resource rich area that Aboriginal people may

have exploited in the past.

The land surrounding the  Subject Area has not been heavily manipulated, with land clearing to make
way for small urban development and grazing. From 1835 to 1955 the land passed between two
owners with seemingly very little disturbance to the Subject Area itself, except for initi al land clearing.

In 1956 the land was resumed by the government for a high school, which resulted in the
development of buildings, most of which are still present today. The school has continued to develop
and grow, with new building being constructed fr om 2014 to 2016. The western portion of the school
on the floodplain has been utilised as an agricultural plot and has been disturbed by small -scale
farming practices. Historical aerials and satellite images dating 1954  -2001(see Plate 1to Plate 6) were
reviewed as part of preparing this ACHAR. These aerials provide a summary of development at the

site and within the surrounding area (refer to Table 4).

The earliest aerial image displays an undeveloped site with residential development along the northern

1954 boundary. Elkin Avenue can be depicted in this image. The surrounding area is vacant land.

This aerial image displays early development of the School. Some light residential/commercial development

1966 can be depicted to the northeast of the School.

This aerial image displays further development of the site, with some additional buildings and pathways.
1976 Further residential/commercial development and associated roads can be depicted to the northeast and
major commercial development to the southeast of the School.

This aerial image remains closely consistent with that of the 1976 image. Minor development can be

1984 depicted at the School and surrounding areas.

This aerial image displays the site closely consistent with the earlier images. Minor residential development is
1993 identified to the north, major residential development is depicted to the southwest and minor commercial
development to the southeast of School.

This aerial image displays the site closely consistent with the earlier images, with some minor extension to
2001 existing buildings. Pastures are visible to the northwestern corner of the School. Some minor commercial
development is depicted in the northeast.

Table 4: Summary of Historic Aerial Photographs

Cr e ek
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Plate 1: 1954 aerial photograph of Hunter River High School
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Plate 3: 1976 aerial photograph of Hunter River High School
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Plate 5: 1993 aerial photograph of Hunter River High School
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Plate 6: 2001 aerial photograph of Hunter River High School
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Early ethnohistorical accounts provide a number of different names for Aboriginal groups inhabiting

the Hunter River to Stockton Bight area. It is unclear from these sources the nature of the relationship
between these groups and the extent of the land occupied and managed by these people. The
term Worimi is used by local people today and will be used in th is report in reference to the local
Aboriginal people.  Tindale (1974) describe sthe Hunter River as the boundary between the Worimi
group and the Awabakal group to the south

Early ethnographic records of the Port Stephens area are limited. Port Stephens consists of the

submerged estuary of the Myall and Karuah Rivers. The area was described by surveyor Charles

Grimes in 1795 as inhabited by the Worimi Tribe, whom he described as otallerdé and
Aboriginal people of the Sydney area, utilising a completely different language (Dowd, 2006;

McCardle Cultural Heritage, 2015) . The local environment was favourable for hunter -gatherer living.

The Worimi's non -destructive lifestyle was in such sympathy with the environment that it had already

lasted tens of thousands of years and w  ould have continued long into the future if the white invasion

had not taken place.

Their knowledge of plants and animals has not been surpassed. Canoes were made from the bark
of the Stringybark tree (Punnah) E. obligua or She-Oak. The ends were plugged with clay and when
in use a fire always burned on a bed of clay at the back. Paddles made of seasoned hardwood
were shaped like a large spoon and these paddles were used in a kneeling position from the middle

of the 4.5m canoe. Fishing lines were made f rom the inner bark of young Kurrajong trees or Sally
Wattle twisted and rendered watertight by soaking in the sap of the Bloodwood tree. Women of the

tribe had the first joint of their little finger removed to be dropped in the fishing grounds so that fish
would be attracted to that hand. It was forbidden to fish if you had just eaten fruit.

