
 

© ECO LOGICAL AUSTRALIA PTY LTD 1 

Peterson Quarry Expansion, Coraki NSW: Aboriginal 

Cultural Heritage Management Plan - Addendum 

GroundWork Plus 

 

Version: 1, Version Date: 28/06/2022
Document Set ID: 1776614



Peterson Quarry Expansion| GroundWork Plus 

© ECO LOGICAL AUSTRALIA PTY LTD 1 

 

  

DOCUMENT TRACKING  

Project Name Peterson Quarry Expansion: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment update $ Cultural Heritage 

management Plan addendum 

 

 

Project Number 21BRI 18183  

Project Manager Steve Jarman  

Prepared by Tyler Beebe  

Reviewed by Karyn McLeod  

Approved by Steve Jarman  

Status Final  

Version Number V1  

Last saved on 3 May 2021  

This report should be cited as ‘Eco Logical Australia Click here to enter a year.  Peterson Quarry Expansion: Aboriginal Cultural 

Heritage Assessment update $ Cultural Heritage management Plan addendum.  Prepared for GroundWork Plus.’ 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

This document has been prepared by Eco Logical Australia Pty Ltd. 

Disclaimer 
This document may only be used for the purpose for which it was commissioned and in accordance with the contract between Eco Logical 
Australia Pty Ltd and GroundWork Plus.  The scope of services was defined in consultation with GroundWork Plus, by time and budgetary 
constraints imposed by the client, and the availability of reports and other data on the subject area.  Changes to available information, 
legislation and schedules are made on an ongoing basis and readers should obtain up to date information.  Eco Logical Australia Pty Ltd 
accepts no liability or responsibility whatsoever for or in respect of any use of or reliance upon this report and its supporting material by any 
third party.  Information provided is not intended to be a substitute for site specific assessment or legal advice in relation to any matter.  
Unauthorised use of this report in any form is prohibited. 

Template 2.8.1 

 

 

Version: 1, Version Date: 28/06/2022
Document Set ID: 1776614



Peterson Quarry Expansion| GroundWork Plus 

© ECO LOGICAL AUSTRALIA PTY LTD 2 

Contents 

1. Introduction ............................................................................................................................... 4 

1.1. Project Brief ......................................................................................................................................... 4 

1.2. Location of the proposed works .......................................................................................................... 4 

1.3. Purpose and aims ................................................................................................................................ 5 

1.4. Authorship ........................................................................................................................................... 5 

1.5. Statutory controls and development context ...................................................................................... 7 

1.5.1. National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NSW) ................................................................................................... 7 

1.5.2. Heritage Act 1977 (NSW) ................................................................................................................................. 8 

2. Consultation ............................................................................................................................... 9 

2.1. Stage 1 ................................................................................................................................................. 9 

2.1.1. Letters to the registered Aboriginal parties (RAPs). ........................................................................................ 9 

2.2. Stage 2 and Stage 3 – Presentation of information about the proposed project and gathering 

information about cultural significance ...................................................................................................... 9 

2.2.1. Continuing Attempts at Consultation .............................................................................................................. 9 

2.2.2. Archaeological survey ...................................................................................................................................... 9 

3. Description of the area .............................................................................................................. 10 

3.1. Landscape assessment ....................................................................................................................... 10 

3.2. Land use history ................................................................................................................................. 10 

4. Summary and analysis of background information ..................................................................... 12 

4.1. AHIMS search..................................................................................................................................... 12 

4.2. Previous archaeological assessment .................................................................................................. 14 

4.3. Predictive models .............................................................................................................................. 15 

4.3.1. Site types........................................................................................................................................................ 16 

4.4. Field Survey........................................................................................................................................ 17 

5. Cultural heritage values and statement of significance ............................................................... 19 

5.1. Description of cultural heritage values .............................................................................................. 19 

5.2. Aboriginal Cultural Values Assessment .............................................................................................. 20 

5.2.1. Social significance .......................................................................................................................................... 20 

5.2.2. Aesthetic significance .................................................................................................................................... 21 

5.2.3. Scientific significance ..................................................................................................................................... 21 

5.2.4. Spiritual significance ...................................................................................................................................... 21 

5.3. Statements of significance ................................................................................................................. 22 

6. Basis for cultural heritage management ..................................................................................... 23 

Version: 1, Version Date: 28/06/2022
Document Set ID: 1776614



Peterson Quarry Expansion| GroundWork Plus 

© ECO LOGICAL AUSTRALIA PTY LTD 3 

7. Development proposal activity .................................................................................................. 24 

