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1 INTRODUCTION 

Since 2011, Extent Heritage Pty Ltd (formerly AHMS Pty Ltd) has been involved in the Aboriginal heritage 

assessment of the SIMTA Intermodal Facility, a proposed transport hub situated on Moorebank Avenue, 

Moorebank, NSW.
1
 Extent’s involvement included preliminary and desktop assessment for the Concept 

Approval (AHMS, 2012), and a formal Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment (AHIA) (AHMS, 2015a) as 

part of the Project Approval. This latter assessment included on-site investigation, including test 

excavations focussing on the proposed rail corridor. Both reports included consultation with Aboriginal 

stakeholders.  

The AHIA identified one area, MA14, on the western bank of Georges River as having the potential to 

contain significant Aboriginal heritage deposits (Figure 1). Specifically, a single test pit in this area 

recovered a small number of artefacts (n=13) within a 1m deep sand deposit. Dating of the deposit 

suggested some of the Aboriginal objects were of significant antiquity (about 18,000 years old). Based on 

these findings, the AHIA recommended that an archaeological salvage of this area be undertaken prior to 

the development.  

Stage 1 of the SIMTA Intermodal Facility has recently been approved by Department of Planning and 

Environment (DPE) on 18 December 2015 (SSD 6766), with a formal Instrument of Approval issued on 

12 December 2016. Stage 1 includes the rail corridor containing MA14, and the first stage of the transport 

hub itself (southeast corner of the DNSDC). CPB Contractors (CPB) has been awarded the Stage 1 pre-

construction, and has engaged Extent to undertake the archaeological requirements associated with the 

approval.  

Condition C15 of the approval states the following:  

C.15 Prior to the commencement of pre-construction and construction activities affecting 

Aboriginal site MA14, the Applicant shall:  

a) develop a detailed salvage strategy, prepared in consultation with OEH 

(Aboriginal heritage) and the Aboriginal stakeholders. The investigation program 

shall be prepared to the satisfaction of the Secretary; and  

b) undertake any further archaeological excavation works recommended by the 

results of the Aboriginal archaeological investigation program. 

Within twelve months of completing the above work, unless otherwise agreed by the 

Secretary, the Applicant shall submit a report containing the findings of the excavations, 

including artefact analysis and Aboriginal Site Impacts Recording Forms (ASIR), and the 

identification of final storage location for all Aboriginal objects recovered (testing and 

salvage), prepared in consultation with the Aboriginal stakeholders, the OEH (Aboriginal 

heritage) and to the satisfaction of the Secretary. 

Note: where archaeological testing has occurred as part of the Environmental Assessment and the results are 

included in the documents listed in condition A1 the sites tested must still form part of the final report prepared 

under C15(b). 

This document includes a detailed salvage methodology as outlined in (a) above, and details of the 

consultation undertaken in its development with the Aboriginal stakeholders and Office of Environment 

and Heritage (OEH). This document is based on a similar methodology already presented and reviewed 

as part of the AHIA. 

                                                      

1
 Please note that this site is situated to the west of Moorebank Avenue, and was formerly the Defence National Storage and 

Distribution Centre (DNSDC), and should not be confused with the other terminal within the School of Military Engineering, or MIC 
Site. 
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2 ABORIGINAL CONSULTATION 

Aboriginal consultation continued from the earlier stages of the project, and included the following 

registered Aboriginal parties (RAPs):  

 Tharawal LALC (TLALC).  

 Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (DACHA).  

 Cubbitch Barta Native Title Claimant Aboriginal Corporation (CBNTCAC).  

 Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation (DCAC).  

 Darug Tribal Aboriginal Corporation (DTAC).  

 Darug Land Observations (DLO).  

 Darug Aboriginal Landcare Inc (DALI).  

 Tocomwall. 

Consultation included the distribution of the salvage strategy (this report in letter format) in March 2016 

(Appendix 1). This salvage strategy included the relocation of the salvage excavation as outlined in 

Section 3.1 below. A period of three weeks was provided for feedback on the strategy, during which time 

meetings were held with each RAP to discuss the document and wider project.  

During these meetings all RAPs were supportive of the salvage strategy and sought no substantial 

amendments. No objections were raised in relation to the minor relocation of the proposed salvage 

location. However, questions were raised about the nature of the soil profile in this new location; and the 

decision of when to stop excavating the salvage area, since the definition of ‘culturally sterile’ proposed 

was vague and could result in works ceasing before the cultural deposit (>50cm) was reached. A 

summary of the outcomes of the meetings was provided to all RAPs via e-mail, along with additional 

information on geotechnical information showing the soil profile was the same, and confirmation that 

excavation would continue to depths below the original finds (Appendix 2). The definition of ‘culturally 

sterile’ has been modified in subsequent sections of the salvage strategy to reflect this. One written 

response was received from DCAC through this process, and has been included in Appendix 2.  

The salvage strategy was distributed to OEH for comment on the 21 December 2016. On 17 January 

2017, OEH indicated that they had no comments or amendments required (Appendix 1 and 2).  

A consultation log and any comments from this process are included in Appendix 1 of this document.  
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3 PREVIOUS FINDINGS 

Based on the AHIA (AHMS, 2015a), the following provides a brief section of the previous excavations and 

findings at MA14. (MA14 was identified based on the findings of a single test pit, #3, within a wider grid of 

excavations along the rail corridor. The findings below, therefore, frequently refer to test pit #3 in the 

wider discussion of MA14.)  

MA14 consisted of a levee bank situated on the ridgeline overlooking, and some 150m west of, Georges 

River, and extending across the rail corridor construction zone (Figure 1). The deposit was considered to 

have fluvial origins based on particle size analysis. The particle size data from test pit #3 suggests a 

poorly sorted stratigraphy of silt and fine gravels, both more likely to be from fluvial rather than aeolian 

deposition. Further it is considered likely the unit represents a single fluvial event, with little evidence of 

multiple phases or land-surfaces within the sequence. These data suggest that at some points in the past, 

the Georges River flooded these areas, which are ~14m above its surface level today. 

Excavations recovered 13 Aboriginal objects from test pit #3. Artefacts were found throughout the soil 

profile, but primarily in spits 3 and 8/9 (30 and 85cm below surface, respectively). The lack of size sorting 

and different raw materials between these levels suggest at least two different periods of occupation in 

the past. The artefacts in the upper layers were typologically of middle to late Bondaian age (3-0.2ka), 

and included backed artefacts and thumbnail scrapers. The artefacts in the lower deposits had the 

characteristics of the core and tool scraper tradition, and suggest that they may be >5ka. The small size 

of the assemblage made any further interpretation of the past use of the area unfeasible.   

Three OSL ages were recovered from test pit #3. The ages indicate that the sand sheet began forming at 

~60ka. Two further OSL ages indicate that the upper assemblage was probably in the order of 3-4,000 

years old, while the lower artefacts were ~18ka. This latter deposit represents some of the oldest cultural 

material recovered in the Sydney Basin, but the in situ nature of the artefacts has yet to be proven.  

Based on these findings, MA14 was considered of local significance, but with potential to be of State 

importance if further material cultural could be recovered.  

 

3.1 Revised Salvage Location and Other Modifications 

The recommendations of the AHIA (AHMS, 2015a) were for archaeological salvage to be undertaken, 

and centred on test pit #3. However, following the final design of the rail corridor, which moved 

southward, it was determined that test pit #3, and at least parts of the proposed salvage excavation 

where situated outside of the impact footprint. Any works around test pit #3 would therefore have been an 

additional impact to the rail corridor (rather than within it), and also resulted in removal of a number of 

trees within an Ecologically Endangered Community (EEC).  

For this reason, the salvage excavation was proposed for relocation to an area within the rail corridor 

impact area, some 10m south of test pit #3 (Figure 2). Thereby avoiding unnecessary impacts to the 

MA14 deposit outside the rail corridor, and minimising disruption of the EEC vegetation. The revised 

location is still within the curtilage of the MA14 Aboriginal site (Figure 1), within sight of test pit #3, on the 

same ridge top landform, and geotechnical information indicates it contains the same sandy soil profile. 

The site is also within the same EEC vegetation, reveals no evidence of disturbance through past 

activities, and therefore has a similar potential to contain cultural deposits as those around test pit #3. 

Based on a number of recent archaeological investigations, Aboriginal sites along the major water 

tributaries are all consistently large, often between 100 and 400m
2
 in size (e.g. AHMS, 2015b). The 

relocated salvage area would therefore still have a high likelihood of being within the same archaeological 

site as test pit #3. In addition, the revised location is still partially within the footprint of the original salvage 
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area (i.e. the northern portion of the revised salvage area, overlaps the southern portion of the original 

location), so recovery of some of the deposit originally proposed for recovery will still occur.   

Overall, the proposed relocation will result in less impact to MA14, since the salvage area is within the rail 

corridor, rather than outside of it. Where the salvage area to remain around test pit #3, and outside the 

impact corridor, it would result in a further 100m
2 
of disturbance to MA14 than is currently required.  
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4 MITIGATION MEASURE - ABORIGINAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL SALVAGE 

This section is based on the mitigation measures proposed in in the AHIA (AHMS, 2015a), and reviewed 

during the Project Approval process. With the exception of minor amendments to the excavation 

methods, the section remains unchanged. The rationale for the salvage excavation has also been 

omitted, and can be found in Section 8 of the AHIA.   

4.1 Research Objectives 

The proposed salvage excavation has the following research objectives: 

 Using fine resolution excavation and environmental analyses to further characterise the 

archaeological deposits relating to the prehistoric Aboriginal occupation of MA14. This includes a 

greater understanding of resource exploitation; identification of any change through time in spatial 

and chronological phases of activity; and site formation processes. 

 To use the findings of MA14 to further understand the wider occupation and activity of Aboriginal 

people in southwest Sydney.   

 To obtain the largest possible assemblage of Aboriginal objects, for detailed documentation and long 

term curation, within the spatial limits of the site and the financial/time constraints of the project.  

 To allow greater cultural association between the site and the Aboriginal stakeholders (i.e. a form of 

cultural salvage) through involvement in the excavation, and options for the interpretation of the 

results, should the community decide that this is appropriate. 

 To ensure that the development can proceed with a minimised risk of unknown or unexpected 

significant Aboriginal objects/features being harmed during construction.   

 

4.2 Excavation Methodology 

The proposed methodology is broadly consistent with the recently completed excavation, in order to 

ensure that the results are comparable. For example, this methodology was used by Extent in the recent 

archaeological salvage excavation at Fernadell Precinct, Pitt Town (AHIP # 1129099; Williams et al., 

2014), Tarro-Beresfield water main renewal (AHIP #C0000616) and 21 Hassall Street, Parramatta (AHIP 

#C0001505). The use of the results in the post-excavation analysis and reporting showed that the 

methodology provided meaningful information, which could allow for long term curation with the Australian 

Museum (based on verbal discussions); data acceptable for international publication; and able to assist in 

wider education and interpretive outcomes. 

The methodology would consist of up to 100 m
2
 focussed to an area ~10m south of test pit #3 (which is 

no longer within the impact area). The excavation would be conducted with a series of hold points where 

additional excavation would only be undertaken if significant Aboriginal cultural material is being 

recovered and/or information on the research aims are continuing to be addressed. The decision to 

continue would be made by the excavation director in consultation with the RAPs and CPB, and should 

include the ongoing presence of undisturbed or deep sand, the presence of Aboriginal objects (ideally in 

high numbers (>10/m
2
)), and/or any archaeological features of interest (such as hearths, knapping 

events, etc). The initial hold point would be 36m
2
, a further hold point would occur at 49m

2
, and a final 

hold point at 81m
2
.  
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All excavation would be undertaken manually, using shovels, mattocks and trowels, etc, by a team of 

archaeologists and Aboriginal stakeholders. The number of the team is to be 9, with a field program 

proposed for approximately 5-6 weeks. Excavations would be undertaken in contiguous 1m
2
 test pits and 

in 5 cm spits up to the total area permitted. Each test pit would be dug discretely with AHD heights being 

obtained every four spits to ensure vertical integrity. Each test pit would be given an alpha-numeric label 

for identification purposes. A standard site recording form will be used for each spit of each excavation 

unit (1m
2
). Details will include site name, date, site recorder, spit number and depth, square ID, 

description of finds, description of soil, sketch plan of excavation (if relevant to show feature) and a 

bucket tally. Excavation would be undertaken to basal clays or culturally sterile deposits (<5 artefacts per 

spit in three consecutive spits - in this situation the top of the uppermost spit would be used as the basal 

depth to be reached. It is considered that this depth would be unlikely to exceed 1m below surface based 

on previous excavations.   

Sediment from each 5 cm spit would be bucketed separately and sieved through 3mm mesh. Any 

Aboriginal objects recovered from the sediments would be retained in a plastic bag with the relevant test 

pit alpha-numeric code written upon it.  

During, or immediately following, completion of the excavation, a range of soil and chronological samples 

would be taken. Soil and environmental samples would be taken at regular intervals through the soil 

profile (probably in the order of 2-5cm) and retained in labelled plastic bags for subsequent analysis. 

Radiocarbon and/or OSL samples would be taken in areas where Aboriginal objects are found, and 

generally try to bracket the deposit (to provide a maximum and minimum age). Material for radiocarbon 

analysis may also be undertaken opportunistically if archaeological features containing charcoal or other 

dateable material are evident.  

All test pits, and the final open area, would be documented using photographic records, written 

descriptions and scaled drawings.  

If discrete high-density artefact concentrations or cultural features, such as hearths, are revealed during 

the excavation, these will be excavated and recorded (by photography and planning). The locations of in-

situ artefacts in such features may also be individually recorded. 

A surveyor will be engaged to plan the locations of the salvage excavation areas, and establish a site 

datum, in order to record the level of deposits and features. A scaled photographic record will be kept, 

along with scaled drawings and written descriptions of the site and any findings.  

For these excavations, the following methods would be adopted:  

 The Salvage Area would be spatially located using a hand-held Leica RTK CS10/GS08 survey grade 

Differential GPS device (or equivalent).  

 All test pits would be dug manually using shovels, mattocks, trowels and other hand tools as required.  

 All sediment would be placed in buckets, and documented (number of buckets per spit). All sediment 

would then be wet-sieved through a 3mm mesh, and any cultural material recovered for analysis and 

curation.  

 All excavation would be undertaken in 5cm spits to the depth until basal clays or culturally sterile 

deposits reached.   

 Reduced levels of the top and bottom of the test pit, and at the top of each fourth spit would be 

documented using a dumpy level against a known elevation. Other levels may be taken as required.  



 

 
 

EXTENT HERITAGE / Aboriginal Archaeological Salvage 
 

 

10 

 All Aboriginal objects and other archaeological material would be appropriately labelled and bagged 

for subsequent analysis. Preliminary analysis would occur on-site during the field investigations to 

allow results to guide the excavations as they proceed.  

 Additional samples for dating, soil, and/or palaeo-climatic information may also be taken where 

appropriate.  

 Soil profiles would be recorded in accordance with the Code of Practice for Archaeological 

Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (OEH, 2010), including scaled drawings, 

photographs, written descriptions, etc. 

 Where the above methodology proves unfeasible or unsuitable, the proposed methodology may be 

revised at the discretion of the excavation director in consultation with the Aboriginal stakeholders 

and CPB based on the specific circumstances of the area, archaeological site, timeframes and/or 

other issues.  

4.3 Analysis and Reporting 

The post-excavation analysis (incorporating data from the salvage program and the previous testing 

program) would be designed to address the research objectives, along with other relevant questions that 

may arise based on the results of the excavation.  Results of the analysis would be presented in relation 

to comparative site data where possible and where useful in addressing the research questions.  Post-

excavation analysis would involve the following components: 

Stone Artefact Analysis 

A qualified lithics specialist would undertake descriptive and functional recording of recovered artefacts. 

The analysis would be consistent with that undertaken during the test excavation post-excavation 

analysis in order to facilitate data comparison. Specifically, the analysis would aim to determine the 

following: 

 Source information. What raw material resources were used; where did they come from; and what 

does this tell us about Aboriginal use of the region in the past?  

 Stone reduction technology. How was the stone worked and used? Does this change over time? Can 

the function of the site be inferred from the artefact assemblage? What does this tell us about 

Aboriginal occupation, use, settlement and activities undertaken through time in this region?  

 Post-depositional influences. What post-depositional influences have impacted on the assemblage, 

and what does this tell us about the integrity and significance of the site?  

 Site chronology. When was the site occupied? Was the assemblage the product of repeated 

occupations or a single event? Is there spatial patterning in the assemblage, and what does this tell 

us about repeated use, activities and/or occupation of the region through time? 

 Landforms. Is it possible to differentiate between occupation of different landforms based on the 

spatial patterning of the assemblage? 

A program of conjoin analysis (re-fitting) on a sample of artefacts may be undertaken if higher density 

concentrations (greater than 30 artefacts per square metre) are found during the excavation.  As 

described above, scope has been provided for 3D recording of individual artefacts within discrete artefact 

concentrations or other cultural features. 
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Analysis of the vertical and horizontal patterning of artefact distribution will be undertaken using the data 

derived from excavation.  This would attempt to provide information about the stone reduction strategies 

used at the site, temporal change, and the extent and nature of post-depositional influences. 

Geomorphology 

Geomorphological analysis and reporting was undertaken as part of the report, and it is probable that the 

results of this work would apply equally to the salvage excavation.  However, should significant variations 

in geomorphology be discovered, a specialist could be engaged to inspect and report upon these. 

Dating 

If suitable features and/or deposits are discovered, samples would be taken for dating, by radiocarbon or 

OSL analysis, depending on the nature of the sample. 

Reporting 

The results of the salvage excavation and all previous testing would be analysed, and presented in an 

excavation report.  The report would be provided to the RAPs as a draft for review, and as a final version, 

incorporating any RAP comments received on the draft.  The final version would be lodged with OEH.  An 

Aboriginal Site Impact Recording Form would also be completed and lodged with OEH. 

In accordance with Condition of Approval C.15, the report would be submitted to DPE within 12 months of 

completing the salvage works.  

 

4.4 Storage of Aboriginal Objects 

All Aboriginal objects recovered will be securely stored at the Extent office for analysis.  

The final location of the Aboriginal objects
2
 will depend on the amount of material found, their 

significance, and the wishes of the RAPs. The final location will be determined during the development of 

the report outlined in Section 4.3; and the agreed location included in the report as a recommendation. 

Based on the findings of the AHIA (AHMS, 2015a) and feedback from the RAPs, the following long term 

management of Aboriginal objects is proposed (in preferential order):   

Option 1: Reburial on site 

Reburial of the assemblage is an option where the property owner agrees, and can ensure the care of the 

Aboriginal objects in perpetuity at the reburial location.  This Option requires that a Management Plan be 

prepared in consultation with the RAPs to describe how the reburial site will be protected. 

Option 2: Deposition with the Australian Museum 

Depending on the nature and significance of the assemblage recovered, it may be possible to deposit the 

objects with the Australian Museum.  The assemblage would be assessed for accession according to the 

Archaeological Collection Deposition Policy (Australian Museum, January 2012) and the Protocols for the 

Deposition of Archaeological Material (Australian Museum, January 2012).  It is important to note that 

while the assemblage may be assessed as significant under several criteria, the Museum will further 

assess the assemblage in line with their capacity to house the collection, and there is no legislative 

requirement for the Museum to accept the assemblage. 

                                                      

2
 The archaeological assemblage includes the Aboriginal objects recovered from both the test excavations undertaken to inform the 

approval (and outlined in AHMS, 2015a), and any further objects recovered from the salvage program.  
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Acceptance of the assemblage by the Museum will depend upon the significance of the material and the 

Museum’s capacity to accept it.  The assemblage must have an appropriate level of significance against 

at least one of the following criteria: 

 Social or cultural value to the Aboriginal community. 

 Research potential. 

 Capacity to enhance the geographic, temporal and/or thematic coverage of the Australian Museum 

archaeology collections. 