Fishing spears were made from the flowering stem of the Gymea Lily or the Grass Tree and tipped

with 4 prongs of ironbark, the lot was held together with yellow gum (grass tree). Boomerangs were
made from wild Myrtle.  The young flowering spikes of the Gymea Lily were roasted in the fire after a
long soaking in water.  The wild Cape Gooseberries that grew on Cabbage Tree Island were highly
sought after. Fern root and daisy yam were eaten when fish were scarce.

McCardle Cultural Heritage (2015)  said that i n 1830 Robert Dawson described the Worimi Tribe as
utilising spears and shields, wearing belts of opossum fur, and using combs formed from the leg bones
of kangaroos. Bark was describe d as an essential material used in the production of numerous items.

Notches were cut into trees oO0large enough only [to] pl
to strip bark o0in | engt Mhes bdrkkwasrused For cevering hut  s; batk whseatsa 6 .
utilised for making string 0as good as you can get in

manner with the palm of the hand on the thighdé to make

The traditional owners of the Port Stephens area we re first encountered by Europeans in late 1790,
when a group of escaped Second Fleet convicts were taken in by the Worimi following a sea
passage from Sydney Harbour. Four of the five convicts spent almost five years living in the area, with
one, John Sutt on, dying during that time. In the year 1795, Captain W.R. Broughton (after whom
Broughton Island is named) on HM Providence was driven by bad weather past his destination of



Port Jackson into Port Stephens for shelter. He was amazed to discover the surv ivors living among
the Worimi, and proceeded to recapture them (Port Stephens Council, 2012) .

At the time of white settlement there was thought to have been a population of about 400 Worimi
living around the estuary of Port Stephens. By 1873, only 50 remained and by 1900 there were very
few tribal Worimi left.

Social organisation for the Worimi included aspects such as leadership, government, punishments,

duels, fights, marriage, totemism  and family structure, within a social system that had both spiritual

and social significance. Leadership was based around leading men, being older and fully initiated,

who acted as general advisers. Disputes between groups for such things as territorial in fringement
were settled through battles, enacted to satisfy honour rather than being matters of mortal combat.
Marriages were arranged by both kindred and parents; a number of patrilineal totemic clans had a

bearing on both kinship and marriage, ensuring that strict laws were maintained, preserving tribal
strength and avoiding in  -breeding (Sokoloff, 1977) .

In 1841, two stockmen employed by settler Timothy Nowlan of 'Walleroba' station on the Williams
River, were killed by Worimi warriors . In reprisal, a d etachment of mounted police proceeded to
pursue the culprits. They came up with a group at Battle Camp Creek, and in the encounter killed

all but one of the group and according to local historian , RL Ford (1995, p 128), Mundiva (Mundiba)
was the sole surv ivor (University of Newcastle, 2017) .

The locations and details of Aboriginal sites are considered culturally sensitive information . ltis
recommended that this information, including the AHIMS data and GIS imagery, is removed from this
ACHAR if it is to enter the public domain.

Kayandel und ertook a search of the AHIMS database on the 8th of September 2022, using the Client
Service ID 715676, with the coordinates set outin  Table 5 below.

374385 6365144

388385 6379144

Table 5: AHIMS Database Search Criteria
(Zone 56, GDA94)

The search areawas a 14km square centred upon the Subject Area (refer to Figure 8). The results of
the AHIMS search are presented in  Table 6 below . Atotal of one hundred and eight  (108) Aboriginal
sites have been registered within the search area.
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Site Type Frequency %

Open Camp Site 57 52.78%
Open Camp Site with Midden 12 11.11%
Open Camp Site with PAD 10 9.26%
Potential Archaeological Deposit (PAD) 10 9.26%
Not an Aboriginal Site 6 5.56%
Scarred Tree 3 2.78%
Burial/s 2 1.85%
Isolated Artefact 2 1.85%
Aboriginal Ceremony and Dreaming 1 0.93%
Art (Pigment or Engraved) 1 0.93%
Bora/Ceremonial 1 0.93%
Grinding Groove with Potential Archaeological Deposit (PAD) 1 0.93%
Open Camp Site with Midden and PAD 1 0.93%
Open Camp Site with  Non-Human Bone and Organic Material 1 0.93%
Total 108 100%