 Public program and educational value to the Australian Museum. 

The significance thresholds are not specified.  It is not possible to assess the significance of an 

assemblage, or apply to the Museum for deposition, until after the excavation and analysis has been 

completed.   
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Figure 1. Map showing the location of MA14 on the banks of Georges River.  
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Figure 2. The proposed archaeological salvage would be situated just south of test pit 3, within the impact area (approximate location shown here in pink).  
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Agency Contact Date Details AHMS Contact 

OEH Susan Harrison 25.2.16 Distributed salvage strategy for review and comment. Sought their 
preferred method of consultation.  

Alan Williams 

Cubbitch Barta Native Title Claimant 
Aboriginal Corporation (CBNTC) 

Glenda Chalker 25.2.16 Distributed salvage strategy for review and comment. Sought their 
availability to meet and discuss the project.  

Alan Williams 

Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Assessment (DACHA) 

Gordon Morton 25.2.16 Distributed salvage strategy for review and comment. Sought their 
availability to meet and discuss the project.  

Alan Williams 

Darug Aboriginal Landcare Inc 
(DALI) 

Des Dyer 25.2.16 Distributed salvage strategy for review and comment. Sought their 
availability to meet and discuss the project.  

Alan Williams 

Darug Custodian Aboriginal 
Corporation (DCAC) 

Leanne Watson 25.2.16 Distributed salvage strategy for review and comment. Sought their 
availability to meet and discuss the project.  

Alan Williams 

Darug Land Observations (DLO) Gordon 
Workman 

25.2.16 Distributed salvage strategy for review and comment. Sought their 
availability to meet and discuss the project.  

Alan Williams 

Darug Tribal Aboriginal Corporation 
(DTAC) 

Denise Newham 25.2.16 Distributed salvage strategy for review and comment. Sought their 
availability to meet and discuss the project.  

Alan Williams 

Tharawal LALC Heritage Officer 25.2.16 Distributed salvage strategy for review and comment. Sought their 
availability to meet and discuss the project.  

Alan Williams 

Tocomwall Scott and Danny 
Franks 

25.2.16 Distributed salvage strategy for review and comment. Sought their 
availability to meet and discuss the project.  

Alan Williams 

DTAC Denise Newham 25.2.16 Acknowledged receipt and expressed an interest in meeting.  Alan Williams 

DCAC Justine Coplin 2.3.16 Acknowledged receipt and expressed an interest in meeting. Alistair Hobbs 

Cubbitch Barta Native Title Claimant 
Aboriginal Corporation (CBNTC) 

Glenda Chalker 4.3.16 Contacted to set up meeting to discuss the methodology and field 
program. 

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Assessment (DACHA) 

Celestine 
Everingham 

4.3.16 Contacted to set up meeting to discuss the methodology and field 
program. 

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

Darug Aboriginal Landcare Inc 
(DALI) 

Des Dyer 4.3.16 Contacted to set up meeting to discuss the methodology and field 
program. 

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

Darug Custodian Aboriginal 
Corporation (DCAC) 

Leanne Watson 4.3.16 Contacted to set up meeting to discuss the methodology and field 
program. 

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

Darug Land Observations (DLO) Gordon 
Workman 

4.3.16 Contacted to set up meeting to discuss the methodology and field 
program. 

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

Darug Tribal Aboriginal Corporation 
(DTAC) 

Denise Newham 4.3.16 Contacted to set up meeting to discuss the methodology and field 
program. 

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 
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Agency Contact Date Details AHMS Contact 

Tharawal LALC Heritage Officer 4.3.16 Contacted to set up meeting to discuss the methodology and field 
program. 

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

Tocomwall Danny Franks 4.3.16 Contacted to set up meeting to discuss the methodology and field 
program. 

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

Tocomwall Danny Franks 7.3.16 Danny advised that methodology document did not list Tocomwall 
as a registered party for the consultation and field program.  
Amended methodology to reflect their involvement. 

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

Tocomwall Danny Franks 7.3.16 Forwarded Danny amended methodology to reflect Tocomwall 
involvement in the project. 

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

DACHA Celestine 
Everingham 

8.3.16 Met with Celestine to discuss methodology and proposed works at 
Moorebank.  Supportive of methodology. 

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

DCAC Justine Coplin 8.3.16 Met with Justine to discuss methodology and proposed works at 
Moorebank.  Supportive of methodology. 

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

Tocomwall Danny Franks 10.3.16 Met with Danny and Chaz to discuss methodology and proposed 
works at Moorebank.  Supportive of methodology. 

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

Darug Tribal Aboriginal Corporation John Reilly 10.3.16 Called John and left a message, advising that I have been trying to 
contact Denise in their office.  

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

Darug Aboriginal Landcare Inc Des Dyer 10.3.16 Called Des and was unable to leave a message. Ashley 
O’Sulivan 

Tharawal LALC Heritage Officer 10.3.16 Called Tharawal but was unable to get through to their Heritage 
Office. Left a message. 

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

DCAC Justine Coplin 14.3.16 Received letter from Justine to confirm support of methodology for 
proposed works at Moorebank. 

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

DLO Anna O’Hara 15.3.16 Heard back from Anna regarding meeting, advised that this week 
sometime would be suitable to discuss methodology. 

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

DLO Anna O’Hara 16.3.16 Spoke with Anna from DLO regarding meeting, arranged a time on 
Friday to discuss methodology. 

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

DTAC John Reilly 18.3.16 Met with John Reilly from DTAC today to discuss methodology and 
proposed works at Moorebank.  Supportive of methodology. 

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

DLO Anna O’Hara 18.3.16 Spoke with Anna on the phone today to discuss the methodology 
and proposed works at Moorebank.  Supportive of methodology. 

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

CBNTCAC Glenda Chalker 19.3.16 Met with Glenda to discuss methodology and proposed works at 
Moorebank. Glenda raised some concerns about the depths that 

Ashley 
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Agency Contact Date Details AHMS Contact 

excavations were being undertaken to. Otherwise supportive of the 
methodology. Advised Glenda that we would address the depths 
being excavated to in later communication. 

O’Sullivan 

DTAC, DALI, DCAC, DLO, 
CBNTCAC, Tocomwall, Tharawal 
LALC 

Various 8.4.16 Sent an email to all groups involved to advise them of outcomes of 
stakeholder meetings.  Provided geotechnical information and 
advised groups that we would be excavating to depths below the 
original finds (80cm).     

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

Tharawal LALC, DALI Various 8.4.16 Contacted Tharawal LALC and DALI regarding the Moorebank 
Salvage Methodology and update on stakeholder meetings. Was 
unable to get in contact with either group.  

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

DACHA Celestine 
Everingham 

8.4.16 Sent a letter to Celestine providing an update on the project as 
described above. 

Ashley 
O’Sullivan 

DTAC, DALI, DCAC, DLO, 
CBNTCAC, Tocomwall, Tharawal 
LALC, DACHA 

 31.5.2016 CHMP distributed to the RAPs via email (posted to DACHA) for 
opportunity to review and provide feedback. Request for responses 
to be provided by 14 June 2016. 

Alistair Hobbs 

CBNTCAC Glenda Chalker 1.6.2016 Email response asking for hard copy to be sent. Copy posted by 
Ryan Danesh. 

Alistair Hobbs 

DLO Jamie Workman 6.6.16 Provided comments on the CHMP seeking to be involved in 
monitoring of topsoil stripping, and proposing re-burial for any 
Aboriginal objects recovered.  

Alan Williams 

OEH Susan Harrison 21.12.16 Provided the salvage strategy for review and comment Alan Williams 

OEH Susan Harrison 17.1.17 Indicated that OEH had no comments or modifications to the 
strategy. 

Alan Williams 
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www.extent.com.au 
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2/35 Hope St 

Brunswick VIC 3056  

P 03 9388 0622 

SYDNEY 

2/729 Elizabeth St 

Waterloo NSW 2017 

P 02 9555 4000 

F 02 9555 7005 
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Perth WA 6000 

P 08 9381 5206 

 

23 February 2016 

 
 
 
 
 

«First_Name» «Last_Name» 
«Company_Name» 

«Address_Line_1» 
«City» «State» «ZIP_Code» 

 

Re: Aboriginal Heritage Mitigation Measures – Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Development 

(Package 1) – Information and Request for Feedback 

Dear «First_Name», 

Background 

Since 2011, Extent Heritage Pty Ltd (formerly AHMS Pty Ltd) has been involved in the Aboriginal heritage 

assessment of the SIMTA Intermodal Facility, a proposed transport hub situated on Moorebank Avenue, 

Moorebank, NSW. (Please note that this site is situated to the west of Moorebank Avenue, and was 

formerly the Defence National Storage and Distribution Centre (DNSDC), and should not be confused 

with the other terminal within the School of Military Engineering, or MIC Site). Extent’s involvement 

included preliminary and desktop assessment for the Concept Approval (AHMS, 2012), and a formal 

Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment (AHIA) (AHMS, 2015) as part of the Project Approval. This latter 

assessment included on-site investigation, including test excavations focussing on the proposed rail 

corridor. Both reports included consultation with Aboriginal stakeholders.  

The AHIA identified one area, MA14, on the western bank of Georges River as having the potential to 

contain significant Aboriginal heritage deposits (Figure 1). Specifically, a single test pit in this area 

recovered a small number of artefacts (n=13) within a 1m deep sand deposit. Dating of the deposit 

suggested some of the Aboriginal objects were of significant antiquity (about 18,000 years old). Based on 

these findings, the AHIA recommended that an archaeological salvage of this area be undertaken prior to 

the development.  

Stage 1 of the SIMTA Intermodal Facility has recently been approved by Department of Planning and 

Environment (DPE) on 18 December 2015 (SSD 6766). Stage 1 includes the rail corridor containing 

MA14, and the first stage of the transport hub itself (southeast corner of the DNSDC). CPB Contractors 

(CPB) has recently been awarded the Stage 1 pre-construction, and has engaged Extent to undertake the 

archaeological requirements associated with the approval.  

The approval states the following as being required in relation to Aboriginal heritage:  

 Prior to the commencement of pre-construction and construction activities affecting Aboriginal 

site MA14, the Applicant shall:  
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o a) develop a detailed salvage strategy, prepared in consultation with OEH (Aboriginal 

heritage) and the Aboriginal stakeholders. The investigation program shall be prepared to 

the satisfaction of the Secretary; and  

o b) undertake any further archaeological excavation works recommended by the results of 

the Aboriginal archaeological investigation program. 

 Within twelve months of completing the above work, unless otherwise agreed by the Secretary, 

the Applicant shall submit a report containing the findings of the excavations, including artefact 

analysis and Aboriginal Site Impacts Recording Forms (ASIR), and the identification of final 

storage location for all Aboriginal objects recovered (testing and salvage), prepared in 

consultation with the Aboriginal stakeholders, the OEH (Aboriginal heritage) and to the 

satisfaction of the Secretary. 

This document includes a detailed salvage methodology as outlined in (a) above for review by the 

Aboriginal stakeholders and Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) before implementation. This 

document is based on a similar methodology already presented and reviewed as part of the AHIA. 

However, some minor modifications from the original have occurred to more accurately reflect the 

research aims, and more practically fit within the confines of the rail corridor. Of note, is the need to 

relocate the salvage excavations to an area within the rail corridor impact area, some 10m south of test 

pit #3 – the original focus for the works. The final construction design has moved the rail corridor further 

south, and while remaining within the curtilage of MA14, is no longer in the vicinity of test pit #3. To avoid 

unnecessary impact to the vegetation or cultural deposits around test pit #3, we now propose to move the 

salvage area into the impact area (Figure 2). This area is within sight of test pit #3, on the same 

landform, and has not visually been disturbed through past activities, and therefore has a similar potential 

to the deposits around test pit #3. The shape of the salvage area may also need modification to fit around 

a number of obstacles (mainly large trees and existing disturbance) that in some instances cannot be 

removed. This means that a 10x10m (100m
2
) square may not be feasible, but rather an amorphous 

shape extending around these features of a similar size may need to be considered. Finally, test pit size 

has been modified to focus on stratigraphic, rather than spatial accuracy, with the former considered to 

more important in resolving the significance and formative history of the site.  

Given the salvage methodology has already been reviewed by Aboriginal stakeholders and DPE through 

the Project Approval process, and to fulfil the construction program for the project, we propose to finalise 

this document in three weeks (15 March 2016). At this stage, we will be offering to undertake meetings 

with key stakeholders to discuss the methodology within the next three weeks. Excavations are proposed 

to begin on the 21 March 2016, and will extend for up to 5-6 weeks dependent on findings.  

Aboriginal Consultation 

Aboriginal consultation will continue from the earlier stages of the project, and include the following 

registered Aboriginal parties:  

 Tharawal LALC (TLALC).  

 Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (DACHA).  

 Cubbitch Barta Native Title Claimant Aboriginal Corporation (CBNTCAC).  

 Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation (DCAC).  

 Darug Tribal Aboriginal Corporation (DTAC).  
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 Darug Land Observations (DLO).  

 Darug Aboriginal Landcare Inc (DALI).  

 Tocomwall. 

We propose to undertake a meeting with each of the stakeholders listed above in the next three weeks to 

discuss the methodology. We also propose to have three positions on the excavation team to be made up 

of representatives from the Aboriginal stakeholders, totalling up to 75-90 person days (about 10-12 

person days per organisation) if the full program is implemented. However, please note that the salvage 

excavations have a series of hold points, and if little or no cultural material is recovered, the field program 

would be much shorter, and participation less.  

 

Previous Findings 

Based on the AHIA (AHMS, 2015), the following provides a brief section of the previous excavations and 

findings at MA14. MA14 was identified based on the findings of a single test pit, #3, within a wider grid of 

excavations along the rail corridor. The findings below, therefore, frequently refer to test pit #3 in the 

wider discussion of MA14.  

MA14 consisted of a levee bank situated on the ridgeline overlooking, and some 150m west of, Georges 

River, and extending across the rail corridor construction zone (Figure 1). The deposit was considered to 

have fluvial origins based on particle size analysis. The particle size data from test pit #3 suggests a 

poorly sorted stratigraphy of silt and fine gravels, both more likely to be from fluvial rather than aeolian 

deposition. Further it is considered likely the unit represents a single fluvial event, with little evidence of 

multiple phases or land-surfaces within the sequence. These data suggests that at some points in the 

past, the Georges River flooded these areas, which are ~14m above its surface level today. 

Excavations recovered 13 Aboriginal objects from test pit #3. Artefacts were found throughout the soil 

profile, but primarily in spits 3 and 8/9 (30 and 85cm below surface, respectively). The lack of size sorting 

and different raw materials between these levels suggest at least two different periods of occupation in 

the past. The artefacts in the upper layers were typologically of middle to late Bondaian age (3-0.2ka), 

and included backed artefacts and thumbnail scrapers. The artefacts in the lower deposits had the 

characteristics of the core and tool scraper tradition, and suggest that they may be >5ka. The small size 

of the assemblage made any further interpretation of the past use of the area unfeasible.   

Three OSL ages were recovered from test pit #3. The ages indicate that the sand sheet began forming at 

~60ka. Two further OSL ages indicate that the upper assemblage was probably in the order of 3-4,000 

years old, while the lower artefacts were ~18ka. This latter deposit represents some of the oldest cultural 

material recovered in the Sydney Basin, but the in situ nature of the artefacts has yet to be proven.  

Based on these findings, MA14 was considered of local significance, but with potential to be of State 

importance if further material cultural could be recovered.  

 

Mitigation Measure - Aboriginal Archaeological Salvage 

This section is based on the mitigation measures proposed in in the AHIA (AHMS, 2015), and reviewed 

during the Project Approval process. With the exception of minor amendments to the excavation 

methods, the section remains unchanged. The rationale for the salvage excavation has also been 

omitted, and can be found in Section 8 of the AHIA.   
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Research Objectives 

The proposed salvage excavation has the following research objectives: 

 Using fine resolution excavation and environmental analyses to further characterise the 

archaeological deposits relating to the prehistoric Aboriginal occupation of MA14. This includes a 

greater understanding of resource exploitation; identification of any change through time in spatial 

and chronological phases of activity; and site formation processes. 

 To use the findings of MA14 to further understand the wider occupation and activity of Aboriginal 

people in southwest Sydney.   

 To obtain the largest possible assemblage of Aboriginal objects, for detailed documentation and 

long term curation, within the spatial limits of the site and the financial/time constraints of the 

project.  

 To allow greater cultural association between the site and the Aboriginal stakeholders (i.e. a form 

of cultural salvage) through involvement in the excavation, and options for the interpretation of 

the results, should the community decide that this is appropriate. 

 To ensure that the development can proceed with a minimised risk of unknown or unexpected 

significant Aboriginal objects/features being harmed during construction.   

 

Excavation Methodology 

The proposed methodology is broadly consistent with the recently completed excavation, in order to 

ensure that the results are comparable. For example, this methodology was used by Extent in the recent 

archaeological salvage excavation at Fernadell Precinct, Pitt Town (AHIP # 1129099; Williams et al., 

2014), Tarro-Beresfield water main renewal (AHIP #C0000616) and 21 Hassall Street, Parramatta (AHIP 

#C0001505). The use of the results in the post-excavation analysis and reporting showed that the 

methodology provided meaningful information, which could allow for long term curation with the Australian 

Museum (based on verbal discussions); data acceptable for international publication; and able to assist in 

wider education and interpretive outcomes. 

The methodology would consist of up to 100 m
2
 focussed to an area ~10m south of test pit #3 (which is 

no longer within the impact area). The excavation would be conducted with a series of hold points where 

additional excavation would only be undertaken if significant Aboriginal cultural material is being 

recovered and/or information on the research aims are continuing to be addressed. The decision to 

continue would be made by the excavation director in consultation with the RAPs and CPB, and should 

include the ongoing presence of undisturbed or deep sand, the presence of Aboriginal objects (ideally in 

high numbers (>10/m
2
)), and/or any archaeological features of interest (such as hearths, knapping 

events, etc). The initial hold point would be 36m
2
, a further hold point would occur at 49m

2
, and a final 

hold point at 81m
2
.  

All excavation would be undertaken manually, using shovels, mattocks and trowels, etc, by a team of 

archaeologists and Aboriginal stakeholders. The number of the team is to be 9, with a field program 

proposed for approximately 5-6 weeks. Excavations would be undertaken in contiguous 1m
2
 test pits and 

in 5 cm spits up to the total area permitted. Each test pit would be dug discretely with AHD heights being 

obtained every four spits to ensure vertical integrity. Each test pit would be given an alpha-numeric label 

for identification purposes. A standard site recording form will be used for each spit of each excavation 

unit (1m
2
). Details will include site name, date, site recorder, spit number and depth, square ID, 

description of finds, description of soil, sketch plan of excavation (if relevant to show feature) and a 
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bucket tally. Excavation would be undertaken to basal clays or culturally sterile deposits (<5 artefacts per 

spit in three consecutive spits - in this situation the top of the uppermost spit would be used as the basal 

depth to be reached. It is considered that this depth would be unlikely to exceed 1m below surface based 

on previous excavations.   

Sediment from each 5 cm spit would be bucketed separately and sieved through 3mm mesh. Any 

Aboriginal objects recovered from the sediments would be retained in a plastic bag with the relevant test 

pit alpha-numeric code written upon it.  

During, or immediately following, completion of the excavation, a range of soil and chronological samples 

would be taken. Soil and environmental samples would be taken at regular intervals through the soil 

profile (probably in the order of 2-5cm) and retained in labelled plastic bags for subsequent analysis. 

Radiocarbon and/or OSL samples would be taken in areas where Aboriginal objects are found, and 

generally try to bracket the deposit (to provide a maximum and minimum age). Material for radiocarbon 

analysis may also be undertaken opportunistically if archaeological features containing charcoal or other 

dateable material are evident.  

All test pits, and the final open area, would be documented using photographic records, written 

descriptions and scaled drawings.  

If discrete high-density artefact concentrations or cultural features, such as hearths, are revealed during 

the excavation, these will be excavated and recorded (by photography and planning). The locations of in-

situ artefacts in such features may also be individually recorded. 

A surveyor will be engaged to plan the locations of the salvage excavation areas, and establish a site 

datum, in order to record the level of deposits and features. A scaled photographic record will be kept, 

along with scaled drawings and written descriptions of the site and any findings.  

For these excavations, the following methods would be adopted:  

 The Salvage Area would be spatially located using a hand-held Leica RTK CS10/GS08 survey 

grade Differential GPS device (or equivalent).  

 All test pits would be dug manually using shovels, mattocks, trowels and other hand tools as 

required.  

 All sediment would be placed in buckets, and documented (number of buckets per spit). All 

sediment would then be wet-sieved through a 3mm mesh, and any cultural material recovered for 

analysis and curation.  

 All excavation would be undertaken in 5cm spits to the depth until basal clays or culturally sterile 

deposits reached.   

 Reduced levels of the top and bottom of the test pit, and at the top of each fourth spit would be 

documented using a dumpy level against a known elevation. Other levels may be taken as 

required.  

 All Aboriginal objects and other archaeological material would be appropriately labelled and 

bagged for subsequent analysis. Preliminary analysis would occur on-site during the field 

investigations to allow results to guide the excavations as they proceed.  

 Additional samples for dating, soil, and/or palaeo-climatic information may also be taken where 

appropriate.  
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 Soil profiles would be recorded in accordance with the Code of Practice for Archaeological 

Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (OEH, 2010), including scaled drawings, 

photographs, written descriptions, etc. 

 Where the above methodology proves unfeasible or unsuitable, the proposed methodology may 

be revised at the discretion of the excavation director in consultation with the Aboriginal 

stakeholders and CPB based on the specific circumstances of the area, archaeological site, 

timeframes and/or other issues.  

Analysis and Reporting 

The post-excavation analysis would be designed to address the research objectives, along with other 

relevant questions that may arise based on the results of the excavation.  Results of the analysis would 

be presented in relation to comparative site data where possible and where useful in addressing the 

research questions.  Post-excavation analysis would involve the following components: 

Stone Artefact Analysis 

A qualified lithics specialist would undertake descriptive and functional recording of recovered artefacts. 

The analysis would be consistent with that undertaken during the test excavation post-excavation 

analysis in order to facilitate data comparison. Specifically, the analysis would aim to determine the 

following: 

 Source information. What raw material resources were used; where did they come from; and 

what does this tell us about Aboriginal use of the region in the past?  

 Stone reduction technology. How was the stone worked and used? Does this change over time? 

Can the function of the site be inferred from the artefact assemblage? What does this tell us 

about Aboriginal occupation, use, settlement and activities undertaken through time in this 

region?  

 Post-depositional influences. What post-depositional influences have impacted on the 

assemblage, and what does this tell us about the integrity and significance of the site?  

 Site chronology. When was the site occupied? Was the assemblage the product of repeated 

occupations or a single event? Is there spatial patterning in the assemblage, and what does this 

tell us about repeated use, activities and/or occupation of the region through time? 

 Landforms. Is it possible to differentiate between occupation of different landforms based on the 

spatial patterning of the assemblage? 

A program of conjoin analysis (re-fitting) on a sample of artefacts may be undertaken if higher density 

concentrations (greater than 30 artefacts per square metre) are found during the excavation.  As 

described above, scope has been provided for 3D recording of individual artefacts within discrete artefact 

concentrations or other cultural features. 

Analysis of the vertical and horizontal patterning of artefact distribution will be undertaken using the data 

derived from excavation.  This would attempt to provide information about the stone reduction strategies 

used at the site, temporal change, and the extent and nature of post-depositional influences. 

Geomorphology 
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Geomorphological analysis and reporting was undertaken as part of the report, and it is probable that the 

results of this work would apply equally to the salvage excavation.  However, should significant variations 

in geomorphology be discovered, a specialist could be engaged to inspect and report upon these. 

Dating 

If suitable features and/or deposits are discovered, samples would be taken for dating, by radiocarbon or 

OSL analysis, depending on the nature of the sample. 

Reporting 

The results of the salvage excavation would be analysed, and presented in an excavation report.  The 

report would be provided to the RAPs as a draft for review, and as a final version, incorporating any RAP 

comments received on the draft.  The final version would be lodged with OEH.  An Aboriginal Site Impact 

Recording Form would also be completed and lodged with OEH. 

 

Storage of Aboriginal Objects 

All Aboriginal objects recovered will be securely stored at the Extent office for analysis.  Arrangements 

will be discussed with the RAPs regarding the long-term management of the objects following analysis. 

Option 1: Deposition with the Australian Museum 

Depending on the nature and significance of the assemblage recovered, it may be possible to deposit the 

objects with the Australian Museum.  The assemblage would be assessed for accession according to the 

Archaeological Collection Deposition Policy (Australian Museum, January 2012) and the Protocols for the 

Deposition of Archaeological Material (Australian Museum, January 2012).  It is important to note that 

while the assemblage may be assessed as significant under several criteria, the Museum will further 

assess the assemblage in line with their capacity to house the collection, and there is no legislative 

requirement for the Museum to accept the assemblage. 

Acceptance of the assemblage by the Museum will depend upon the significance of the material and the 

Museum’s capacity to accept it.  The assemblage must have an appropriate level of significance against 

at least one of the following criteria: 

 Social or cultural value to the Aboriginal community. 

 Research potential. 

 Capacity to enhance the geographic, temporal and/or thematic coverage of the Australian 

Museum archaeology collections. 

 Public program and educational value to the Australian Museum. 

The significance thresholds are not specified.  It is not possible to assess the significance of an 

assemblage, or apply to the Museum for deposition, until after the excavation and analysis has been 

completed.   

Option 2: Reburial on site 

Reburial of the assemblage is an option where the property owner agrees, and can ensure the care of the 

Aboriginal objects in perpetuity at the reburial location.  This Option requires that a Management Plan be 

prepared in consultation with the RAPs.  This Plan outlines how the reburial site will be protected. 
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Option 3: Care and Control Agreement 

The third option is for one of the RAPs to accept the assemblage, in accordance with section 85A (1) (c) 

of the NPW Act.  This would be done in accordance with a Care and Control Agreement developed in 

consultation with all of the RAPs and submitted for approval to the Office of Environment and Heritage.  If 

deposition of the assemblage in a Keeping Place is required, a written commitment would be produced by 

the proponent in conjunction with the RAPs addressing the nature of the Keeping Place, and how it would 

be funded, maintained and administered.  Should there be disagreement regarding the proposed 

custodian of the assemblage, this would be determined and/or arbitrated by the Office of Environment 

and Heritage. 

 

Timeframes 

We propose the following broad timeframes:  

 Distribution of the salvage strategy to OEH and Aboriginal stakeholders: 23 February 2016 

 Consultation period of salvage strategy: 23 February – 15 March 2016.  

 Finalise salvage strategy: 15-18 March 2016. 

 Initiate salvage excavations: 21 March 2016.  

 Excavate up to hold point 1: 21 March -31 March 2016.  

 Excavate up to hold point 2 (if required): 1- 5 April 2016.  

 Excavate up to hold point 3 (if required): 6 – 18 April 2016.  

 Excavate to completion (if required)  – 19-22 April 2016.  

 Undertake post excavation analysis and reporting – March – May 2016.  

 Distribution and finalisation of the report – May – July 2016.  

 

Information Sought 

Extent would appreciate your review of the above methodology, and any feedback you may have. We will 

shortly be contacting you to organise a meeting to discuss the project with your organisation.  

If you wish to provide feedback, please address it to Alan Williams at Extent Heritage (A: 2/729 Elizabeth 

Street, Waterloo, NSW 2017; E: awilliams@extent.com.au).  

 

Yours sincerely 

mailto:awilliams@extent.com.au
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Dr. Alan Williams MAACAI 

Aboriginal Heritage Team Leader 
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Figure 1. Map showing the location of MA14 on the banks of Georges River.  
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Figure 2. The proposed archaeological salvage would be situated just south of test pit 3, within the impact area (approximate location shown here in pink).  
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From: Ashley O'Sullivan
Sent: Friday, 8 April 2016 10:02 AM
To: Ashley O'Sullivan
Subject: Update: Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Development - Aboriginal Heritage

Hi Everyone,

I just wanted to touch base with you all and provide a quick update on the progress of the project. We haven’t yet
received the go ahead to start on site works as they are waiting for their approvals, so as a result we are in a bit of a
limbo period at the moment. Unfortunately I can see it being one of those projects where the client will give the go
ahead and then expect us to be on site the following week. But we’ll cross that bridge when we get there.

I’ve met with almost all the groups involved in this project now, and we’ve provided feedback to the client on the
methodology. The primary concern that was raised was the depth we would be stopping and the provision for
excavation to stop after 3 culturally sterile spits. We have received geotechnical information from the client that
suggest it is unlikely we will reach bedrock in the planned salvage area. As the original testing program found
artefacts at 80cm, some 50cm below any other artefacts found, please be assured that we’ll be implementing a
methodology that reflects these findings and this will likely represent a minimum depth we excavate to. As always,
any decisions made on stopping excavation at a certain depth will be made in conjunction with the stakeholders on
site.

That’s all the extra information I have for now and as soon as we have approval from the client, I’ll be in touch again.

See you all soon,
Ashley

Ashley O’Sullivan | Heritage Advisor
EXTENT Heritage Pty Ltd
www.extent.com.au | aosullivan@extent.com.au
P 02 9555 4000 | M 0481 353 536

MELBOURNE | P +61 (0)3 9388 0622
2/35 Hope St, Brunswick VIC 3056
PERTH | P +61 (0)8 9381 5206
25/108 St Georges Tce, Perth WA 6000
SYDNEY | P +61 (0)2 9555 4000
2/729 Elizabeth St, Waterloo NSW 2017

Find us on Facebook
Connect with us on LinkedIn

http://www.extent.com.au/
mailto:aosullivan@extent.com.au
http://www.extent.com.au/
http://www.extent.com.au/
https://www.facebook.com/extentheritage/
https://www.linkedin.com/company/extent-heritage




                                
 
DARUG CUSTODIAN  
ABORIGINAL 
CORPORATION  
 
PO BOX 81 WINDSOR 2756 
PHONE: 0245775181 FAX: 0245775098 
MOBILE: 0415770163 Leanne Watson 
                0414962766 Justine Coplin 
EMAIL: mulgokiwi@bigpond.com /  justinecoplin@optusnet.com.au 

Attention:  Extent 

Subject:  Aboriginal Heritage Mitigation Measures - Moorebank Intermodal Terminal 

Development 

Dear  Ashley 

Our group is a non- profit organisation that has been active for over forty years in Western 

Sydney, we are a Darug community group with over three hundred members. The main aim 

in our constitution is the care of Darug sites, places, wildlife and to promote our culture and 

provide education on the Darug history.  

 

 

Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation have received and reviewed the report for 

Moorebank Intermodal Terminal methodology. 

We support the recommendations set out in this report.   

Please contact us with all further enquiries on the above contacts. 

   Regards 

 

Justine Coplin 
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21 December 2016 

 
 
 
 
 

Office of Environment and Heritage 
PO Box 644 

Parramatta NSW 2124 
 

Attn: Susan Harrison (Team Leader ) 

 

Re: Aboriginal Heritage Mitigation Measures – Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Development 

(Package 1) – Archaeological Salvage Strategy 

Dear Susan, 

Background 

Since 2011, Extent Heritage Pty Ltd (formerly AHMS Pty Ltd) has been involved in the Aboriginal heritage 

assessment of the SIMTA Intermodal Facility, a proposed transport hub situated on Moorebank Avenue, 

Moorebank, NSW. (Please note that this site is situated to the west of Moorebank Avenue, and was 

formerly the Defence National Storage and Distribution Centre (DNSDC), and should not be confused 

with the other terminal within the School of Military Engineering, or MIC Site). Extent’s involvement 

included preliminary and desktop assessment for the Concept Approval (AHMS, 2012), and a formal 

Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment (AHIA) (AHMS, 2015) as part of the Project Approval. This latter 

assessment included on-site investigation, including test excavations focussing on the proposed rail 

corridor. Both reports included consultation with Aboriginal stakeholders.  

The AHIA identified one area, MA14, on the western bank of Georges River as having the potential to 

contain significant Aboriginal heritage deposits (Figure 1). Specifically, a single test pit in this area 

recovered a small number of artefacts (n=13) within a 1m deep sand deposit. Dating of the deposit 

suggested some of the Aboriginal objects were of significant antiquity (about 18,000 years old). Based on 

these findings, the AHIA recommended that an archaeological salvage of this area be undertaken prior to 

the development.  

Stage 1 of the SIMTA Intermodal Facility has recently been approved by Department of Planning and 

Environment (DPE) on 18 December 2015 (SSD 6766), with a formal Instrument of Approval issued on 

12 December 2016. Stage 1 includes the rail corridor containing MA14, and the first stage of the transport 

hub itself (southeast corner of the DNSDC). CPB Contractors (CPB) has been awarded the Stage 1 pre-

construction, and has engaged Extent to undertake the archaeological requirements associated with the 

approval.  

The approval states the following as being required in relation to Aboriginal heritage:  

 Prior to the commencement of pre-construction and construction activities affecting Aboriginal 

site MA14, the Applicant shall:  
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o a) develop a detailed salvage strategy, prepared in consultation with OEH (Aboriginal 

heritage) and the Aboriginal stakeholders. The investigation program shall be prepared to 

the satisfaction of the Secretary; and  

o b) undertake any further archaeological excavation works recommended by the results of 

the Aboriginal archaeological investigation program. 

 Within twelve months of completing the above work, unless otherwise agreed by the Secretary, 

the Applicant shall submit a report containing the findings of the excavations, including artefact 

analysis and Aboriginal Site Impacts Recording Forms (ASIR), and the identification of final 

storage location for all Aboriginal objects recovered (testing and salvage), prepared in 

consultation with the Aboriginal stakeholders, the OEH (Aboriginal heritage) and to the 

satisfaction of the Secretary. 

This document includes a detailed salvage methodology as outlined in (a) above for review by the 

Aboriginal stakeholders and Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) before implementation. This 

document is based on a similar methodology already presented and reviewed as part of the AHIA. 

However, some minor modifications from the original have occurred to more accurately reflect the 

research aims, and more practically fit within the confines of the rail corridor. Of note, is the need to 

relocate the salvage excavations to an area within the rail corridor impact area, some 10m south of test 

pit #3 – the original focus for the works. The final construction design has moved the rail corridor further 

south, and while remaining within the curtilage of MA14, is no longer in the vicinity of test pit #3. To avoid 

unnecessary impact to the vegetation or cultural deposits around test pit #3, we now propose to move the 

salvage area into the impact area (Figure 2). This area is within sight of test pit #3, on the same 

landform, and has not visually been disturbed through past activities, and therefore has a similar potential 

to the deposits around test pit #3. The shape of the salvage area may also need modification to fit around 

a number of obstacles (mainly large trees and existing disturbance) that in some instances cannot be 

removed. This means that a 10x10m (100m
2
) square may not be feasible, but rather an amorphous 

shape extending around these features of a similar size may need to be considered. Finally, test pit size 

has been modified to focus on stratigraphic, rather than spatial accuracy, with the former considered to 

more important in resolving the significance and formative history of the site.  

Given the salvage methodology has already been reviewed by Aboriginal stakeholders and DPE through 

the Project Approval process, and to fulfil the construction program for the project, we propose to finalise 

this document by early February 2017. Excavations are proposed to begin in mid-February 2017, and will 

extend for up to 5-6 weeks dependent on findings.  

Aboriginal Consultation 

Aboriginal consultation will continue from the earlier stages of the project, and include the following 

registered Aboriginal parties (RAPs):  

 Tharawal LALC (TLALC).  

 Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (DACHA).  

 Cubbitch Barta Native Title Claimant Aboriginal Corporation (CBNTCAC).  

 Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation (DCAC).  

 Darug Tribal Aboriginal Corporation (DTAC).  

 Darug Land Observations (DLO).  
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 Darug Aboriginal Landcare Inc (DALI).  

 Tocomwall. 

A copy of this methodology, and subsequent meetings was undertaken with the RAPs in March and April 

2016. A consultation log and any comments from this process are included in Appendix 1 of this 

document. In brief, the RAPs were supportive of the methodology, and sought no substantive changes.  

It is proposed that three positions on the excavation team to be made up of representatives from the 

Aboriginal stakeholders, totalling up to 75-90 person days (about 10-12 person days per organisation) if 

the full program is implemented.  

 

Previous Findings 

Based on the AHIA (AHMS, 2015), the following provides a brief section of the previous excavations and 

findings at MA14. MA14 was identified based on the findings of a single test pit, #3, within a wider grid of 

excavations along the rail corridor. The findings below, therefore, frequently refer to test pit #3 in the 

wider discussion of MA14.  

MA14 consisted of a levee bank situated on the ridgeline overlooking, and some 150m west of, Georges 

River, and extending across the rail corridor construction zone (Figure 1). The deposit was considered to 

have fluvial origins based on particle size analysis. The particle size data from test pit #3 suggests a 

poorly sorted stratigraphy of silt and fine gravels, both more likely to be from fluvial rather than aeolian 

deposition. Further it is considered likely the unit represents a single fluvial event, with little evidence of 

multiple phases or land-surfaces within the sequence. These data suggests that at some points in the 

past, the Georges River flooded these areas, which are ~14m above its surface level today. 

Excavations recovered 13 Aboriginal objects from test pit #3. Artefacts were found throughout the soil 

profile, but primarily in spits 3 and 8/9 (30 and 85cm below surface, respectively). The lack of size sorting 

and different raw materials between these levels suggest at least two different periods of occupation in 

the past. The artefacts in the upper layers were typologically of middle to late Bondaian age (3-0.2ka), 

and included backed artefacts and thumbnail scrapers. The artefacts in the lower deposits had the 

characteristics of the core and tool scraper tradition, and suggest that they may be >5ka. The small size 

of the assemblage made any further interpretation of the past use of the area unfeasible.   

Three OSL ages were recovered from test pit #3. The ages indicate that the sand sheet began forming at 

~60ka. Two further OSL ages indicate that the upper assemblage was probably in the order of 3-4,000 

years old, while the lower artefacts were ~18ka. This latter deposit represents some of the oldest cultural 

material recovered in the Sydney Basin, but the in situ nature of the artefacts has yet to be proven.  

Based on these findings, MA14 was considered of local significance, but with potential to be of State 

importance if further material cultural could be recovered.  

 

Mitigation Measure - Aboriginal Archaeological Salvage 

This section is based on the mitigation measures proposed in in the AHIA (AHMS, 2015), and reviewed 

during the Project Approval process. With the exception of minor amendments to the excavation 

methods, the section remains unchanged. The rationale for the salvage excavation has also been 

omitted, and can be found in Section 8 of the AHIA.   
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Research Objectives 

The proposed salvage excavation has the following research objectives: 

 Using fine resolution excavation and environmental analyses to further characterise the 

archaeological deposits relating to the prehistoric Aboriginal occupation of MA14. This includes a 

greater understanding of resource exploitation; identification of any change through time in spatial 

and chronological phases of activity; and site formation processes. 

 To use the findings of MA14 to further understand the wider occupation and activity of Aboriginal 

people in southwest Sydney.   

 To obtain the largest possible assemblage of Aboriginal objects, for detailed documentation and 

long term curation, within the spatial limits of the site and the financial/time constraints of the 

project.  

 To allow greater cultural association between the site and the Aboriginal stakeholders (i.e. a form 

of cultural salvage) through involvement in the excavation, and options for the interpretation of 

the results, should the community decide that this is appropriate. 