Table 6: Site Types from AHIMS Search (Client Service ID 715676)

The AHIMS search indicates that fifty-seven (57) of the one hundred and eight  (108) identified sites
within the search area are  Open Camp Sites , and a further twelve (12) are Open Camp Site with
Midden . Ten (10) identified sites are Open Camp Sites with PAD (referto  Table 6).

It should be noted that the distribution of sites in the AHIMS database is a reflection of where site
surveys have been conducted where exposure and visibility conditions have enabled the de tection
of sites, and where sites have survived modern land disturbance. The distribution of sites from AHIMS

may not be a true reflection of the existing Aboriginal sites in an area.
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Archaeological investigations generally fall into three categories - large projects that have been
carried out within a research  -orientated academic framework and broad management context;
archaeological surveys carried out by interested amateurs; and archaeological investigations which
have been carried out within a commercial contracting framework and deal with specific localities

subject to development or redevelopment.

The Subject Area is situated on the Tomago Coastal Plain which is a Pleistocene coastal sand barrier

of the Newcastle Bight Barrier System.  The archaeological resources of the Newcastle Bight Region
have a high regional and potentially national archaeolog ical significance in terms of their site form,
content and the potential to clearly demonstrate the relationship between the archaeological

record and land use patterns in the surrounding landscape. Of substantial archaeological
significance is the antiqui ty of many sites located within the Newcastle Bight Barrier System.
Aboriginal occupation of the Hunter Valley and specifically the Newcastle Bight region dates back

well into the Pleistocene period, as evidenced by many Carbon -14 dates retrieved during
archaeological excavations. One site with early dated evidence is Moffats Swamp, located about

8.5km northeast of the Subject Area . The RPS (2010)report states that extensive excavations were
conducted by Baker (1994) across a dune at Moffats Swamp, from which small charcoal fragments

were ret rieved. These charcoal fragments returned a calibrated date of 17 ,376 years BP.

The large majority of dated sites are less than 5,000 years old. It has been argued that this is a result

of increased popul ations and ©0i nThedregsendy of sitastdatingitodthe dur i ng
last 5000 years may also be a result of the last significant rise in sea level, approximately 6000 years

ago. The sea level rise would have submerged many of the older sites along the coastal fringe and

forced Aboriginal groups westward to occupy the current coastline.

The Newcastle Bight Study undertaken by Dean -Jones (1990) provides a concept pattern for past
Indigenous land use throughout the region. The report highlights that there would have been a wide
range of environmental landscapes that would have facilitated Aboriginal populations to prosper
due to the abundant resources. Sand dunes stabilized by open dry sclerophyll woodlands provided
habitat for numerous fauna species of which the Aboriginal people were able to exploit, while
freshwater wetl ands would have provided an abundant habitat for bird, animal and plant life. The

rich resources of these habitats are reflected in the density of artefacts recorded during the Bight
Survey.

Generally, previous archaeological research of the region reveals that freshwater resources such as
Galloping, Campvale , and Moffats Swamp have been extensively utilised by Aboriginal people in
the past. Such freshwater wetlands would have provided excellent food and water resources for the

Aboriginal population  (Dean -Jones, 1990).

The Heatherbrae area and surrounding region has been subject to a moderate number of
archaeological studies.  Most archaeological studiesinthe Heatherbrae region have been confined
to the treatment of specific study areas.

The Table below ( Table 7) contains the details of some of the Aboriginal heritage assessments that
have been undertaken in the general vicinity of the Subject Area . A brief outline of each report is
also provided below.
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Citation

Resource Planning (1991)

of Hunter River High School,

Locality

Raymond Terrace

36 Elkin Avenue, Heatherbrae, Port Stephens Council

LGA, NSW

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report

Study Type

Archaeological
Investigation

Results

Subsurface investigation of RT3
(AHIMS #38-4-0238). Fourteen (14)
stone artefacts were recorded

near the banks of Windeyers

Creek . Nineteen pits excavated
with artefact densities ran ging
from 20 to 312 flakes/m3 . See
detailed comments in Section  6.5.

McCardle Cultural Heritage
(2004)

Raymond Terrace

Archaeological
Investigation

Investigation of RT1 (AHIMS #38-4-
0694) on Mount Hall Road

Isolated artefact with area of

PAD.

AHMS (2008)

Salt Ash

Archaeological su rvey

As a result of survey, no Aboriginal
sites or objects were identified

RPS (2010)

Heatherbrae

Archaeological survey

The sand crest was identified as
being archaeologically sensitive

McCardle Cultural Heritage
(2015)

Williamstown

Archaeological survey

As a result of survey, no Aboriginal
sites or objects were identified.

Biosis (2018)

Raymond Terrace

Archaeological
investigation

A total of 61 surface artef acts
were recorded across 11 sites
within the study area. An
additional 22 subsurface artefacts
were recovered during test
excavations .

GML (2020)

Hunter River High
School

Aboriginal Due Diligence
Report

No Aboriginal sites or objects were
identified . However, an area of
archaeological sensitivity was
identified.

Jacobs (2021)

Raymond terrace

Archaeological
Investigation

Twenty -six (26) Aboriginal sites : 5
artefact scatters, 4 isolated finds,
16 subsurface sites, and 1 area of
PAD. A total of 3026 artefacts
recovered were recovered from
the test excavation.

Table 7: Cultural heritage investigations conducted in the

6.5 Relevant Archaeological Assessments

Shading indicates investigations occurring within the Subject Area

Heatherbrae region

This Section discusses previous archaeological assessments that are relevant to the Subject Area. The
reports are listed chronologically.

Resource Planning (1991) undertook archaeological investigations on behalf of the Roads and Traffic
Authority for The Roads and Traffic Authority. The report covers the subsurface investigations of RT 3

(AHIMS #38-4-0238) which is approximately 400m from the Subject Area (see

Figure 9). The report

notes that during the initial recording, fourteen (14) stone artefacts were recorded near the banks of

Windeyers Creek.

RT3was considered to have high scientific and cultural significance.



Nineteen (19) pits were excavated at 5m intervals along a 30m section of creek bank, and to a
maximum distance of 20m from the bank. A total area of 3.14m? was excavated. The depth of the
pits was between 53cm and 100cm.

They documented that RT 3 had artefact densities ranging from 20 to 3 12 flakes/m3. It was observed
that the highest artefact densities were recovered from a band extending away from the bank of

Wi ndeyersd Creek. I't was al so n o20@md)odcurradtin pitsdodhe westt e
of the high artefact frequenc ies.

No faunal remains were found at RT 3. It was considered to be consistent with finds of other
Pleistocene dune sites at Newcastle Bight. The lack of faunal material is believed to be related to
both distance from estuarine shellfish sources, and proxi mity to freshwater wetlands

McCardle Cultural Heritage (2004) prepared a test excavation report for the proposed residential
subdivision along Mount Hall Road, Raymond Terrace. The study area is 3km north of the Subject
Area.

This report covers the subsurface investigations of RT 1 (#38 -4-0694) on Mount Hall Road.  The initial
recording of RT1 was an isolated artefact with an area of PAD, in a road reserve.

The are a was identif ied as being archaeologically sensitive based on the landform and the proximity
to water. The major water sources surround the study area are the Hunter River approximately 2km
west and the Graham stown Swamp (now an artificial lake) located 3km east.

Stone artefacts were the  only cultural materials retrieved during the  excavation work.  Artefact types
included flakes, flake fragments, flaked pieces and a possible hammerstone.