 To ensure that the development can proceed with a minimised risk of unknown or unexpected 

significant Aboriginal objects/features being harmed during construction.   

 

Excavation Methodology 

The proposed methodology is broadly consistent with the recently completed excavation, in order to 

ensure that the results are comparable. For example, this methodology was used by Extent in the recent 

archaeological salvage excavation at Fernadell Precinct, Pitt Town (AHIP # 1129099; Williams et al., 

2014), Tarro-Beresfield water main renewal (AHIP #C0000616) and 21 Hassall Street, Parramatta (AHIP 

#C0001505). The use of the results in the post-excavation analysis and reporting showed that the 

methodology provided meaningful information, which could allow for long term curation with the Australian 

Museum (based on verbal discussions); data acceptable for international publication; and able to assist in 

wider education and interpretive outcomes. 

The methodology would consist of up to 100 m
2
 focussed to an area ~10m south of test pit #3 (which is 

no longer within the impact area). The excavation would be conducted with a series of hold points where 

additional excavation would only be undertaken if significant Aboriginal cultural material is being 

recovered and/or information on the research aims are continuing to be addressed. The decision to 

continue would be made by the excavation director in consultation with the RAPs and CPB, and should 

include the ongoing presence of undisturbed or deep sand, the presence of Aboriginal objects (ideally in 

high numbers (>10/m
2
)), and/or any archaeological features of interest (such as hearths, knapping 

events, etc). The initial hold point would be 36m
2
, a further hold point would occur at 49m

2
, and a final 

hold point at 81m
2
.  

All excavation would be undertaken manually, using shovels, mattocks and trowels, etc, by a team of 

archaeologists and Aboriginal stakeholders. The number of the team is to be 9, with a field program 

proposed for approximately 5-6 weeks. Excavations would be undertaken in contiguous 1m
2
 test pits and 

in 5 cm spits up to the total area permitted. Each test pit would be dug discretely with AHD heights being 

obtained every four spits to ensure vertical integrity. Each test pit would be given an alpha-numeric label 

for identification purposes. A standard site recording form will be used for each spit of each excavation 

unit (1m
2
). Details will include site name, date, site recorder, spit number and depth, square ID, 

description of finds, description of soil, sketch plan of excavation (if relevant to show feature) and a 
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bucket tally. Excavation would be undertaken to basal clays or culturally sterile deposits (<5 artefacts per 

spit in three consecutive spits - in this situation the top of the uppermost spit would be used as the basal 

depth to be reached. It is considered that this depth would be unlikely to exceed 1m below surface based 

on previous excavations.   

Sediment from each 5 cm spit would be bucketed separately and sieved through 3mm mesh. Any 

Aboriginal objects recovered from the sediments would be retained in a plastic bag with the relevant test 

pit alpha-numeric code written upon it.  

During, or immediately following, completion of the excavation, a range of soil and chronological samples 

would be taken. Soil and environmental samples would be taken at regular intervals through the soil 

profile (probably in the order of 2-5cm) and retained in labelled plastic bags for subsequent analysis. 

Radiocarbon and/or OSL samples would be taken in areas where Aboriginal objects are found, and 

generally try to bracket the deposit (to provide a maximum and minimum age). Material for radiocarbon 

analysis may also be undertaken opportunistically if archaeological features containing charcoal or other 

dateable material are evident.  

All test pits, and the final open area, would be documented using photographic records, written 

descriptions and scaled drawings.  

If discrete high-density artefact concentrations or cultural features, such as hearths, are revealed during 

the excavation, these will be excavated and recorded (by photography and planning). The locations of in-

situ artefacts in such features may also be individually recorded. 

A surveyor will be engaged to plan the locations of the salvage excavation areas, and establish a site 

datum, in order to record the level of deposits and features. A scaled photographic record will be kept, 

along with scaled drawings and written descriptions of the site and any findings.  

For these excavations, the following methods would be adopted:  

 The Salvage Area would be spatially located using a hand-held Leica RTK CS10/GS08 survey 

grade Differential GPS device (or equivalent).  

 All test pits would be dug manually using shovels, mattocks, trowels and other hand tools as 

required.  

 All sediment would be placed in buckets, and documented (number of buckets per spit). All 

sediment would then be wet-sieved through a 3mm mesh, and any cultural material recovered for 

analysis and curation.  

 All excavation would be undertaken in 5cm spits to the depth until basal clays or culturally sterile 

deposits reached.   

 Reduced levels of the top and bottom of the test pit, and at the top of each fourth spit would be 

documented using a dumpy level against a known elevation. Other levels may be taken as 

required.  

 All Aboriginal objects and other archaeological material would be appropriately labelled and 

bagged for subsequent analysis. Preliminary analysis would occur on-site during the field 

investigations to allow results to guide the excavations as they proceed.  

 Additional samples for dating, soil, and/or palaeo-climatic information may also be taken where 

appropriate.  
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 Soil profiles would be recorded in accordance with the Code of Practice for Archaeological 

Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (OEH, 2010), including scaled drawings, 

photographs, written descriptions, etc. 

 Where the above methodology proves unfeasible or unsuitable, the proposed methodology may 

be revised at the discretion of the excavation director in consultation with the Aboriginal 

stakeholders and CPB based on the specific circumstances of the area, archaeological site, 

timeframes and/or other issues.  

Analysis and Reporting 

The post-excavation analysis would be designed to address the research objectives, along with other 

relevant questions that may arise based on the results of the excavation.  Results of the analysis would 

be presented in relation to comparative site data where possible and where useful in addressing the 

research questions.  Post-excavation analysis would involve the following components: 

Stone Artefact Analysis 

A qualified lithics specialist would undertake descriptive and functional recording of recovered artefacts. 

The analysis would be consistent with that undertaken during the test excavation post-excavation 

analysis in order to facilitate data comparison. Specifically, the analysis would aim to determine the 

following: 

 Source information. What raw material resources were used; where did they come from; and 

what does this tell us about Aboriginal use of the region in the past?  

 Stone reduction technology. How was the stone worked and used? Does this change over time? 

Can the function of the site be inferred from the artefact assemblage? What does this tell us 

about Aboriginal occupation, use, settlement and activities undertaken through time in this 

region?  

 Post-depositional influences. What post-depositional influences have impacted on the 

assemblage, and what does this tell us about the integrity and significance of the site?  

 Site chronology. When was the site occupied? Was the assemblage the product of repeated 

occupations or a single event? Is there spatial patterning in the assemblage, and what does this 

tell us about repeated use, activities and/or occupation of the region through time? 

 Landforms. Is it possible to differentiate between occupation of different landforms based on the 

spatial patterning of the assemblage? 

A program of conjoin analysis (re-fitting) on a sample of artefacts may be undertaken if higher density 

concentrations (greater than 30 artefacts per square metre) are found during the excavation.  As 

described above, scope has been provided for 3D recording of individual artefacts within discrete artefact 

concentrations or other cultural features. 

Analysis of the vertical and horizontal patterning of artefact distribution will be undertaken using the data 

derived from excavation.  This would attempt to provide information about the stone reduction strategies 

used at the site, temporal change, and the extent and nature of post-depositional influences. 

Geomorphology 
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Geomorphological analysis and reporting was undertaken as part of the report, and it is probable that the 

results of this work would apply equally to the salvage excavation.  However, should significant variations 

in geomorphology be discovered, a specialist could be engaged to inspect and report upon these. 

Dating 

If suitable features and/or deposits are discovered, samples would be taken for dating, by radiocarbon or 

OSL analysis, depending on the nature of the sample. 

Reporting 

The results of the salvage excavation would be analysed, and presented in an excavation report.  The 

report would be provided to the RAPs as a draft for review, and as a final version, incorporating any RAP 

comments received on the draft.  The final version would be lodged with OEH.  An Aboriginal Site Impact 

Recording Form would also be completed and lodged with OEH. 

 

Storage of Aboriginal Objects 

All Aboriginal objects recovered will be securely stored at the Extent office for analysis.  Arrangements 

will be discussed with the RAPs regarding the long-term management of the objects following analysis. 

Option 1: Deposition with the Australian Museum 

Depending on the nature and significance of the assemblage recovered, it may be possible to deposit the 

objects with the Australian Museum.  The assemblage would be assessed for accession according to the 

Archaeological Collection Deposition Policy (Australian Museum, January 2012) and the Protocols for the 

Deposition of Archaeological Material (Australian Museum, January 2012).  It is important to note that 

while the assemblage may be assessed as significant under several criteria, the Museum will further 

assess the assemblage in line with their capacity to house the collection, and there is no legislative 

requirement for the Museum to accept the assemblage. 

Acceptance of the assemblage by the Museum will depend upon the significance of the material and the 

Museum’s capacity to accept it.  The assemblage must have an appropriate level of significance against 

at least one of the following criteria: 

 Social or cultural value to the Aboriginal community. 

 Research potential. 

 Capacity to enhance the geographic, temporal and/or thematic coverage of the Australian 

Museum archaeology collections. 

 Public program and educational value to the Australian Museum. 

The significance thresholds are not specified.  It is not possible to assess the significance of an 

assemblage, or apply to the Museum for deposition, until after the excavation and analysis has been 

completed.   

Option 2: Reburial on site 

Reburial of the assemblage is an option where the property owner agrees, and can ensure the care of the 

Aboriginal objects in perpetuity at the reburial location.  This Option requires that a Management Plan be 

prepared in consultation with the RAPs to describe how the reburial site will be protected. 
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Option 3: Care and Control Agreement 

The third option is for one of the RAPs to accept the assemblage, in accordance with section 85A (1) (c) 

of the NPW Act.  This would be done in accordance with a Care and Control Agreement developed in 

consultation with all of the RAPs and submitted for approval to the Office of Environment and Heritage.  If 

deposition of the assemblage in a Keeping Place is required, a written commitment would be produced by 

the proponent in conjunction with the RAPs addressing the nature of the Keeping Place, and how it would 

be funded, maintained and administered.  Should there be disagreement regarding the proposed 

custodian of the assemblage, this would be determined and/or arbitrated by the Office of Environment 

and Heritage. 

 

Timeframes 

Consultation with the Aboriginal stakeholders has already occurred. At this stage, we propose to finalise 

the salvage strategy in early February 2017, with excavations to begin shortly after. Assuming, a 5-6 

week program, the excavations would be completed by mid-April 2017. It is likely that the post-excavation 

analysis and reporting would take several months, and be delivered by ~August 2017.  

 

Information Sought 

Extent would appreciate your review of the above methodology, and any feedback you may have.  

If you wish to provide feedback, please address it to Alan Williams at Extent Heritage (A: 3/73 Union 

Street, Pyrmont, NSW 2009; E: awilliams@extent.com.au).  

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Dr. Alan Williams FSA MAACAI • Aboriginal Heritage Team Leader 
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Figure 1. Map showing the location of MA14 on the banks of Georges River.  
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Figure 2. The proposed archaeological salvage would be situated just south of test pit 3, within the impact area (approximate location shown here in pink).  
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Appendix 1: Aboriginal Consultation 
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Agency Contact Date Details AHMS Contact 

OEH Susan Harrison 25.2.16 
Distributed salvage strategy for review and comment. Sought their 

preferred method of consultation.  
Alan Williams 

Cubbitch Barta Native Title Claimant 

Aboriginal Corporation (CBNTC) 
Glenda Chalker 25.2.16 

Distributed salvage strategy for review and comment. Sought their 

availability to meet and discuss the project.  
Alan Williams 

Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Assessment (DACHA) 
Gordon Morton 25.2.16 

Distributed salvage strategy for review and comment. Sought their 

availability to meet and discuss the project.  
Alan Williams 

Darug Aboriginal Landcare Inc 

(DALI) 
Des Dyer 25.2.16 

Distributed salvage strategy for review and comment. Sought their 

availability to meet and discuss the project.  
Alan Williams 

Darug Custodian Aboriginal 

Corporation (DCAC) 
Leanne Watson 25.2.16 

Distributed salvage strategy for review and comment. Sought their 

availability to meet and discuss the project.  
Alan Williams 

Darug Land Observations (DLO) 
Gordon 

Workman 
25.2.16 

Distributed salvage strategy for review and comment. Sought their 

availability to meet and discuss the project.  
Alan Williams 

Darug Tribal Aboriginal Corporation 

(DTAC) 
Denise Newham 25.2.16 

Distributed salvage strategy for review and comment. Sought their 

availability to meet and discuss the project.  
Alan Williams 

Tharawal LALC Heritage Officer 25.2.16 
Distributed salvage strategy for review and comment. Sought their 

availability to meet and discuss the project.  
Alan Williams 

Tocomwall 
Scott and Danny 

Franks 
25.2.16 

Distributed salvage strategy for review and comment. Sought their 

availability to meet and discuss the project.  
Alan Williams 

DTAC 
Denise Newham 

25.2.16 Acknowledged receipt and expressed an interest in meeting.  Alan Williams 

DCAC Justine Coplin 2.3.16 Acknowledged receipt and expressed an interest in meeting. Alistair Hobbs 

Cubbitch Barta Native Title Claimant 

Aboriginal Corporation (CBNTC) 
Glenda Chalker 4.3.16 

Contacted to set up meeting to discuss the methodology and field 

program. 

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 

Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Celestine 
4.3.16 

Contacted to set up meeting to discuss the methodology and field Ashley 
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Agency Contact Date Details AHMS Contact 

Assessment (DACHA) Everingham program. O’Sullivan 

Darug Aboriginal Landcare Inc 

(DALI) 
Des Dyer 

4.3.16 Contacted to set up meeting to discuss the methodology and field 

program. 

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 

Darug Custodian Aboriginal 

Corporation (DCAC) 
Leanne Watson 

4.3.16 Contacted to set up meeting to discuss the methodology and field 

program. 

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 

Darug Land Observations (DLO) 
Gordon 

Workman 

4.3.16 Contacted to set up meeting to discuss the methodology and field 

program. 

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 

Darug Tribal Aboriginal Corporation 

(DTAC) 
Denise Newham 

4.3.16 Contacted to set up meeting to discuss the methodology and field 

program. 

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 

Tharawal LALC Heritage Officer 
4.3.16 Contacted to set up meeting to discuss the methodology and field 

program. 

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 

Tocomwall Danny Franks 
4.3.16 Contacted to set up meeting to discuss the methodology and field 

program. 

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 

Tocomwall Danny Franks 7.3.16 

Danny advised that methodology document did not list Tocomwall 

as a registered party for the consultation and field program.  

Amended methodology to reflect their involvement. 

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 

Tocomwall Danny Franks 7.3.16 
Forwarded Danny amended methodology to reflect Tocomwall 

involvement in the project. 

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 

DACHA 
Celestine 

Everingham 
8.3.16 

Met with Celestine to discuss methodology and proposed works at 

Moorebank.  Supportive of methodology. 

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 

DCAC Justine Coplin 8.3.16 
Met with Justine to discuss methodology and proposed works at 

Moorebank.  Supportive of methodology. 

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 

Tocomwall Danny Franks 10.3.16 
Met with Danny and Chaz to discuss methodology and proposed 

works at Moorebank.  Supportive of methodology. 

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 

Darug Tribal Aboriginal Corporation John Reilly 10.3.16 
Called John and left a message, advising that I have been trying to 

contact Denise in their office.  

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 
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Agency Contact Date Details AHMS Contact 

Darug Aboriginal Landcare Inc Des Dyer 10.3.16 Called Des and was unable to leave a message. 
Ashley 

O’Sulivan 

DCAC Justine Coplin 14.3.16 
Received letter from Justine to confirm support of methodology for 

proposed works at Moorebank. 

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 

DLO Anna O’Hara 15.3.16 
Heard back from Anna regarding meeting, advised that this week 

sometime would be suitable to discuss methodology. 

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 

DLO Anna O’Hara 16.3.16 
Spoke with Anna from DLO regarding meeting, arranged a time on 

Friday to discuss methodology. 

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 

DTAC John Reilly 18.3.16 
Met with John Reilly from DTAC today to discuss methodology and 

proposed works at Moorebank.  Supportive of methodology. 

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 

DLO Anna O’Hara 18.3.16 
Spoke with Anna on the phone today to discuss the methodology 

and proposed works at Moorebank.  Supportive of methodology. 

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 

CBNTCAC Glenda Chalker 19.3.16 
Met with Glenda to discuss methodology and proposed works at 

Moorebank. 

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 

DTAC, DALI, DCAC, DLO, 

CBNTCAC, Tocomwall, Tharawal 

LALC 

Various 8.4.16 

Sent an email to all groups involved to advise them of outcomes of 

stakeholder meetings.  Provided geotechnical information and 

advised groups that we would be excavating to depths below the 

original finds (80cm).     

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 

DACHA 
Celestine 

Everingham 
8.4.16 

Sent a letter to Celestine providing an update on the project as 

described above. 

Ashley 

O’Sullivan 

DTAC, DALI, DCAC, DLO, 

CBNTCAC, Tocomwall, Tharawal 

LALC, DACHA 

 31.5.2016 

CHMP distributed to the RAPs via email (posted to DACHA) for 

opportunity to review and provide feedback. Request for responses 

to be provided by 14 June 2016. 

Alistair Hobbs 

CBNTCAC Glenda Chalker 1.6.2016 
Email response asking for hard copy to be sent. Copy posted by 

Ryan Danesh. 
Alistair Hobbs 

 



                                
 
DARUG CUSTODIAN  
ABORIGINAL 
CORPORATION  
 
PO BOX 81 WINDSOR 2756 
PHONE: 0245775181 FAX: 0245775098 
MOBILE: 0415770163 Leanne Watson 
                0414962766 Justine Coplin 
EMAIL: mulgokiwi@bigpond.com /  justinecoplin@optusnet.com.au 

Attention:  Extent 

Subject:  Aboriginal Heritage Mitigation Measures - Moorebank Intermodal Terminal 

Development 

Dear  Ashley 

Our group is a non- profit organisation that has been active for over forty years in Western 

Sydney, we are a Darug community group with over three hundred members. The main aim 

in our constitution is the care of Darug sites, places, wildlife and to promote our culture and 

provide education on the Darug history.  

 

 

Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation have received and reviewed the report for 

Moorebank Intermodal Terminal methodology. 

We support the recommendations set out in this report.   

Please contact us with all further enquiries on the above contacts. 

   Regards 

 

Justine Coplin 

    



From: Alistair Hobbs
To: Ashley O"Sullivan
Subject: FW: Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Dev Stage 1 - CHMP for review.
Date: Tuesday, 21 June 2016 5:00:31 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

CPB RALP No 1 CHMP Review Sheet-160426.xlsx
N01031-EN-PLN-0021-B-Heritage Management Plan-160517 Combined.pdf

 
 

From: Alistair Hobbs 
Sent: Tuesday, 31 May 2016 5:00 PM
To: Alistair Hobbs
Subject: Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Dev Stage 1 - CHMP for review.
 
Hi everyone,
 
As you will be aware, Extent Heritage is currently involved in the Aboriginal heritage mitigation
works for the Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Development Stage 1 project. As part of the
ongoing heritage work for the project, a salvage program is proposed for site MA14 and is
currently awaiting approval for commencement.
 
Also as part of the condition of approval for the work, the development of a  Construction
Heritage Management Plan (CHMP) was required prior to works being conducted. To comply
with Aboriginal community consultation guidelines and keep you updated on the project, I have
attached a copy of the CHMP for you to review and should you wish, provide feedback. If you
could provide any responses in the next couple of weeks (by 14 June 2016) it would be much
appreciated. If you have any further questions or queries please don’t hesitate to contact Alan
Williams or myself on 02 9555 4000.  
 
Many thanks,
 
Alistair Hobbs | Heritage Advisor
EXTENT Heritage Pty Ltd
www.extent.com.au | ahobbs@extent.com.au
P: 02 9555 4000 M: 0437 241 221
 
cid:image001.jpg@01D14706.F561FAB0
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Construction Heritage Management Plan 


1. Overview 


1.1 Purpose 


This Construction Heritage Management Plan (CHMP) addresses heritage management on Sydney 
Intermodal Terminal Alliance’s (SIMTA) Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Development Stage 1 – Rail 
Access Land Package (RALP) No. 1 (the Project) and the management of impacts to the environment 
and community. 