Nine (9) 2m x 1m test pits were across the hillslope and crest of AHIMS #38-4-0694. Cultural Material
was found concentrated along the edge of the crest facing the closest watercourse. Artefact raw
material are relatively consistent with those found at sites in the surrounding region, with tuff and
silcrete being the most common ma  terial.

The distribution of cultural material at site RT1 supports the predictive model of sites being located on
level to gently inclined landforms and artefact densities increasing with close proximity to water.

No bone or shell material was encountere d during the subsurface investigation.

Artefact He ritage (2019) were engaged by  GHD on behalf of City of Newcastle Council to prepare
an Aboriginal Archaeological Survey Report ( AASR) for the proposed development of a 32km shared
pathway from Kurri Kurri to Shortland

Survey Unit 5 is approximately 1.4km long and located on the northern margin of Hexham Swamp
leading into the low spur crest landform context of the Tarro area approximately 7km  south east of
the Subject Area.

The survey unit on the elevated spur crest at Tarro is located in the Millers Forest estuarine soil
environment .

Two previously unrecorded sites Isolated finds) were recorded during the survey.

Jacobs (2021) prepared an ACHAR for the M1Pacific Motorway extension to Raymond te rrace on
behalf of Transport for NSW. The eastern part of their study area is approximately 1.2km from the
Subject Area.

dens|



A total of 26 Aboriginal sites, PADs and PAS are located within the study area, including:

1 Five artefact scatters ;

1 Fourisolated artef acts;

1 Twelve subsurface artefact sites (confirmed PADs) and one extra AHIMS record combining
two of these sites (i.e., a total of 12 subsurface artefact sites) ;

1 Four artefact scatters with subsurface artefacts (confirmed PADSs) ; and,

1 Oneareaof PAD.

In total, 3,026 stone artefacts were recovered and later analysed during the test excavation
program. Of these, 2,123 were recovered from the south side of the Hunter River, principally in the
East Maitland Hills landscape region at Black Hill and a Pleistocen e dune bordering the Hexham
Swamp at Beresfield. The remaining 903 artefacts were recovered from the north side of the Hunter
River principally from the Tomago sands.

GML (2020) prepared an Aboriginal Heritage Due Dilligence Assessment on beha If of APP
Corporation for the Hunter River High School . As a result of survey, no Aboriginal sites or objects were
identified . However, GML identified that the Hunter River High School hold sarchaeological sensitivity
across areas associa ted with the Tea Gardens variant A aeolian dune soil landscape  (referto Figure
9). This sensitivity is for buried Aboroginal objects, which could comprise of stone artefacts , hearths
and faunal remains.

Several predictive models have been developed for the Heatherbrae area during previous
archaeological studies

RPS (2010) prepared the below  predict ive model for their investigation of Lot 32 Masonite Road
Heatherbrae . The study area approximately 4km southeast from the Subject Area.

*  Artefact Scatters are the most common site to be recorded in Australia and this regional
context. Thereisalack of naturally occurring raw stone material in the area, Artefact Scatters

in the region of the Tomago Coastal Plain tend to be dense and represent multiple stone
material types.  This reflects a sustained use of the landscape by Aboriginal people in the
past. Artefact scatters are typically found on elevated landforms such as stabilised dunes
and sand crests because these areas offered a dry and sheltered area for occupation.
Artefact scatters also tend to be focused in areas near to water sources suchas sw amps and
deflation basins ;

Isolated artefacts typically represent a transitory use of the landscape and indicate that the
landforms were not occupied for sufficient time in order to compile or discard multiple tools ;
and,

Culturally scarred trees will only  be found in areas retaining old growth vegetation

Biosis (2018) prepared the below predictive model for their investigation of 530 Raymo nd Terrace
Road, Thorton , which is approximat ely 7km east of the Subject Area

*  Flaked stone artefact scatters and isolated artefacts - Moderate: Stone artefact sites have

been previously recorded in within the study area is association with 1st order drain age lines
located upon well drained topographies or on slopes with a gradient of less than 5 degrees.



*  Shell middens - Low: Shell midden sites have not been recorded within the vicinity of the study

area. Shell middens are more likely to occur along permane nt watercourses, or along the
coast of the Newcastle Bight.
*  Potential archaeological deposits (PADSs) - Moderate: PADs have been previously recorded

in the region across a wide range of landforms including alluvial flats. They have the potential
to be prese nt in undisturbed landforms and have been associated with the footslope
landform.

*  Modified trees - Moderate: The potential for mature native trees within the study to feature
cultural scars is assessed as moderate.

Jacobs (2021) predictive model identified sites consisting primarily of Aboriginal stone artefact s.The
salvage strategy recognises that other stone artefacts are likely to occur as low density sites,
background scatter and isolated finds throughout the construction footprint

Other types of Aboriginal cultural heritage sites defined by the predictive model were not identified
within the pro ject during investigations. These types of cultural heritage sites include:

*  Scar or carved trees

*  Grinding grooves

*  Boralceremonial sites
Shell midden locations
*  Stone arrangements
Burial sites

The following predictions for Aboriginal sites to be present within the Subject Area are based on the
landforms present:

*  Surface artefacts may occur across the entire Subject Area.

*  Open campsites and isolated artefacts  are the most likely site found in the Sub ject Area.

*  Subsurface archaeological deposits may be present in areas where no visible surface
archaeological remains are  evident.

Burials would not be expected due to the limited depth of soil deposits .

*  The proximity of the Subject Area to several first order streams abutting the interface between
the dune and alluvial soils suggests the dune landscape could have been occupied by
Aboriginal people over both the Pleistocene and Holocene; and subject to assessment of sail
impacts, it is predicted that the Subject Area will hold a general level of sensitivity for
Aboriginal archaeological deposits (refer to GML (2020) section 6.7).

* Tea Garden Variant A holds the potential for archaeological deposits GML (2020).

*  Artefact -bearing deposits are most likely to occur in locations with minimal previous land
disturbance; and,

*  As past land use disturbance increases in intensity, the ability for Aboriginal objects to provide
spatial and chronological information about past Aboriginal land use will decrease.

* Rock art/engravings, rock shelters, and  grinding groove sites are unlikely to be encountered
in the Subject Area due to the lack of suitable sandstone surfaces or outcrops.

%

Scarred and carved trees would not be expected in areas where land clearance has resulted
in the removal of old growth tree  s;
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The effectiveness of an archaeological field survey is heavily reliant upon the obtrusiveness of the
Aboriginal site being looked for, and the incidence and quality of ground surface exposure. Visibility
variables have been estimated for all areas where a comprehensive survey was carried out in the
Subject Area. This data provid es a measurement with which to gauge and compare the
effectiveness of the survey and the level of sampling conducted. It may also be utilised to determine

the numbers and types of sites that may be present, but which could not be identified by the survey

due to poor ground visibility and exposure.

Ground surface visibility (GSV) is a measure of the bare ground visible to the archaeologist during the
field survey. There are two variables used to assess GSV:

*  The frequency and extent of exposures encountered by the archaeologist; and,

*  The quality of visibility within those exposures.

The major factors affecting the quality of GSV within an area of exposure are the extent of vegetation

and ground litter, the depth and origin of the exposure, the extent of rece nt sedimentary deposition
and the level of visual interference from surface gravels. Two variables of GSV were estimated during

the survey:

* A percentage estimate of the total area of ground inspected which contained useable

exposures of bare ground; and,

A percentage estimate of the average levels of GSV within those exposures. This is a net
estimate and accounts for all visual and physical variables that have affected the visibility
including the archaeological potential of any sediment or rock exposed.