This CHMP addresses the following key requirements: 


 Recommended Conditions of Approval under SSD-6676 SIMTA Intermodal Terminal Facility – 
Stage 1 (NSW) 


 Stage 1 EIS (including Framework CEMP) 


 Stage 1 Response to Submissions Report (including Final Compilation of Mitigation Measures) 


 Conditions of Approval under MP10_0193 SIMTA Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Facility – 
Concept Plan (NSW) 


 NSW Concept Plan EIS 


 NSW Concept Plan Submissions Report (including Revised Statement of Commitments) 


 Conditions of Approval under EPBC 2011/6229 SIMTA Intermodal Terminal (Commonwealth) 


 Commonwealth Concept Plan EIS (including Framework CEMP) 


 Other applicable legislative obligations. 


 


1.2 Project Scope 


SIMTA’s Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Development involves the construction and operation of the 
necessary infrastructure to support a container freight road volume of 250,000 twenty-foot equivalent 
units (TEU). 


CPB Contractors’ scope of work specifically applies to Stage 1 – RALP No. 1 which consists of a 2.8 
kilometre rail line, along with its required infrastructure, to connect the Import-Export Terminal and 
Interstate Terminals to the Southern Sydney Freight Line (SSFL), and capable of accommodating 
trains up to 1,800m in length. 


The SIMTA site is located in the Liverpool local government area. It is 27 kilometres south-west of the 
Sydney Central Business District (CBD), 26 kilometres west of Port Botany, 16 kilometres south of the 
Parramatta CBD, 0.6 kilometres from the M5 South-West Motorway, five kilometres east of the M5 
South-West Motorway / Westlink M7 Motorway Interchange and connecting to the main north–south 
rail line via the Southern Sydney Freight Line. 


The Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Development – RALP No. 1 is the first package of Stage 1 of the 
overall project and its construction will include: 


 A northbound connection and a southbound connection to the SSFL 


 Civil and earthworks, including remediation works and benching 


 A viaduct over a section of the Glenfield Waste Services landfill site 


 A bridge over the Georges River 


 A culvert crossing over Anzac Creek 


 Installation of new Moorebank Avenue underbridge 


 Service relocation and protection 


 Track work 


 Signalling systems 


 Security fencing 


 


An indicative map of the Project is provided in Figure 1 below. 
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Figure 1: Indicative Project Map 


 


1.3 Objectives 


The following heritage management objectives will apply to the construction of the Project: 


 Minimise impacts on items or places of heritage value 


 Avoid accidental impacts on heritage items through implementation of a procedure to identify and 
manage unexpected heritage finds 


 Maximise the Project personnel’s awareness of indigenous and non-indigenous heritage. 


 


1.4 Definitions 


Definitions for terms used in this plan are contained in the Glossary in Attachment B. 


 


1.5 Interactions with Other Management Plans 


This CHMP is part of the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). Figure 2 below sets 
out interactions of this CHMP with the other management plans implemented on the Project. 
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Figure 2: Environmental Documents Map 
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2. Legal and Other Requirements 


2.1 Relevant Legislation 


Local, State and Commonwealth legislation that apply criteria to the management of heritage on the 
project include: 


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


 National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act) 


 Heritage Act 1977 


 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984 (Commonwealth) 


 Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (Commonwealth) 


 


Relevant provisions of the above legislation are detailed the CEMP. 


 


2.2 Guidelines 


Local, State and Commonwealth legislation that apply criteria to the management of heritage on the 
project include: 


 Heritage Information Series: Photographic recording of heritage items using film or digital capture 
(DP&E Heritage Office, 2006) 


 Assessing Significance for Historical Archaeological Sites and ‘Relics’ (Heritage Branch of the 
Department of Planning, 2009) 


 Historical Archaeology Code of Practice (NSW Heritage Office, 2006) 


 Levels of Heritage Significance (NSW Heritage Office, 2008) 


 Assessing Heritage Significance, NSW Heritage Manual (Heritage Council of NSW, 2002) 


 Statements of Heritage Impact, NSW Heritage Manual (Heritage Council of NSW, 2002) 


 Stabilising Stuff: A Guide for Conserving Archaeological Finds in the Field (Heritage Council of 
NSW, 2012); 


 Due Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of Aboriginal Objects in NSW 2010 (DECCW, 
2010) 


 The Burra Charter: The Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance 2013 (the 
Burra Charter) 


 Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents (OEH, 2010) 


 


2.3 Additional Permits and Licences 


No additional permits or licences are expected to be required in relation to the management of 
heritage on the Project. 
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3. Consultation and Stakeholders 


3.1 Consultation on this Plan 


The Stage 1 Conditions of Approval (CoA) require that the CHMP be prepared in consultation with the 
Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH), relevant local councils, the NSW Heritage Council and the 
relevant Local Aboriginal Land Councils (for Aboriginal heritage). 


The Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAP) are: 


 Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessments (DACHA) 


 Cubbitch Barta Native Title Claimants Aboriginal Corporation (CBNTCAC) 


 Tharawal LALC 


 Tocomwall 


 Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation (DCAC) 


 Darug Tribal Aboriginal Corporation (DTAC) 


 Darug Aboriginal Landcare Inc (DALI) 


 Darug Land Observations (DLO) 


 


Further, this CHMP as a Sub Plan to the CEMP is required to be approved by Department of Planning 
and Environment (DP&E) prior to construction as required by the CoA. 


Consolidated management plan consultation and approval requirements are identified in the CEMP. 


This consultation is intended to assist in development and finalisation of the plan. Evidence of 
consultation is included in Attachment C. 


Table 1 summarises relevant stakeholder comments as well as CPB Contractors’ response including 
how we will address issues raised. 


Table 1: Summary of Consultation 


Agency Status Comment Response 


OEH  <To be populated following 
consultation> 


 


Heritage Council    


Liverpool City 
Council 


   


DACHA    


CBNTCAC    


Tharawal LALC    


Tocomwall    


DCAC    


DTAC    


DALI    


DLO    
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3.2 Ongoing Indigenous Heritage Consultation 


On the long term curation and management of: 


 Aboriginal objects recovered through the MA14 archaeological program, and any mitigation 
measures implemented prior to, and during, the works; and 


 Aboriginal objects recovered through any other activity by the project. 


 


In the event of the discovery or disturbance of previously unidentified Aboriginal objects, consultation 
with registered Aboriginal stakeholders, DP&E, OEH and the NSW Police Force (if human remains are 
encountered) would be undertaken. Consultation would ensure the assessment of the significance of 
the item, determination and implementation of appropriate management measures and the 
re-commencement of works would be undertaken to the satisfaction of the nominated stakeholders. 
Refer to the Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure (Attachment D). As a result of an unexpected find 
a Heritage Management Procedure may be developed as required in consultation with the heritage 
specialist.  


If additional assessment is required (e.g. for additional land requirements), assessment and 
consultation would be undertaken as per recommendations from a heritage consultant. This process 
will determine if further consultation and/or approval is required prior to works being conducted. 


Consultation with RAPs will also be conducted by CPB Contractors in the event that unexpected 
Aboriginal heritage finds are discovered during construction of the Project. 


 


3.3 Ongoing Non-Indigenous Heritage Consultation 


No non-indigenous heritage items are expected to be impacted during the works. In the event that 
previously unidentified non-indigenous heritage items are encountered further consultation will be 
undertaken with: 


 OEH 


 Heritage Council 


 DP&E 


 Project heritage consultant / archaeologist 


 


As a result of an unexpected find a Heritage Management Procedure may be developed as required in 
consultation with the heritage specialist. 
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4. Roles and Responsibilities 


4.1 Key Personnel 


The role titles and responsibilities that are used in this plan are outlined in Table 2. 


Table 2: Roles and Responsibilities 


Role Responsibilities 


Project Director  Manage the delivery of the Project including overseeing implementation of 
heritage management measures 


 Contractor’s Representative 


Environment Manager  Manage the on-ground application of heritage management measures 
during construction. 


 Provide guidance to senior management with regard to aspects and risks 
associate with management of heritage items 


 Ongoing consultation with RAPs as required 
 Heritage inductions and training 


Environmental Coordinator  Develop and oversee implementation of on-ground management 
documents associated with heritage 


 Monitor and report on heritage management during construction 


Engineering Manager  Ensure relevant heritage management requirements are addressed in 
design development. 


Construction Manager  Manage the delivery of the construction process, in relation to heritage 
management across all sites in conjunction with the Environment team. 


Project Engineer  Implement heritage management activities during construction works, as 
directed by the Construction Manager or the Environment Manager. 


Supervisor  On-ground implementation and adherence with heritage management 
requirements. 


Communications Manager  Facilitate communications and consultation process over heritage matters 
in conjunction with the Environment team. 


Archaeologist  Specialist consultants will be engaged to undertake investigations and 
respond to unexpected finds. 


 


Key environmental responsibilities are detailed throughout each Element in Part B of the CEMP. 


 


4.2 Training 


All personnel working on site will undergo site induction training relating to indigenous and 
non-indigenous heritage issues. The induction training will address elements related to indigenous and 
non-indigenous heritage management including: 


 Legislative and other requirements and penalties for impacting heritage sites. 


 Roles of personnel with regard to heritage management measures. 


 Overview of assessments completed and heritage items discovered. 


 The location and protection of identified heritage sites. 


 Means of identifying indigenous and non-indigenous heritage items and places. 


 Procedure to follow in the event of the discovery of human remains during construction works. 


 Procedure to follow in the event of the unexpected heritage item find during construction works. 


 


Records of inductions will be maintained. 
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5. Existing Environment 


The existing Indigenous heritage items, Non-Indigenous heritage items, areas of archaeological 
sensitivity, and other sensitive areas adjacent to the corridor and relevant to the Project are described 
in this section. 


5.1 Identified Indigenous Cultural and Archaeological Heritage 


An Indigenous heritage impact assessment was completed as part of the Stage 1 EIS and Response 
to Submission Report (RtS) and found that indigenous heritage sites of relevance to the Project are: 


 An area known as MA14 (formerly known as the PAD 2 site as shown in Figure 3 and refined after 
investigations to MA14 in Figure 4) where Aboriginal objects were recovered, is on the eastern 
bank of Georges River. The site is considered to have high research potential, meeting the 
thresholds of local significance. 


 PAD 1 is also on the eastern bank of the Georges River and situated on MIC site and outside of 
the project site. 


 PAD 3 on the disused rail corridor directly south of and adjacent to the SIMTA site. It is noted that 
the Stage 1 EIS identified that PAD 3 contained no cultural materials and could be de-listed. 


 


Through the Aboriginal consultation process two sites of archaeological concern were identified within 
the riparian corridor along the western bank of the Georges River (refer Figure 4). One site bounds the 
eastern side of section of the proposed rail line and the other site is north of the rail line. As part of the 
MIC EIS, Navin Officer Heritage Consultants (2014) also identified the western banks of Georges 
River as of archaeological importance. The western bank was considered to retain high research 
potential, since excavations failed to reach the base of the deposits.  


Due to the large number of rail options for the Project, Navin Officer Heritage Consultants did not 
undertake specific site investigations for these areas; rather they identified areas requiring future 
consideration. One of these areas is situated at the northern end of the area identified as having 
cultural value. Effectively, the sites encompass the riparian corridor of the Georges River for 
approximately 1.5km, and are not located in close proximity to the amended Rail Link. 


While this area is unlikely to be impacted by the Rail Link works, discussion regarding it is included 
should the project boundary change due to unforeseen circumstances. If this were to occur additional 
investigation and assessment would be undertaken, including consultation with RAPs, to determine 
the potential impacts. Approval would typically be sought through a Project Modification. 


The locations of the indigenous heritage sites are identified in the figures below. 
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Figure 3: Potential Archaeological Deposits (2015 test excavations conducted in PADs 2 and 3 are indicated with green 
squares) (Source: Stage 1 RtS Appendix K AHIA Addendum) 
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Figure 4: Map of Aboriginal objects/sites based on recent studies (MA14, part of the original PAD 2, has the potential to contain 
significant cultural material) (Source image: Stage 1 EIS, Appendix T) 
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Figure 5: Proposed MA14 Archaeological Salvage Area (approximate location shown in pink) (Source: MA14 Salvage Strategy) 


 


5.2 Identified Non-Indigenous Heritage 


A non-indigenous heritage assessment was undertaken as part of the Stage 1 ElS and RtS and found 
that non-indigenous heritage listings for the site or adjacent lands include: 


 The Defence National Storage and Distributions Centre (DNSDC) site, on the SIMTA site, and 
north of the Rail Link, is listed on the Commonwealth Heritage List. The Stage 1 site contains 
three WWII timber post and beam store buildings (Buildings no. 6, 10, and 1 1) and two WWII 
crane service composite timber and steel store buildings (Buildings no. 7 and 9). 


 The School of Military Engineering (SME) site, to the west of the SIMTA site, is locally listed on the 
Liverpool LEP. This land is also subject to the MIC proposal and includes the Royal Australian 
Engineers (RAE) Memorial Chapel, RAE Monument, Major General Sir Clive Steel Memorial 
Gates, and the Cust Hut. 


 Glenfield Farm, located on the western side of the Georges River, is listed on the State Heritage 
Register, State Heritage lnventory and the Liverpool LEP. The curtilage of the item is located 
approximately 50 m from the south-western extent of the proposed Rail Link. 


 


The indicative locations of non-indigenous heritage items are shown in Figure 6 below. 
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Figure 6: Non-indigenous Heritage (Base Map Source: Google Maps) 
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6. Aspects and Potential Impacts 


6.1 Activities, Hazards and Risks 


Activities conducted on the project that has the potential to impact heritage values are listed below. 


Table 3: Activities, Hazards and Risks 


Project Activity Environmental Hazard Environmental Risk 


Vegetation clearance / 
grubbing / demolition 


 Removal of heritage listed items 
 Loss of screening for heritage 


properties or other impacts to heritage 
curtilage 


 Discovery or disturbance of unidentified 
heritage artefact or archaeological remains 


 Impacts to heritage curtilage or visual 
amenity beyond approved extents 


 Damage to or loss of heritage beyond 
approved extents 


Excavation and surface 
works 


 Clearing, excavation or other damage 
outside of approved footprint. 


 Vibration during excavation or piling 
 Amenity impacts – visual impacts 


 Discovery or disturbance of unidentified 
heritage artefact or archaeological remains 


 Damage to or loss of heritage beyond 
approved extents 


 Structural damage non-indigenous 
heritage items 


 Potential damage to buildings – building 
shaking, ground subsidence, and vibration 
impacts 


Spoil transport and 
other heavy vehicle use 
of public roads 


 Road vibration impacts resulting in 
structural damage to heritage items 
located within close proximity of 
haulage route 


 Potential damage to non-indigenous 
heritage items 


Rehabilitation works  Rehabilitation including landscaping 
and reinstatement of heritage items 
and curtilage areas 


 Impacts to heritage curtilage or visual 
amenity 


Scope and/or design 
change 


 Modifications to design and 
construction methodology 


 Change to the construction footprint 
resulting in impacts to areas not previously 
assessed to be affected 


 


6.2 Potential Indigenous Heritage Impacts 


Indigenous heritage items and potential impacts due to the construction of the Rail Link are described 
in Table 4 below. 


Table 4: Indigenous Heritage Items 


Site Identification Location Description Impact 


MA14 On the eastern bank of 
Georges River and sited 
partially on the project site 


 Artefact Scatter and 
archaeological deposit. 


Rail link is 
anticipated to impact 
approximately 20%, 
or 2,000 m


2
, of total 


area of MA14. 


PAD 1 On the eastern bank of the 
Georges River and situated 
on MIC site and outside of 
the Rail Link project site. 


 Culturally significant as it 
contains recorded sites. 


 A river terrace running along the 
eastern side of the Georges 
River; largely undisturbed; 
vegetation cleared; eroding; 
grassy with exposures. 


None 


PAD 3 Eastern side of Moorebank 
Avenue, south of the SIMTA 
site. 


 Found to contain no cultural 
material. 


 Recommended to be delisted. 


None 
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Site Identification Location Description Impact 


Pink shaded area in 
Figure 4 


Within the riparian corridor 
along the western bank of the 
Georges River. 


North of the Rail Link and 
outside of the Project site. 


 Area of cultural value. 
 Encompasses the slopes and 


floodplains. 


None 


Orange shaded 
area in Figure 4 


Within the riparian corridor 
along the western bank of the 
Georges River. 


East of the Rail Link and 
outside of the Project site. 


 Archaeological importance. 
 Area of cultural value for further 


assessment under the MIC 
proposal. 


None 


Isolated Find #1 Flat cleared area, east of 
SIMTA Stage 1 site. 


Outside of the Project works 
area. 


 Mudstone complete flake; found 
in sandy clay, flat cleared area. 


None 


Isolated Find #2 Vehicle track north of Anzac 
Creek. 


Outside of the Project works 
area. 


 Mudstone possible flake core; 
found near vehicle track in mud. 


None 


Isolated Find #3 Vehicle track north of Anzac 
Creek. 


Outside of the Project works 
area. 


 Red/ black silcrete possible core 
with one negative flake scar; 
found near vehicle track in mud. 


None 


Isolated Find #4 Vehicle track north of Anzac 
Creek. 


Outside of the Project works 
area. 


 Chert core with 8 negative flake 
scars; found near vehicle track in 
mud. 


None 


Isolated Find #5 Western side of Tarakan 
Road, within the MIC site. 


Outside of the Project works 
area. 


 Red silcrete possible flaked 
piece found on sandy exposure 
west of road. 


None 


Isolated Find #6 Western side of Tarakan 
Road, within the MIC site. 


Outside of the Project works 
area. 


 Poor quality grey chert/ silcrete; 
possible medial flake; found on 
sandy exposure west of road. 


None 


Isolated Find #7 Western side of rail spur off 
the East Hills rail line, within 
Boot land. 


Outside of the Project works 
area. 


 Red silcrete proximal flake; 
found in gravel along rail 
corridor. 


None 


Isolated Find #8 Within PAD 3, in the boot 
land south of Anzac Creek. 


Outside of the Project works 
area. 


 Potential a ground oven that 
may also contain a burial 
underneath 


None 


 


6.3 Potential Non-Indigenous Heritage Impacts 


Indigenous heritage items and potential impacts due to the construction of the Rail Link are described 
in Table 5 below. 
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Table 5: Non-Indigenous Heritage Items 


Site Identification Location Description Impact 


Former Defence 
National Storage 
and Distributions 
Centre (DNSDC) 


(SIMTA site) 


On the eastern 
side of Moorebank 
Avenue 


 Largely intact network of 
WWII-era buildings, road, 
drains, and rail sidings. 


 Listed on the 
Commonwealth Heritage 
List. 


The Rail Link project will not impact 
any buildings in the DNSDC site, 
and there would not be impact on 
the heritage significance of the 
item(s) located on this site. 


School of Military 
Engineering (SME) 


(MIC site) 


On the western 
side of Moorebank 
Avenue directly 
opposite to the 
SIMTA site 


 Locally listed (Liverpool 
LEP). 


The proposed Rail Link passes 
through a small part and alongside 
the southern boundary of the MIC 
site. 


Impacts would be limited to a small 
portion of the SME site, and would 
not have any impact on the heritage 
significance of the item(s) located on 
this site. 


It is possible that archaeological 
evidence for military activities 
survives in the Boot Land. 


Glenfield Farm Located adjacent 
to the rail corridor 
portion (on the 
western side of 
the SSFL) 


 Glenfield Farm Group 
including homestead, barn 
(former dairy and stables). 


 Listed on the State 
Heritage Register and the 
Liverpool LEP. 


Construction of the Rail Link has the 
potential to result in temporary 
impacts (visual, noise and air) on the 
listed Glenfield Farm Group heritage 
items, due to the location and 
operation of plant and equipment 
and vehicle movements during 
construction. 


The Stage 1 EIS does not anticipate 
any vibration impact. 


 


6.4 Cumulative Impacts 


An assessment of the predicted cumulative impacts of the SIMTA and MIC projects has been obtained 
through review of the respective EISs. A summary of the findings is provided below. 


6.4.1 Indigenous Heritage 


Previous activities on the SIMTA site resulted in a high level of disturbance to the site. It is likely that 
this would also be the case for the MIC Proposal site. The introduction of fill will impact any existing 
land surface and/or soil profile (and any associated Aboriginal objects) present within the area of the 
two projects, however this will be mitigated by the pre-construction salvage program to be 
implemented as part of the Rail Link project at the MA14 site. 


Overall, it is concluded that the cumulative impacts on indigenous heritage of the SIMTA Project and 
the MIC Proposal will be minimal, subject to the implementation of mitigation measures. 


 


6.4.2 Non-Indigenous Heritage 


The contribution of the Rail Link Project to the impacts on non-indigenous heritage is minimal, as the 
construction of the Rail Link does not impact any known non-indigenous heritage items. Consideration 
of the cumulative impacts of the rest of the Stage 1 Project, SIMTA Project and MIC Proposal is 
discussed below. 


Construction of the overall SIMTA Project and MIC Proposal will result in loss of heritage structures 
and subsequent loss of heritage context. The Concept Plan committed to consultation with 
Department of Defence during the approvals process to align both the SIMTA Project and MIC 
Proposal in the management of non-indigenous heritage items as far as practicable. 
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Works on the SIMTA site will be aligned to any divestment strategy of the Department of Defence 
during their relocation from the SIMTA site, taking into consideration all heritage items within the 
SIMTA Site and the vicinity of the SIMTA site, and maintaining the heritage significance through the 
development options and possible mitigation measures, however this is outside of the scope of the 
Rail Link project. 


There will be greater collective impact on non-indigenous heritage resulting from the loss of WWII 
buildings on the SIMTA site. Impact on non-indigenous heritage will further compound the rarity and 
representativeness of any remaining heritage items both within the Project site and the wider 
landscape. The change in land use at the MIC site combined with the relocation of the DNSDC has 
compounded the overall loss of connection with former Defence uses across the Moorebank precinct. 


 


6.4.3 Heritage Cumulative Impact Mitigation 


Measures to mitigate the cumulative Indigenous and Non-Indigenous heritage impacts included in 
Section 7 of this Plan. 
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7. Management, Controls and Mitigation Measures 


Controls that are adequate to manage Heritage and to reduce risk to the lowest acceptable rating 
achievable are implemented before any relevant works commence. Elimination of the hazard is the 
first preference of control, followed by engineering, then administrative controls. Controls used on this 
project are described in this section. 


 


7.1 Heritage Management 


7.1.1 Management of Identified Heritage Items 


Heritage management measures for identified indigenous and non-indigenous heritage items in the 
vicinity of the Rail Link are provided below in Table 6 and Table 7 respectively. 


 


Table 6: Indigenous Heritage Management 


Site Identification Management Measure 


MA14  MA14 Salvage Strategy, Program and Report. 
 Salvage will be focused on the area indicated in Figure 5, and undertaken prior to 


pre-construction and construction works. 


PAD 1  No impact predicted. 
 Standard management measures detailed in Table 8 including the unexpected heritage 


finds process detailed in Attachment D will be implemented as appropriate. 


PAD 3  No impact predicted. 
 Standard management measures detailed in Table 8 including the unexpected heritage 


finds process detailed in Attachment D will be implemented as appropriate. 


Pink shaded area in 
Figure 4 


 No impact predicted. 
 Standard management measures detailed in Table 8 including the unexpected heritage 


finds process detailed in Attachment D will be implemented as appropriate. 


Orange shaded 
area in Figure 4 


 No impact predicted. 
 Standard management measures detailed in Table 8 including the unexpected heritage 


finds process detailed in Attachment D will be implemented as appropriate. 


Isolated Finds #1 to 
#8 


 No impact predicted (as they are outside of the works areas). 
 Standard management measures detailed in Table 8 including the unexpected heritage 


finds process detailed in Attachment D will be implemented as appropriate. 


 


Table 7: Non-Indigenous Heritage Management 


Site Identification Management Measure 


Former Defence National Storage and 
Distributions Centre (DNSDC) 


(SIMTA site) 


 No specific mitigation measures are proposed. 
 Standard management measures detailed in Table 8, Attachment D 


will be implemented. 


School of Military Engineering (SME) 


(MIC site) 


 No specific mitigation measures are proposed. 
 Standard management measures detailed in Table 8, Attachment D 


will be implemented. 


Glenfield Farm  No specific mitigation measures are proposed. 
 Standard management measures detailed in Table 8, Attachment D 


and other Aspect Specific Management Plans will be implemented. 
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7.1.2 Unexpected Heritage Finds 


In the event that an unexpected indigenous or non-indigenous heritage item is encountered during 
construction the Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure in Attachment D will be followed. 


 


7.2 Mitigation Measures 


Mitigation measures for the management of heritage impacts are listed in Table 8 below. 


Table 8: Mitigation Measures 


Ref Control Timing Accountability Source 


H1 All cultural heritage items and 
places to be preserved will be 
fenced/flagged and sign 
posted as No-go zones and 
shown on relevant site plans 
and communicated to the 
relevant workforce. These 
No-go zones must be 
observed at all times until a 
Permit to Enter No-go Zone 
has been authorised. 


Pre-construction 


Construction 


Site Supervisor 


Project Engineer 


Environmental 
Coordinator 


CPB Contractors 
Mandatory 
Minimum 


H2 Ground disturbance must not 
take place until a Land 
Disturbance Permit (Permit to 
Clear Land or Vegetation) has 
been authorised. 


Pre-construction 


Construction 


Site Supervisor 


Project Engineer 


Environmental 
Coordinator 


CPB Contractors 
Mandatory 
Minimum 


H3 All Personnel will undertake a 
Site Induction which includes 
Indigenous Heritage and Non-
Indigenous heritage. Specific 
training will be provided to 
persons likely to impact on 
heritage items or values. 


Pre-construction 


Construction 


Project Director CPB Contractors 
Mandatory 
Minimum  


H4 All necessary approvals will 
be obtained prior to 
commencing any works in 
areas of known or potential 
heritage items. 


Pre-construction 


Construction 


Project Director 


Environment Manager 


Good practice 


H5 Formal documented 
engagement will be 
maintained with relevant 
heritage groups or traditional 
owners or Registered 
Aboriginal Parties throughout 
the project.  


Pre-construction 


Construction 


Communications 
Manager 


Environment Manager 


Good practice 


H6 CPB Contractors will not 
harm, modify or otherwise 
impact any heritage items 
outside the subject site. 


Pre-construction 


Construction 


Project Director 


Engineering Manager 


Construction Manager 


Environment Manager 


Recommended 
CoA 
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Ref Control Timing Accountability Source 


H7 Where appropriate, 
indigenous heritage items 
discovered through the 
unexpected finds process 
detailed in Attachment D will 
be registered in OEH’s 
Aboriginal Heritage 
Information Management 
System (AHIMS). 


Construction Site Supervisor 


Project Engineer 


Environment Manager 


Recommended 
CoA 


NSW Concept Plan 
Revised SoC 


C’th MM 


H8 If during construction vibration 
on heritage items is identified 
to be an issue, consideration 
will be given to methods to 
prevent damage to any 
retained heritage items, 
including: 


 Procedures for identifying 
minimum working distances 
to retained heritage items 
(including, at minimum, 
vibration testing and 
monitoring), 


 Detailed options for 
alteration of construction 
methodology should 
preferred values for 
vibration be exceeded, and 


Commitment to implementing 
those options if preferred 
values for vibration are likely 
to be exceeded. 


Construction Construction Manager 


Site Supervisor 


Project Engineer 


Environment Manager 


Recommended 
CoA 


H9 Installation of temporary 
fencing for the protection of 
the riparian corridor along the 
western bank of the Georges 
River. 


Pre-construction Construction Manager 


Project Engineer 


Environment Manager 


NSW Concept Plan 
Revised SoC 


H10 Avoid impacting any known 
Aboriginal heritage objects, 
sites or places and places 
that have potential Aboriginal 
heritage or cultural values. 


Pre-construction 


Construction 


Engineering Manager 


Construction Manager 


Project Engineer 


Environment Manager 


NSW Concept Plan 
Revised SoC 


H11 Where impact cannot be 
avoided, choose partial 
impact rather than complete 
impact wherever possible and 
ensure that appropriate 
measures to mitigate impacts 
are developed and 
implemented as required and 
as appropriate during design 
and construction. 


Design 


Pre-construction 


Construction 


Engineering Manager 


Construction Manager 


NSW Concept Plan 
Revised SoC 


C’th MM 
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Ref Control Timing Accountability Source 


H12 ln the event that previously 
undiscovered Aboriginal 
objects, sites or places (or 
potential Aboriginal objects, 
sites or places) are 
discovered during 
construction, all works in the 
vicinity of the find should 
cease and SIMTA should 
determine the subsequent 
course of action in 
consultation with a heritage 
professional, relevant 
Registered Aboriginal Parties 
and/or the relevant State 
government agency as 
appropriate. 


Construction Site Supervisor 


Project Engineer 


Environmental 
Coordinator 


Environment Manager 


NSW Concept Plan 
Revised SoC 


H13 Should suspected human 
skeletal material be identified, 
all works should cease and 
the NSW Police and the NSW 
Coroner's office contacted. 
Should the burial prove to be 
archaeological of Aboriginal 
origin, consultation with a 
heritage professional, 
relevant RAPs and/or the 
relevant State government 
agency, will be undertaken. 


Construction Site Supervisor 


Project Engineer 


Environmental 
Coordinator 


Environment Manager 


NSW Concept Plan 
Revised SoC 


H14 The potential visual impact of 
the proposed rail corridor 
shall be mitigated by the use 
of screening vegetation and 
terracing or earth mounding 
to soften the impact of the 
flyover. 


Design Engineering Manager NSW Concept Plan 
Revised SoC 


C’th MM 


H15 If any archaeological deposit 
or item of heritage 
significance is located within 
the study area and is at risk of 
being impacted, the NSW 
Heritage Council should be 
notified and a heritage 
consultant/archaeologist 
should be engaged to assess 
the item to determine its 
heritage significance. 


Construction Construction Manager 


Project Engineer 


Environment Manager 


C’th MM 


H16 If re-location of any element 
of the SIMTA proposal 
outside areas assessed within 
the Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage Assessment (AHMS, 
2012) is proposed, further 
assessment of the additional 
area(s) will be undertaken to 
identify and appropriately 
manage Aboriginal 
objects/sites/places that may 
be in this additional area(s). 


Design 


Pre-construction 


Construction 


Engineering Manager 


Construction Manager 


Environment Manager 


C’th MM 
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Ref Control Timing Accountability Source 


H17 Any proposed impacts to 
mature trees (greater than 80 
years old) in the golf course 
will be avoided. 


Design 


Pre-construction 


Construction 


Engineering Manager 


Construction Manager 


Environment Manager 


C’th MM 


H18 If avoidance is not feasible, 
any mature trees that will be 
impacted by the proposed 
development will be inspected 
to identify any potential 
Aboriginal cultural scarring. 


Design 


Pre-construction 


Construction 


Engineering Manager 


Construction Manager 


Environment Manager 


C’th MM 


H19 Should the survey (in H18) 
identify any trees with 
potential cultural scarring, 
further heritage assessment 
and/or mitigation measures 
will be developed. 


Pre-construction 


Construction 


Engineering Manager 


Construction Manager 


Environment Manager 


C’th MM 
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8. Review and Improvement 


8.1 Monitoring 


Heritage monitoring is performed that complies with legal and contract requirements and which is 
sufficient to identify potential non-compliances before they occur.  


 The Environmental Coordinator will undertake weekly inspections and monitoring of construction 
activities to ensure compliance with the requirements of this plan. 


 The Weekly Environmental Inspection Checklist will be used to maintain compliance and 
effectiveness of controls.  If actions are required, then an actions form will be completed and 
issued to the foreman for action. These actions will be tracked to ensure items are closed out 
within the appropriate timeframes. 


 Vibration monitoring is not proposed, but will be considered if there is a risk of vibration impact on 
heritage items or is recommended through a Construction Noise and Vibration Impact Statement.  


 


Where monitoring determines non-compliance to be a risk or to have occurred, an incident report and 
corrective actions are raised in the Synergy. Refer to the CEMP, Part B, Element 9 for incident 
management details. 


Monitoring and analysis of data will be carried out by a competent person. Evidence of competence 
must be retained. 


It is the accountability of the Environment Manager to ensure all monitoring is performed according to 
these requirements. 


 


8.2 Reporting 


 Where required, recording and/or salvage of indigenous/non-indigenous items will be undertaken 
in accordance with relevant guidelines in accordance with the relevant approval for the 
unidentified find associated with the project. 


 Where recording or salvage has been undertaken, a report will be submitted to the Secretary of 
DP&E and any other parties specified in the Conditions of Approval containing the findings of the 
recordings or excavations, including artefact analysis, and the identification of a final repository for 
any finds. The report will be prepared in consultation with the stakeholders and agencies as 
specified in the Conditions of Approval. 


 The Weekly Environmental Inspection Checklist will be used to ensure that all environmental 
aspects are reviewed during inspection of the project. Actions arising from the inspections will be 
recorded and each action will be allocated to the foreman for the work area. 


 Periodic reporting will be completed in accordance with the CEMP. 


 


8.3 Auditing 


Audits (both internal and external) will be undertaken to assess the effectiveness of environmental 
controls, compliance with this CHMP, Conditions of Approval and any other relevant approval and 
licence. Audit requirements are described in the CEMP. 
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8.4 Continuous Improvement 


Continual improvement is achieved through constant measurement and evaluation, audit and review 
of the effectiveness of the plan, and adjustment and improvement of the CEMP, project environmental 
outcomes and CPB Contractors’ Environmental Management System. 


This Plan will be updated as required: 


 To take into account changes to the environment or generally accepted environmental 
management practices, new risks to the environment or changes in law 


 Where requested or required by the Department of Planning & Environment or any other Authority 


 In response to internal or external audits or six-monthly management reviews. 


 


The updated plan must be endorsed by the Environment Manager and approved internally by the 
Project Director. Minor changes may be approved by the Environmental Representative. Minor 
changes would typically include those that: 


 Are editorial in nature (e.g. staff and agency/authority name changes) 


 Do not increase the magnitude of impacts on the environment when considered individually or 
cumulatively 


 Do not compromise the ability of the project to meet approval or legislative requirements. 


 


Where the Environmental Representative deems it necessary, the plan will be provided to relevant 
stakeholders for review and comment if required and forwarded to the Secretary of DP&E for approval. 
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Attachments 


Attachment A: Compliance Matrix 


Contract Clauses 


Table 9: Principal’s Project Requirements 


Principal’s 
Project 
Requirements 


Requirement Where Addressed 


Section 1.4 (cc) Comply with any obligations resulting from the submission of the 
Aboriginal Heritage Site Recording Form for MA14 where these 
obligations relate to the delivery of RALP No. 1 


This Plan (to be 
updated on 
completion of MA14 
site recording) 


 


Conditions of Project Environmental Approvals 


Stage 1 Recommended Conditions of Approval 


Table 10: Stage 1 Recommended Conditions of Approval 


Stage 1 
Recommended 
CoA Ref 


Requirement Where Addressed 


C13 Prior to the commencement of construction activities affecting the 
WWII store buildings, the Applicant shall complete all archival 
recordings. This work shall be undertaken by an experienced 
heritage consultant, in accordance with the guidelines issued by the 
Heritage Council of NSW. Within 6 months of completing this work, 
the Applicant shall submit a report containing archival recordings to 
the Secretary, Certifying Authority, the Heritage Council of NSW, 
Liverpool Council and the local Historical Society. 


Rail Link works not 
expected to impact 
on retained heritage 
items.  


 


Section 6.3 


C14 Prior to the commencement of construction activities affecting the 
WWII store buildings, the Applicant shall prepare a Heritage 
Interpretation Strategy, in consultation with the Heritage Division. 
The Strategy shall be submitted for the approval of the Secretary 
with a copy provided to the Certifying Authority. 


Rail Link works not 
expected to impact 
on retained heritage 
items.  


 


Section 6.3 


C15 Prior to the commencement of pre-construction and construction 
activities affecting Aboriginal site MA14, the Applicant shall: 


a) develop a detailed salvage strategy, prepared in consultation with 
OEH (Aboriginal heritage) and the Aboriginal stakeholders. The 
investigation program shall be prepared to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary; and 


b) undertake any further archaeological excavation works 
recommended by the results of the Aboriginal archaeological 
investigation program. 


Within twelve months of completing the above work, unless 
otherwise agreed by the Secretary, the Applicant shall submit a 
report containing the findings of the excavations, including artefact 
analysis and Aboriginal Site Impacts Recording Forms (ASIR), and 
the identification of final storage location for all Aboriginal objects 
recovered (testing and salvage), prepared in consultation with the 
Aboriginal stakeholders, the OEH (Aboriginal heritage) and to the 
satisfaction of the Secretary. 


Note: where archaeological testing has occurred as part of the 
Environmental Assessment and the results are included in the 
documents listed in condition A1 the sites tested must still form part 
of the final report prepared under C16(b). 


MA14 Salvage 
Strategy, Program 
and Report 
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Stage 1 
Recommended 
CoA Ref 


Requirement Where Addressed 


E12 The Applicant shall not harm, modify or otherwise impact any 
heritage items outside the subject site. 


Table 8 


E34 As part of the CEMP for the SSD, the Applicant shall prepare and 
implement: 


CEMP 


E34 c) c) a Construction Heritage Management Plan to ensure construction 
impacts on Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal heritage will be 
appropriately avoided, minimised and managed. The Plan shall be 
developed in consultation with OEH, the relevant Council, the NSW 
Heritage Council (for non-Aboriginal State heritage items) and the 
relevant Local Aboriginal Land Councils (for Aboriginal heritage), and 
include, but not necessarily be limited to: 


This Plan 


E34 c) (i) in relation to Aboriginal Heritage: This Plan 


E34 c) a) details of management measures to be carried out in relation to 
Aboriginal heritage, including a detailed methodology and strategies 
for protection, monitoring, and conservation of sites and items; 


Section 7 


Section 1 


MA14 Salvage 
Strategy, Program 
and Report 


E34 c) b) procedures for dealing with previously unidentified Aboriginal 
objects (excluding human remains), including cessation of works in 
the vicinity, assessment of the significance of the item(s) and 
determination of appropriate mitigation measures, including when 
works can re-commence, by a suitably qualified and experienced 
archaeologist in consultation with the Secretary and Aboriginal 
stakeholders, assessment of the consistency of any Aboriginal 
heritage impacts against the approved impacts of the SSD, and, 
where relevant, registration in the OEH’s Aboriginal Heritage 
Information Management System (AHIMS) register; 


Table 8 


Attachment D 
(Unexpected Finds 
Procedure) 


E34 c) c) procedures for dealing with human remains, including cessation of 
works in the vicinity, notification of Secretary, NSW Police Force, 
OEH and Aboriginal stakeholders, and commitment to cease 
recommencing any works in the area unless authorised by the OEH 
and/or the NSW Police Force; 


Attachment D 
(Unexpected Finds 
Procedure) 


E34 c) d) heritage training and induction processes for construction 
personnel (including procedures for keeping records of inductions) 
and obligations under the conditions of this approval including site 
identification, protection and conservation of Aboriginal cultural 
heritage; and 


Section 4.2 


E34 c) e) procedures for ongoing Aboriginal consultation and involvement 
for the duration of construction; and 


Section 3.1 


Section 3.2 


E34 c) (ii) in relation to non-Aboriginal Heritage: This Plan 


E34 c) a) identification of heritage items directly and indirectly affected by 
construction; 


Section 6.3 


E34 c) b) consideration of methods to prevent damage to any retained 
heritage items, including: 


Rail Link works not 
expected to impact 
on retained heritage 
items.  
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Stage 1 
Recommended 
CoA Ref 


Requirement Where Addressed 


E34 c) I. procedures for identifying minimum working distances to retained 
heritage items (including, at minimum, vibration testing and 
monitoring), 


Rail Link works not 
expected to impact 
on retained heritage 
items. 