'S

Various Aboriginal site types exhibit different levels of prominence within the landscape. This is an
important factor to consider when assessing the impact on visibility levels. Sites present upon or within
rock exposures, such as grinding grooves, engr avings and rock shelters, are more likely to be
encountered than sites that are located on or within sedimentary contexts with little or no ground
surface relief. A common factor affecting visibility is the presence of small rocks, pebbles, and gravels

in the exposure. If these particular raw materials are also suitable for stone artefact manufacture, it

may make stone artefact identification more difficult.

Pedestrian survey was undertaken in January 2023 by Natalie Stiles . The survey was limited to the
potion of the Subject Area that was being impacted by the proposed works. GML (2020) undertook
a survey of the entire school as part of the Aboriginal heritage due diligence assessment.

The main aims of the field assessment were to identify Aboriginal objects, or areas with potential to
retain intact subsurface arch  aeological deposits, and to assess the overall intactness of the Subject
Area.

The field assessment included the completion of visual inspections throughout all portions of the
alignment. Detailed inspections were carried out at the location of ground sur face exposures, which
may have stone artefacts.  All mature trees were also inspected for evidence of cultural modification.
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.1 Survey Unit (SU)
Not subject to survey

Figure 10: Survey Units
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SuU1
SU1is orientated northwest/southeast  to the southwest of the access road off the Pacific H ighway .

SU1 isa flat landform that is  covered with a dense layer of grass (refer to Plate 7 and Plate 8).
Where there are areas of exposure, the GSVisestimated to be 60%.

The archaeologically sensitive landform identified by GML exte nds across SU1.

Plate 8: General view looking  north west across SU1

Plate 7: General view looking northeast across SU1



Proposed Facilities Upgrade of Hunter River High School, 36 Elkin Avenue, Heatherbrae, Port Stephens Council
LGA, NSW

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report

U2
SU2 extends northeast from the access road off the Pacific Highway towards Elkin Road and
includes the southeast portion of the sports field.
SU2 is a flat landform that is covered with a dense layer of grass (see Plate 9to Plate 12). Where

there are areas of exposure, the GSV is estimated to be 90 %.
The archaeologically sensitive landform identified by GML extends across SU2.
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Plate 9: General view looking east  from the Plate 10: General view looking  north west across SU2
southeastern corner of the sports fieldin ~ SU2 towards SU3

-

Plate 11: General view looking north east across SU2  Plate 12: General view looking northwe st across SU2
towards SU3
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SuU3

SWB extends northeast from the access road off the Pacific Highway towards Elkin Road and
includes the northwest portion of the sports field and the long jump

SU3 is a flat landform that is covered with a dense layer of grass (see Plate 13 to Plate 16). Where
there are areas of exposure, the GSV is estimated to be 20%.

The archaeologically sensitive landform identified by GML extends across SU3.
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Plate 13: General view looking north  west across SU3  Plate 14: General view looking  south east across SU3
towards the school hall towards SU2

»

Plate 15: General view looking  southwest across SU3 Plate 16: General view looking south  east across SU3

7.1.3 Survey Coverage Data

The Subject Area was divided into  three (3) survey units for ease of recording. These survey units were
determined by the changes in landform, or physical barriers such as watercourses and fences. Refer

to Table 8 for survey coverage data.

All landforms were sampled during the survey (refer to Table 9). The main areas that were focused
upon were the exposures with low levels of disturbance as these areas would be more likely to yield
intact Aboriginal artefacts and deposits. The below tables provide a summary of coverage data.
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Effective Coverage

Effective

Transects Landform (ha) Visibility % Exposure % Area ( ha) Coverage %
SuU1l Flat 147 60% 10% 0.09 6.00%
Su2 Flat 1.42 90% 30% 0.38 27.00%
SuU3 Flat 1.41 20% 10% 0.03 2.00%

Landform

Table 8: Survey Coverage Data

Area Effectively

% of Landform

Number of Artefacts

Flat

Landform
Area (ha)

4.29

Surveyed ( ha)

0.50

Effectively Surveyed

0.35

Number of
Sites

or Features

7.2 Summary of the Test Excavation

The Phase 1 test excavation programme was undertaken in January 2023
(79) 0.5m x 0.5m quadrants were excavated

Table 9: Landform Summary

were identified from three (3) of the thirty

during this period .
-five (35) Phase 1 test pits.