Section 6.3 


E34 c) II. detailed options for alteration of construction methodology should 
preferred values for vibration be exceeded, and 


Rail Link works not 
expected to impact 
on retained heritage 
items. 


Section 6.3 


E34 c) III. commitment to implementing those options if preferred values for 
vibration are likely to be exceeded. 


Rail Link works not 
expected to impact 
on retained heritage 
items. 


Section 6.3 


E34 c) c) details of management measures to be implemented to prevent 
and minimise impacts on heritage items (including further heritage 
investigations, archival recordings and/or measures to protect 
unaffected sites during construction works in the vicinity); 


Section 7.1 


Table 8 


Attachment D 
(Unexpected Finds 
Procedure) 


E34 c) d) details of monitoring and reporting requirements for impacts on 
heritage items; 


Section 1 


Attachment D 
(Unexpected Finds 
Procedure) 


E34 c) e) procedures for dealing with previously unidentified heritage 
objects, (including cessation of works in the vicinity, assessment of 
the significance of the item(s) and determination of appropriate 
mitigation measures including when works can re-commence by a 
suitably qualified and experienced archaeologist in consultation with 
the OEH, NSW Heritage Council and the Secretary, assessment of 
the consistency of any heritage impacts against the approved 
impacts of the SSD, and, where relevant, notification of the Heritage 
Council of NSW in accordance with section 146 of the Heritage Act 
1977; and 


Attachment D 
(Unexpected Finds 
Procedure) 


E34 c) f) heritage training and induction processes for construction 
personnel (including procedures for keeping records of inductions 
and obligations under this approval including site identification, 
protection and conservation of non-Aboriginal cultural heritage; and 


Section 4.2 


E34 c) (iii) mechanisms for the monitoring, review and amendment of this 
plan. 


Section 1 


CEMP (Part B, 
Element 12) 
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Stage 1 Final Compilation of Mitigation Measures 


Table 11: Stage 1 Final Compilation of Mitigation Measures 


Stage 1 FCMM 
Ref 


Requirement Where Addressed 


9 Aboriginal Heritage  


9A Consultation will be maintained with the Aboriginal stakeholders 
during the finalisation of the Proposal in order to identify long-term 
curation and management of the Aboriginal objects recovered 
through the archaeological program (including open salvage 
excavation). 


MA14 Salvage 
Strategy 


Section 3.2 


 Mitigation measures included in Section 9 of the draft Aboriginal 
Heritage Impact Assessment (AHMS, 2015) in relation to Aboriginal 
site, MA14 (artefact scatter and deposit) on the eastern bank of 
Georges River would be implemented during salvage works. 


MA14 Salvage 
Strategy 


9B All relevant personnel and contractors involved in the design of the 
Proposal will be advised of the relevant heritage considerations, 
legislative requirements and recommendations in the draft Aboriginal 
Heritage Impact Assessment (AHMS, 2015) 


Section 4.2 


9C Management of Aboriginal heritage will be managed through the 
CEMP for the Proposal. The CEMP will include the following at a 
minimum: 


This Plan 


 A summary of the findings of the draft Aboriginal Heritage Impact 
Assessment (AHMS, 2015) 


Section 5.1 


Section 6.2 


 Measures to be implemented in the event of an unexpected 
archaeological and cultural finds (including human remains) 


Attachment D 
(Unexpected Finds 
Procedure) 


 All relevant personnel and contractors involved in the construction of 
the Proposal will be advised of the relevant heritage considerations, 
legislative requirements and recommendations in the draft Aboriginal 
Heritage Impact Assessment (AHMS, 2015) 


Section 4.2 


 Installation of temporary fencing for the protection of the riparian 
corridor along the western bank of the Georges River 


Table 8 


CSWMP (PESCP) 


 Areas that have been subject to assessment in the draft Aboriginal 
Heritage Impact Assessment (AHMS, 2015) should be clearly 
identified on construction plans. Should construction activities be 
proposed to extend beyond this boundary, appropriate heritage 
investigations will be undertaken to identify and manage Aboriginal 
objects/ sites/ places that may be in the additional area(s). 


Construction Area 
Plan 


Site Environmental 
Plan 


10 Non-Indigenous Heritage  


10A A full photographic record of the SIMTA site should be made prior to 
Stage 1 construction commencing. This will record the setting and 
context of the site as a whole prior to any impact on collective 
significance. 


Not applicable to the 
Rail Link 


10B A heritage interpretation strategy will be prepared, which could 
include interpretative mediums such as plaques and displays 
(subject to a suitable area being located) and online resources. 


Not applicable to the 
Rail Link 


10C A Heritage Management Plan in adherence to NSW Heritage Council 
guidelines will be prepared as part of the CEMP for the Stage 1 
Proposal. At a minimum the following measures will be included 
within the Heritage Management Plan: 


This Plan 
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Stage 1 FCMM 
Ref 


Requirement Where Addressed 


 Archaeological monitoring during construction will be conducted for a 
representative sample of the sites PADs F and G (to the south, and 
south west of Building No. 11, respectively) of former structures. 
Excavation of these sites will be directed by an Excavation Director, 
who is experienced in investigations of locally significant 
archaeology. 


Not applicable to the 
Rail Link unless 
unexpected finds are 
encountered. 


 The archaeologist will assess the likely significance of any 
archaeological deposits encountered, and provide advice regarding 
appropriate further action. 


Not applicable to the 
Rail Link unless 
unexpected finds are 
encountered. 


 If unexpected finds are located during works, an archaeological 
consultant will be engaged to assess the significance of the finds and 
the NSW Heritage Council notified. Further archaeological work or 
recording may be recommended. 


Attachment D 
(Unexpected Finds 
Procedure) 


 


NSW Concept Plan Conditions of Approval 


Table 12: NSW Concept Plan Conditions of Approval 


NSW Concept 
Plan CoA Ref 


Requirement Where Addressed 


2.8 Any future Development Application shall assess heritage impacts of 
the proposal. The assessment shall: 


Stage 1 EIS 


a) Consider impacts to Aboriginal heritage (including cultural and 
archaeological significance), in particular impacts to Aboriginal 
heritage sites identified within or near the project should be 
assessed. Where impacts are identified, the assessment shall 
demonstrate effective consultation with Aboriginal communities in 
determining and assessing impacts and developing and selecting 
options and mitigation measures (including the final proposed 
measures); and 


Stage 1 EIS 


b) Consider impacts to historic heritage. For any identified impacts, the 
assessment shall: 


i. Outline the proposed mitigation and management measures 
(including measures to avoid significant impacts and an evaluation of 
the effectiveness of the measures). Mitigation measures should 
include (but not be limited to) photographic archival recording and 
adaptive re-use of buildings or building elements on site) 


ii. Be undertaken by a suitably qualified heritage consultant(s); and 


iii. Include a statement of heritage impact. 


Stage 1 EIS 


 


NSW Concept Plan Revised Statement of Commitments 


Table 13: NSW Concept Plan Revised Statement of Commitments 


NSW Concept 
Plan Revised 
SoC Ref 


Requirement Where Addressed 


 Indigenous Heritage  


2.01 The Proponent commits to the implementation of the following 
General Mitigation Measures in the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Assessment and including 


This Plan 
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NSW Concept 
Plan Revised 
SoC Ref 


Requirement Where Addressed 


a) Consultation between SIMTA and relevant Registered Aboriginal 
Parties (RAPs) throughout the design and construction of the SIMTA 
proposal. 


Stage 1 EIS 


MA14 Salvage 
Strategy, Program 


Section 3.1 


Section 3.2 


Attachment C 
(Stakeholder 
Consultation 
Responses) 


b) Where possible, SIMTA should aim to avoid impacting any known 
Aboriginal heritage objects, sites or places and places that have 
potential Aboriginal heritage or cultural values, throughout the life of 
the SIMTA proposal. 


Stage 1 EIS 


Table 8 


c) Where impact cannot be avoided, SIMTA should choose partial 
impact rather than complete impact wherever possible and ensure 
that appropriate measures to mitigate impacts are developed and 
implemented as required and as appropriate during design, 
construction and operation of the various stages of the SIMTA 
proposal. 


Stage 1 EIS 


Table 8 


d) lf relocation of any element of the SIMTA proposal outside area 
assessed in this study is proposed, further assessment of the 
additional area(s) should be undertaken to identify and appropriately 
manage Aboriginal objects/sites/places that may be in this additional 
area(s). 


Stage 1 EIS 


Design 


e) ln the event that previously undiscovered Aboriginal objects, sites or 
places (or potential Aboriginal objects, sites or places) are 
discovered during construction, all works in the vicinity of the find 
should cease and SIMTA should determine the subsequent course 
of action in consultation with a heritage professional, relevant 
Registered Aboriginal Parties and/or the relevant State government 
agency as appropriate. 


Section 3.2 


Table 8 


Attachment D 
(Unexpected Finds 
Procedure) 


f) Should suspected human skeletal material be identified, all works 
should cease and the NSW Police and the NSW Coroner's office 
contacted. Should the burial prove to be archaeological of Aboriginal 
origin, consultation with a heritage professional, relevant RAPs 
and/or the relevant State government agency, should be undertaken 
by SIMTA. 


Section 3.2, 


Table 8 


Attachment D 
(Unexpected Finds 
Procedure) 


g) SIMTA should ensure that any reports or documents for the SIMTA 
proposal concerning Aboriginal heritage comply with applicable 
statutory requirements (those currently applicable are outlined in this 
report), are prepared in accordance with best practice professional 
standards and, where appropriate, ensure findings are provided to 
OEH AHIMS Registrar and the relevant RAPs. 


Table 8 


Attachment D 
(Unexpected Finds 
Procedure) 


2.02 The Proponent commits to the implementation of the following Site 
Specific Mitigation Measures: 


This Plan 
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NSW Concept 
Plan Revised 
SoC Ref 


Requirement Where Addressed 


a) To ensure cultural values of land affected by the rail link are 
appropriately characterised and assessed, Aboriginal consultation 
should continue to be undertaken in accordance with applicable 
guidelines and requirements. 


Stage 1 EIS 


MA14 Salvage 
Strategy, Program 


Section 3.1 


Section 3.2 


Attachment C 
(Stakeholder 
Consultation 
Responses) 


b) Where potentially impacted by the proposed rail link footprint, the 
artefacts identified in Transect I on the SIMTA site, and Transect 7 
immediately south of the SIMTA site, should be collected by RAPs in 
conjunction with a heritage professional before construction 
commences. A Care and Control Agreement should be completed 
between SIMTA and the RAPs regarding the future of the artefacts (it 
is usually preferred that they be reburied nearby). 


Stage 1 EIS 


MA14 Salvage 
Strategy, Program 


c) Given the extensive historical disturbance within the remainder of the 
SIMTA site, it is considered that the likelihood of the presence of 
intact or significant Aboriginal objects and/or sites is low and no 
further archaeological investigations are warranted in these 
remaining areas; 


Noted 


d) ln relation to the proposed rail link footprint, with the exception of 
PADs 1 - 3 (Figure 33), it is considered that the likelihood of the 
presence of intact or significant Aboriginal objects and/or sites is low 
and no further archaeological investigations are warranted in the 
remaining areas; 


Noted 


e) Areas within 50 metres of the eastern and western banks of the 
Georges River, should not be impacted without further assessment. 


Stage 1 EIS 


f) The detailed application for the first stage of works shall include test 
excavations in each of PADs 1 - 3 in accordance with current 
archaeological practice and any relevant guidelines to determine the 
nature, extent and significance of any Aboriginal archaeological 
deposit. Such testing would be undertaken under Section 75U of the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, and be used to 


inform the assessment of these areas prior to lodgement of the 
subsequent staged application. 


Stage 1 EIS 


2.03 Where the detailed design of the rail link would result in disturbance 
to a potential archaeological deposit or an area of potential 
archaeological value the detailed application for that stage of works 
shall include test excavations in those areas that may be disturbed in 
accordance with current archaeological practice and any relevant 
guidelines to determine the nature, extent and significance of any 
Aboriginal archaeological deposit. Such testing would be undertaken 
under Section 75U of the Environmental Planning and Assessment 
Act 1979, and be used to inform the assessment of these areas prior 


to lodgement of the subsequent staged application. 


Stage 1 EIS 


 Non-Indigenous Heritage  


2.04 The proponent commits to undertaking the recommendations within 
the Non-Indigenous Heritage report and including: 


 


a) Preparing a Statement of Heritage lmpact (SoHl) for submission to 
the Minister for Planning and lnfrastructure as part of staged 
planning applications at State level. 


Stage 1 EIS 
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NSW Concept 
Plan Revised 
SoC Ref 


Requirement Where Addressed 


b) Commencing discussions with the appropriate heritage bodies 
regarding the potential listing of the DNSDC site on the National 
Heritage List or the State Heritage Register. 


Not applicable to the 
Rail Link 


c) Preparing a Statement of Heritage lmpact for each stage, including 
the legal status of the site and advice on required actions depending 
on whether the site is listed or unlisted at the time that approval is 
sought. 


Stage 1 EIS 


d) Development of an overall mitigation strategy for the DNSDC site, 
which may be based on Table 3 of the Non lndigenous Heritage 
report. 


Not applicable to the 
Rail Link 


e) Undertaking further archaeological assessment and investigation or 
monitoring, where required in areas designated as having 
archaeological potential that would be impacted by the proposal. The 
SoHls for each stage should address the archaeological potential 
within the development area for each stage 


Stage 1 EIS 


f) lf any archaeological deposit or item of heritage significance is 
located within the study area and is at risk of being impacted, the 
NSW Heritage Council should be notified and a heritage consultant 
archaeologist should be engaged to assess the item to determine its 
heritage significance. 


Stage 1 EIS 


2.05 The potential visual impact of the proposed rail corridor shall be 
mitigated by the use of screening vegetation and terracing or earth 
mounding to soften the impact of the flyover. 


Design 


UDLP 


 


Commonwealth Concept Plan Approval 


Table 14: Commonwealth Concept Plan Approval 


Commonwealth 
CoA Ref 


Requirement Where Addressed 


 Construction Environment Management Plan  


7 For the better protection of Commonwealth land, the person taking 
the action must engage a suitably qualified expert(s) to prepare a 
Construction Environment Management Plan (CEMP), for the 
approval of the Minister. The CEMP must include in relation to 
construction of the proposed facility: 


CEMP 


b) identification and quantification of all potential impacts associated 
with noise, vibration, air quality, traffic, light spill, hydrological 
changes, contamination, and indigenous heritage (including 
cumulative impacts associated with the DoFs proposed intermodal) 
upon Commonwealth land. Consideration must be given to people 
and communities at SME, DNSDC, Defence housing, and the 
environment more generally in neighbouring bushland areas. Of 
note, the air quality assessment must quantify emissions arising from 
air pollutant sources for which there are established national air 
quality standards; 


This Plan 


Other Aspect Specific 
Management Plans 
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Commonwealth 
CoA Ref 


Requirement Where Addressed 


c) the results of further investigations with regard to land contamination 
and indigenous heritage impacts (specifically, PADs two and three). 
If adverse impacts are identified, details on how such matters will be 
managed/mitigated must also be provided. 


Evidence of ongoing consultation with RAPs regarding further 
investigations for indigenous heritage objects/places must  be 
provided; 


Stage 1 EIS 


Table 8 


Section 3.1 


Section 3.2 


Attachment C 
(Stakeholder 
Consultation 
Responses) 


MA14 Salvage 
Strategy, Program 
and Report 


d) refined details (including implementation timeframes) for the 
mitigation measures outlined in the EIS (sections 7.4.2, 7.4.3, 7.4.6, 
7.4.7, 7.4.8 and 7.4.9) and summarised at Annexure A; 


Table 8 


g) details  of a comprehensive monitoring program (including locations, 
frequency and duration) for: 


i. validating the anticipated impacts associated with condition 7(b); 
and 


ii. determining the effectiveness of proposed mitigation/management 
measures; 


Section 1 


MA14 Salvage 
Strategy, Program 
and Report 


h) provisions to revise the approved CEMP in response to monitoring 
associated with condition 7(g) including, details of 
response/contingency mechanisms to address any exceedances of 
the relevant trigger  values; 


Section 1 


CEMP (Part B, 
Element 12) 


i) evidence of consultation with Defence regarding the adequacy of 
proposed mitigation measures in particular, those measures to 
mitigate potential light spill impacts upon residential dwellings within 
SME outside of standard construction hours; and 


Section 3.1 


Attachment C 
(Stakeholder 
Consultation 
Responses) 


 Administrative Conditions  


Notes: Management plans referred to in conditions 5 to 8 may be 
reorganised for administrative efficiency provided that all specified 
requirements are addressed and that each document is submitted 
with a clear description of the condition(s) it is intended to satisfy. For 
example, management plans may be further aggregated or 
disaggregated by construction stage, geographic area or 
management theme (including by 'species' in the case of condition 
6). Where a plan is used to satisfy the requirements of both the State 
and the Commonwealth, that plan must clearly articulate where each 
of the Commonwealth's conditional criteria have been addressed 
within that plan. 


Noted 


 


  







Construction Heritage Management Plan 


Attachments 


 
Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Development Stage 1 – RALP No. 1 Page 38 of 45 


  
 


Commonwealth Concept Plan Mitigation Measures 


Table 15: Commonwealth Concept Plan Mitigation Measures 


C’th Concept Plan 
MM Ref 


Requirement Where Addressed 


7.4.4 European Heritage  


7.4.4.1   


a) Preparing a Statement of Heritage Impact (SoHI) for submission to 
the NSW Minister for Planning and Infrastructure as part of staged 
planning applications at State level. 


Stage 1 EIS 


b) Commencing discussions with the appropriate heritage bodies 
regarding the potential listing of the DNSDC site on the National 
Heritage List or the State Heritage Register. 


Not applicable to the 
Rail Link 


c) Development of an overall mitigation strategy for the DNSDC site, 
which may be based on Table 81. 


Not applicable to the 
Rail Link 


d) Undertaking further archaeological assessment and investigation or 
monitoring, where required in areas designated as having 
archaeological potential that would be impacted by the proposal. 
The SoHIs for each stage should address the archaeological 
potential within the development area for each stage. 


Stage 1 EIS 


e) If any archaeological deposit or item of heritage significance is 
located within the study area and is at risk of being impacted, the 
NSW Heritage Council should be notified and a heritage 
consultant/archaeologist should be engaged to assess the item to 
determine its heritage significance. 


Table 8 


Attachment D 
(Unexpected Finds 
Procedure) 


f) The potential visual impact of the proposed rail link on Glenfield 
Farm shall be mitigated by the use of screening vegetation along 
Moorebank Avenue. 


Design 


UDLP 


7.4.4.2 Stage 1A  


a) Archival recording according to the DNSDC site mitigation strategy 
(to be developed) will be undertaken prior to works commencing. 


Not applicable to the 
Rail Link 


b) Archaeological monitoring should be conducted for a representative 
sample of the sites of former structures that will be subject to 
proposed subsurface impacts for Stage 1A. Monitoring should be 
undertaken by a suitable archaeologist with Excavation Director 
Criteria qualifications, who will assess the likely significance of any 
archaeological deposits encountered, and provide advice regarding 
appropriate further action. If highly significant remains were 
identified during monitoring, it might be appropriate to conduct 
further monitoring for additional sites of former structures. A 
comprehensive archaeological research design should be prepared 
for the archaeological monitoring once the details of the proposed 
development have been finalised. 