. A total of seventy -nine
A total of nine (9) stone artefacts

Due to the test excavation occurring in sand soils, and the expected depth of any archaeological

deposit, typically occurring between 20cm and 60

cm based on the results of the RT 3 excavation

undertaken by Resource Planning (1991) , all Phase 1 test pits were 0.5m x 1m, excavated in 0.5 x 0.5m
quadrants. Where artefacts were encountered in a 0.5m x 0.5m quadrant, the 0.5m x 1m was

expanded into a

Imx1im.

It was determined from the results of the
to establish the nature and extent of the Aboriginal sites, and sensitive landforms, and as such it was
necessary to trigger the commencement of t

In April 2023, the Phase 2 was undertaken in

Phase 1 excavation

he Phase 2 excavation as detailed in

that more data was required in order

Appendix XV .

accordance with the test excavation methodology
detailed in Appendix XV . The program involved the excavation of

intervals around SQ14, SQ23 and SQ28 , from the Phase 1 excavation
ATR). Five (5) a rtefacts were recovered from five (5) of the twelve (12) Phase 2 test pits

four (4) 0.5m x 1m test pits at 10m
(see Figure 7 to Figure 10 of the

Once the Phase 2 test excavation was complete d, the results from both phases were reviewed to
determine which test pits had the highest frequency of artefacts. SQ28 from Phase 1 had a total of
five (5) artefacts , which was the highest frequency, on this basis, the test pit was expanded.

Area SQ28 was excavated to 3 m2, which is the maximum continuous surface area of a combination
of test excavation units at any single excavation point that is permitted under the Code of Practice
(DECCW, 2010b) (referto Plate 9 of the ATR) .

Twenty -two (22) stone artefacts and one (1)  ochre nodule were recovered from ten (10) of the fifty
excavation areas . A total of 27m2 of the Subject Area was excavated, the excavated area had a
density of 0.98 artefacts/m?  (refer to Table 6 of the AT R).

No Aboriginal objects , deposits, or features of cultural significance were identified during the test
excavation programme
For full details of the test excavation, please refer to Section 7 of the ATR for the project (see Appendix

XX).



As a result of the curre nt subsurface investigation, three (3) previously unrecorded Aboriginal sites
were identified (referto  Figure 11):

*  HRHSAS-01 (Hunter River High School);
*  HRHSAS-02 (Hunter River High School); and,
*  HRHSAS-03 (Hunter River High School).

A description of the Aboriginal sites that have been investigated i s provided below.

HRHSAS-01 (Hunter River High School) is a low density artefact scatter comprising of four (4) stone
artefacts . Three (3) were recovered from spit 2 of SQ14 a + b, and one (1) spit 3 of SQ43 a

HRHSAS-02 (Hunter River High School) is a low density artefact scatter comprising of four (4) stone
artefacts . Two (2) artefacts were recovered from spits 1 and 3 of SQ23 a + ¢, one (1) artefact from
spit 5 of SQ46 a, and one (1) from spit 2 of SQ48 a

HRHSAS-03 (Hunter River High School) is a n artefac t scatter comprising of fifteen (15) stone artefacts
recovered from the following test pits and recovered from between spits 2 and 6:

* SQ28 a;
*  SQ28b;
*SQ28d;
* SQ37a;
* SQ99B d;

*  SQ100A c; and,
*  SQ100Ad.
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INSERT IN FINAL

Figure 11: Identified Aboriginal Sites
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