Stage 1 EIS 


No impacts expected 
from Rail Link works 
to European Heritage 
items 


c) Possible vibratory impacts to the three WWII-era buildings located 
adjacent to the Stage 1A area should be monitored in accordance 
with any recommendations made in the vibration assessment as 
included within Section 7.3.7. 


No impacts expected 
from Rail Link works 
to European Heritage 
items 


d) A Heritage Management Plan in adherence to NSW Heritage 
Council guidelines should be prepared as part of the Construction 
Environmental Management Plan for the project. 


This Plan 
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C’th Concept Plan 
MM Ref 


Requirement Where Addressed 


e) If unexpected finds are located during works the NSW Heritage 
Council will be notified and an archaeological consultant engaged to 
assess the significance of the finds. Further archaeological work or 
recording may be recommended. The process for managing such 
finds will be confirmed with Defence, the Department of the 
Environment and NSW Heritage Council and documented within the 
Construction Environmental Management Plan. 


Attachment D 
(Unexpected Finds 
Procedure) 


7.4.5 Indigenous Heritage  


7.4.5.1 Construction 


The following design and construction mitigation measures were 
identified as part of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment 
(AHMS 2012): 


This Plan 


a) Consultation between SIMTA and relevant Registered Aboriginal 
Parties (RAPs) will be maintained throughout the design and 
construction of the SIMTA proposal. 


Section 3.2 


MA14 Salvage 
Strategy, Program 


b) Where impact cannot be avoided, SIMTA will choose partial impact 
rather than complete impact wherever possible and implement 
measures to mitigate impacts as required and as appropriate during 
design and construction of the various stages of the SIMTA 
proposal. 


Table 8 


c) If re-location of any element of the SIMTA proposal outside areas 
assessed within the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment 
(AHMS, 2012) is proposed, further assessment of the additional 
area(s) will be undertaken to identify and appropriately manage 
Aboriginal objects/sites/places that may be in this additional area(s). 


Stage 1 EIS 


Table 8 


d) In the event that previously undiscovered Aboriginal objects, sites 
or places (or potential Aboriginal objects, sites or places) are 
discovered during construction, all works in the vicinity of the find 
will cease and SIMTA will determine the subsequent course of 
action in consultation with a heritage professional, relevant RAPs 
and/or the relevant State government agency as appropriate. 


Attachment D 
(Unexpected Finds 
Procedure) 


e) Should suspected human skeletal material be identified, all works 
will cease and the NSW Police and the NSW Coroner's office 
contacted. Should the burial prove to be archaeological of 
Aboriginal origin, consultation with a heritage professional, relevant 
RAPs and/or the relevant State government agency, will be 
undertaken by SIMTA. 


Attachment D 
(Unexpected Finds 
Procedure) 


f) SIMTA will verify that reports or documents for the SIMTA proposal 
concerning Aboriginal heritage comply with applicable statutory 
requirements (those currently applicable are outlined in this report), 
are prepared in accordance with best practice professional 
standards and, where appropriate, provide findings to OEH AHIMS 
Registrar and the relevant RAPs. 


Stage 1 EIS 


MA14 Salvage 
Strategy 


Table 8 


Attachment D 
(Unexpected Finds 
Procedure) 


g) To appropriately characterise and assess cultural values for both 
the SIMTA site and rail corridor, Aboriginal consultation will 
continue to be undertaken in accordance with applicable guidelines 
and requirements. 


Stage 1 EIS 


Section 3.1 


Section 3.2 


Attachment C 
(Stakeholder 
Consultation 
Responses) 
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C’th Concept Plan 
MM Ref 


Requirement Where Addressed 


h) The artefacts identified in Transect 1 on the SIMTA site, and 
Transect 7 immediately south of the SIMTA site, will be collected by 
RAPs in conjunction with a heritage professional before 
construction commences. 


Stage 1 EIS 


i) A Care and Control Agreement will be completed between SIMTA 
and the RAPs regarding the future of the artefacts (it is usually 
preferred that they be reburied nearby). 


MA14 Salvage 
Strategy, Program 


j) Any areas outside those investigated as part of this assessment, 
most notably those areas within 50 metres of the eastern and 
western banks of the Georges River, will not be impacted without 
further assessment. 


Stage 1 EIS 


k) Areas of the study area in close proximity to Georges River and the 
south-western most corner of the proposed rail corridor, which 
could not be adequately investigated due to access issues, will be 
investigated further prior to direct or indirect impact in this area. 


Stage 1 EIS 


l) If significant Aboriginal site(s) are identified during test excavations 
of PADs 1, 2 or 3, then design of the SIMTA proposal to avoid such 
sites(s) is the preferred option. However, if it is not considered 
possible to avoid such site(s), then salvage excavations of the 
PADs, in accordance with current archaeological practice any 
relevant guidelines and in consultation with the RAPs, will be 
undertaken to gather as much information on the site(s) as possible 
prior to disturbance. 


MA14 Salvage 
Strategy, Program 


m) Any proposed impacts to mature trees (greater than 80 years old) in 
the golf course will be avoided. 


Table 8 


n) If avoidance is not feasible, any mature trees that will be impacted 
by the proposed development will be inspected to identify any 
potential Aboriginal cultural scarring. 


Table 8 


o) Should the survey identify any trees with potential cultural scarring, 
further heritage assessment and/or mitigation measures may need 
to be developed. 


Table 8 


 


   


  







Construction Heritage Management Plan 


Attachments 


 
Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Development Stage 1 – RALP No. 1 Page 41 of 45 


  
 


Attachment B: Glossary 


The following table outlines key terms used in this document and associated procedures: 


Term Definition 


AHIMS Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System 


Amended Rail Link The Rail link alignment provided within this Response to Submissions (RtS), which 
includes an amendment from that provided within the Stage 1 EIS. The 
amendment relates to a shift of the rail alignment (to the west) within the Southern 
Boot Lands. 


ARTC Australian Rail Track Corporation 


CBD Central Business District 


CAP Construction Area Plan – The main document prepared during the construction 
planning for that work area. Includes construction methodology, risk assessment, 
constructability reviews and Work Pack listing. 


CBNTCAC Cubbitch Barta Native Title Claimants Aboriginal Corporation 


CCC Campbelltown City Council 


CEMP Construction Environmental Management Plan 


CHMP Construction Heritage Management Plan 


CoA Condition of Approval 


Concept Plan Approval Concept Plan Approval (MP 10_0193) granted on 29 September 2014 by the 
NSW Department of Planning & Environment for the development of the SIMTA 
IMT Facility at Moorebank. This reference includes the associated Conditions of 
Approval and Statement of Commitments (SoC) which form the approval 
documentation for the Concept Plan Approval. 


DACHA Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessments 


DALI Darug Aboriginal Landcare Inc 


DCAC Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation 


DLO Darug Land Observations 


DTAC Darug Tribal Aboriginal Corporation 


DNSDC Defence National Storage and Distribution Centre 


DoD Department of Defence (Commonwealth) 


DotE Department of the Environment (Commonwealth) 


DPI Department of Primary Industries 


DP&E Department of Planning and Environment 


EIS Environmental Impact Statement 


EMS Environmental Management System 


EP&A Act Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 


EP&A Regulation Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 


EPBC Act Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 
(Commonwealth) 
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Term Definition 


EPBC Approval Approval (No. 2011/6229) granted under the EPBC Act on March 2014 by the 
Commonwealth Department of the Environment for the development of the SIMTA 
IMT Facility at Moorebank. 


EPL Environment Protection Licence 


ESD Ecologically Sustainable Development 


Former DNSDC South The land to the south of the operational footprint of the Stage 1 site, to the 
boundary fence of the former DNSDC 


GIS Geographic Information System 


HPI High Potential Incident 


IMEX Import / Export 


IMT Intermodal Terminal 


LALC Local Aboriginal Land Council 


LCC Liverpool City Council 


LEP Local Environmental Plan 


LGA Local Government Area 


MIC Moorebank Intermodal Company 


MIC Project Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Project (SSD-5066) currently seeking approval 
under Part 4, Division 4.1 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 
1979 


MIC Site Refers to the former School of Military Engineering site, which is currently the 
subject of an approval, under Part 4, Division 4.1 of the Environmental Planning 
and Assessment Act 1979 for the development of an intermodal facility, 
associated commercial infrastructure (warehousing) and a rail link (3 options have 
been provided). 


NSW New South Wales 


NW Act Noxious Weeds Act 1993 


OEH Office of Environment and Heritage 


POEO Act Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 


Previous Rail Link The Rail link alignment provided within the Stage 1 EIS dated May 2015 


Project Site Includes the SIMTA site and the Rail Corridor, i.e. the entire site area which was 
approved under the Concept Plan Approval. 


Proposal Site Includes the Stage 1 site and the Rail Corridor, i.e. the area for which approval 
(construction and operation) is sought within this EIS. 


Rail Corridor Area defined as the ‘Rail Corridor’ within the Concept Plan Approval. The rail link 
is also included within this area. 


Rail Link The rail link including the area on either side to be impacted by the construction 
works included in the Stage 1 Proposal. 


RailCorp Land Lot 1 DP 825352 (part of the Rail Corridor) and owned by RailCorp 


RALP No. 1 Rail Access Land Package No. 1 (this Project) 
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Term Definition 


RAPs Registered Aboriginal Parties 


SEAR Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirement 


SEH Significant Environmental Hazard – For the purposes of this CEMP an 
Environmental Hazard is taken to be the same as an Environmental Aspect 
(ISO 14001:2004). It is an element of the project’s activities or products or 
services that can interact with the environment. Significant environmental hazards 
are those environmental hazards that have the potential to have a significant 
adverse impact on the environment and that require persistent and multiple levels 
of controls. 


SIMTA Sydney Intermodal Terminal Alliance – a consortium comprising Qube Holdings 
and Aurizon 


SIMTA Project The SIMTA Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Facility at Moorebank as approved by 
the Concept Plan (MP_10_0913). 


SIMTA Site Includes the former Defence National Storage and Distribution Centre (DNSDC) 
site, the land owned by SIMTA which is subject to the Concept Plan Approval 


SME School of Military Engineering 


Southern Boot Land Southern Boot Land includes Commonwealth owned land (Lot 4, DP 1197707) to 
the south of the former DNSDC south, and to the north of the EHPL (part of the 
Boot Land as described in the MIC proposal). 


SSD State Significant Development 


SSFL Southern Sydney Freight Line 


Stage 1 Site The subject of this EIS, the western part of the SIMTA site which includes all areas 
to be disturbed by the Stage 1 Proposal (including the Operational area and 
Indicative Construction area). This area does not include the Rail Corridor. 


TEU Twenty-foot Equivalent Unit 


The Proposal Stage 1 of the SIMTA Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Facility including 
construction and operation of the IMT and Rail link, i.e. all works and built form for 
which approval is sought in this EIS. 


Work Area A separable portion of work that is identified early in construction planning to help 
drive early definition of construction methodology and alignment of design 
activities. Work Areas should be listed in the overall construction methodology. 
The planning document for a work area is called a Work Area Plan.  


Work Pack A pack of relevant construction documents that contains relevant information for 
Site Engineers and foremen to manage the works. There will be multiple Work 
Packs contained in a WAP. A Work Pack contains work method statements, risk 
assessments, JSEAs, ITPs, drawings, site instructions, environmental controls, 
etc. 


Work Procedure A document that provides a detailed step-by-step description for how work 
activities will be carried out. May document Risks & Controls associated with each 
step 
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Attachment C: Stakeholder Consultation Responses 


 


 


<Include results of consultation here> 
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Attachment D: Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure 
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1 Introduction 


1.1 Objectives 


To provide guidance for the on-site management of an unexpected actual or potential heritage item (indigenous or 


non-indigenous). 


1.2 Training 


All personnel to receive heritage training and inductions. 


 


2 Procedure 
The steps in the flow chart must be followed in the event of the discovery of a potential heritage item during 


construction. No work is to recommence until the Environment Manager has issued a written confirmation. 


2.1 Archaeological / Heritage Management Strategy 


In the event that historical archaeological relics of State or local significance are identified, a strategy comprising 


either an archaeological work method statement or archaeological research design must be prepared by a 


qualified archaeologist. This strategy must outline a methodology for the investigation, salvage and/or 


conservation of archaeological resources and must be prepared in alignment with the CHMP (including its 


environmental safeguards), where applicable. 


 


Y 


Legend 


Responsibilities 


PD – Project Director 


SS – Site Supervisor 


EM – Environment Manager 


EC – Environmental Coordinator 


Documents 


CEMP – Construction Environmental 


Management Plan 


CHMP – Construction Heritage 


Management Plan 


Notify Secretary, NSW Police, Aboriginal Stakeholders and/or OEH 
Seek authorisation from Police/OEH to recommence works [PD/EM] 


 


N 


Y 


Potential heritage items encountered or damaged 
(Indigenous or Non-Indigenous) 


Hold Point: Stop Work 
[SS] 


N 


Notify EM immediately 


[SS] 


Protect item 
Establish no-go zone area 


Ensure all staff are aware and comply with no-go zone 
[SS] 


Notify SIMTA 
Report as reportable event in accordance with CPB Contractors incident classification. Notify ER 


[PD/EM] 


HOLD 
POINT 
 


Is the item likely to be a human bone? 
 


Conduct preliminary assessment and recording of item 
A qualified archaeologist must undertake the assessment. An Aboriginal Site 


Officer to be engaged where determined by the archaeologist [EM] 


Develop and implement archaeological / heritage management strategy 
Strategy to be undertaken in accordance with the CHMP, where applicable 


Perform consistency assessment of impacts against existing heritage approvals 
Formally notify appropriate regulator(s) if required 


Register the new site AHIMS if required 
Review and update CEMP and CHMP with any new requirements 


Salvage, if required, in accordance with the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974, the principles of the Australia 
ICOMOS 'Burra' Charter for the conservation of culturally significant places (Australia ICOMOS 1999), and/or 


other relevant guidelines 
[EM] 


Is the item determined to be 


heritage? 


Obtain recommendation to resume work 


Works are not to recommence until written consent is given by the EM, OEH and DP&E, where 


required. 


 







DARUG LAND  
OBSERVATIONS PTY LTD 
ABN 27 602 765 453 
 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Email: daruglandobservations@gmail.com 

PO BOX 571 PLUMPTON  NSW  2761 
Mobile: 0420 591 138 / 0413 687 279 

 
6th June 2016 
 
Alistair Hobbs 
Extent Heritage Pty Ltd 
3/73 Union Street 
PYRMONT  NSW  2009 
 
 
Dear Alistair, 
 
RE:  MOOREBANK INTERMODAL TERMINAL DEVELOPMENT  

STAGE 1 – RALP No. 1 
 

Construction Heritage Management Plan 
 
Darug Land Observations Pty Ltd has reviewed the proposed draft Construction 
Heritage Management Plan, and supports the heritage management plan for SIMTA’s 
Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Development consisting of a 2.8 kilometre rail line, 
along with its required infrastructure, to connect the Import-Export Terminal and the 
Interstate Terminals to the Southern Sydney Freight Line (SSFL), which is capable of 
accommodating trains up to 1,800m in length. 
 
In relation to the long-term storage of recovered artefacts, if any, Darug Land 
Observations Pty Ltd strongly believes that recovered artefacts should be re-buried on 
Country (the study area). 
 
Furthermore, Darug Land Observations Pty Ltd would be involved in the monitoring 
of the topsoil removal and all other form of works to be carried out on the site. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

      
Jamie Workman      Uncle Gordon Workman  
Darug Land Observations Pty Ltd    Darug Elder 



From: Susan Harrison <Susan.Harrison@environment.nsw.gov.au>
Sent: Tuesday, 17 January 2017 3:53 PM
To: Alan Williams
Cc: Richard Bonner
Subject: Moorebank Intermodal (SSD 6766) - Salvage Strategy - Request for Comment

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

OEH has reviewed the proposed salvage strategy and has no comments to make.

Thank you
Susan Harrison

Susan Harrison
Senior Team Leader Planning, Greater Sydney
Regional Operations Group
Office of Environment and Heritage
PO Box 644
Parramatta NSW 2124
T: 9995 6864

W: www.environment.nsw.gov.au

From: Alan Williams [mailto:awilliams@extent.com.au]
Sent: Wednesday, 21 December 2016 3:45 PM
To: Susan Harrison <Susan.Harrison@environment.nsw.gov.au>
Cc: Noonan, Adam <Adam.Noonan@cpbcon.com.au>; Pathammavong, Sam
<Sam.Pathammavong@cpbcon.com.au>; Ashley O'Sullivan <aosullivan@extent.com.au>
Subject: Moorebank Intermodal (SSD 6766) - Salvage Strategy - Request for Comment

Dear Susan,

As you will be aware from correspondence (much) earlier in the year, Extent Heritage has been engaged
by CPB Contractors to undertake the archaeological salvage works for the proposed intermodal hub at
Moorebank (SSD 6766) . After nearly a year, we have finally received the Instrument of Approval for the
project, and the heritage requirements remain unchanged from the draft version distributed in
December 2015. As part of the archaeological mitigations, we must consult with OEH on the salvage
strategy (Condition C15a).

Therefore please find attached a copy of the salvage strategy that was developed earlier this year, and
has already been subject to discussion with the Aboriginal stakeholders. Can you please identify whether
you wish to review the document and/or provide comments? At this stage, we are hoping to begin work
in February, so a response by this time would be greatly appreciated. I am happy to come and meet with
you or your team to discuss if that’s easier?

Thanks
Al

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/
mailto:awilliams@extent.com.au
mailto:Susan.Harrison@environment.nsw.gov.au
mailto:Adam.Noonan@cpbcon.com.au
mailto:Sam.Pathammavong@cpbcon.com.au
mailto:aosullivan@extent.com.au


Dr. Alan Williams FSA MAACAI | Aboriginal Heritage Team Leader
EXTENT Heritage Pty Ltd
www.extent.com.au | awilliams@extent.com.au
M: 0428 810 150

SYDNEY | +61 (0)2 9555 4000
3/73 Union Street, Pyrmont, NSW 2009
MELBOURNE | P +61 (0)3 9388 0622
2/35 Hope St, Brunswick VIC 3056
PERTH | P +61 (0)8 9381 5206
25/108 St Georges Tce, Perth WA 6000

Find us on Facebook
Connect with us on LinkedIn

Honorary Associate Lecturer
Climate Change Research Centre, School of Biological, Earth and Environmental Sciences
University of New South Wales,
Sydney, NSW 2052

See my latest research article on the population history of Australia at:
http://rspb.royalsocietypublishing.org/content/280/1761/20130486.short?rss=1

See my latest research article on human refuges during the Last Glacial Maximum at:
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0305440313002215

See my latest research article on the identification of one of the earliest sites in Australia as part of
compliance-based excavations in northwest Sydney at:
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/jqs.2742/abstract

See my latest research article on correlations between Aboriginal populations and landscape burning
across Australia:
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0031018215002400

See my latest research article on the emergence of complex societies in Aboriginal Australia over the last
10,000 years:
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0128661

http://www.extent.com.au/
mailto:awilliams@extent.com.au
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http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0305440313002215
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/jqs.2742/abstract
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0031018215002400
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0128661


If this email has been sent to you in error please immediately notify the sender and destroy any
electronic and paper copies of the message and any attachments. Extent uses virus scanning software
but we can neither guarantee, nor do we represent that all outgoing electronic communications and
documents are free of viruses and file corruption. Opinions expressed in this email may be those of the
sender. They do not represent Extent unless this is specifically stated as such.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------
This email is intended for the addressee(s) named and may contain confidential and/or privileged
information.
If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender and then delete it immediately.
Any views expressed in this email are those of the individual sender except where the sender
expressly and with authority states them to be the views of the NSW Office of Environment and
Heritage.
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