7.1. Consideration of ecologically sustainable development .................................................................... 24 

7.1.1. Principles of ESD ............................................................................................................................................ 24 

7.1.2. The integration principle................................................................................................................................ 24 

7.1.3. The precautionary principle ........................................................................................................................... 24 

7.1.4. The principle of intergenerational equity ...................................................................................................... 24 

7.1.5. Conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity ........................................................................ 25 

7.1.6. Improved valuation, pricing and incentive mechanisms ............................................................................... 25 

7.2. Cumulative Impact Assessment ......................................................................................................... 25 

8. Management Strategies/Recommendations ............................................................................... 26 

8.1. No Further Assessment Warranted ................................................................................................... 26 

8.2. Protocol for Unsuspected Finds ......................................................................................................... 26 

8.3. Aboriginal Heritage Conservation Zone ............................................................................................. 26 

9. References ................................................................................................................................ 27 

Appendix A: Initial Correspondence with Heritage NSW ................................................................. 29 

Appendix B: Introductory/Project Information Letters sent to RAPs ............................................... 32 

Appendix C: ELA’s Correspondence with Heritage NSW, 13 April 2021 ............................................ 38 

Appendix D: AHIMS Search Results ................................................................................................ 42 

 

List of Figures 

Figure 1: Proposed expansion (black dashed line) ..................................................................................... 6 

Figure 2: AHIMS sites within vicinity to the study area ........................................................................... 13 

Figure 3: view towards the quarry from the operations office ................................................................ 18 

Figure 4: looking toward one of the proposed expansion areas ............................................................. 18 

Figure 5: Nil ground exposure within the expansion areas ..................................................................... 18 

Figure 6: Modified/disturbed landscape of the expansion area .............................................................. 18 

Figure 7: view from expansion area with current quarry in the background .......................................... 18 

Figure 8; Significantly sloped and previously modified expansion area .................................................. 18 

Figure 3: Proposed expansion area (black hashed line) ........................................................................... 34 

Figure 4: Proposed expansion area (black hashed line) ........................................................................... 36 

 

List of Tables 

Table 1: Search parameters for the AHIMS search .................................................................................. 12 

Table 2: AHIMS search results .................................................................................................................. 12 

Table 3: Predictive model for the occurrences of key site types within the study area .......................... 17 

 

Version: 1, Version Date: 28/06/2022
Document Set ID: 1776614

file://///TTS793FS1.tt.local/Netsuite/21BRI/Projects/18183%20Petersons%20Quarry/Report/Heritage/Peterson%20Quarry%20Expansion%20Heritage%20Assessment%20Update_v0b.docx%23_Toc70943115
file://///TTS793FS1.tt.local/Netsuite/21BRI/Projects/18183%20Petersons%20Quarry/Report/Heritage/Peterson%20Quarry%20Expansion%20Heritage%20Assessment%20Update_v0b.docx%23_Toc70943116


Peterson Quarry Expansion| GroundWork Plus 

© ECO LOGICAL AUSTRALIA PTY LTD 4 

 

1. Introduction 

1.1. Project Brief 

Eco Logical Australia was engaged by Groundwork Plus to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Assessment (ACHA) as an addendum to the existing Cultural Heritage Management Plan in advance of 

the proposed expansion of the Peterson Quarry in Coraki NSW. The assessment was done in accordance 

with the Secretaries Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARs ID# 1512) issued to the proponent 

on the 20th November 2020. 

The SEARs stated that an ACHA must be undertaken including a site survey and appropriate consultation 

with the Aboriginal community. An ACHA was previously undertaken in 2015 by New South Wales (NSW) 

Archaeology Pty Ltd in advance of previous quarry works. The current proponent, Groundwork Plus, 

approached Heritage NSW (Department of Premier & Cabinet) Senior Team Leader Samantha Higgs 

about reopening consultation with only the two Aboriginal stakeholder groups who were originally 

registered for the original ACHA. On Monday 21 December 2020, Groundwork Plus received an email 

(Appendix A) from Samantha Higgs in support of that approach. The two Aboriginal stakeholder groups 

who were originally registered are the Bogal Local Aboriginal Land Council (LALC) and the Bandjalang 

Aboriginal Corporation Prescribed Body Corporate RNTBC (Bandjalang Aboriginal Corporation) who hold 

native title over the area where the quarry is located. 

The original ACHA and survey undertaken by NSW Archaeology determined that: 

• No Aboriginal objects were recorded in the proposed impact area 

• One area was classified and previously registered as a Sensitive Archaeological Landform  

(AHIMS# 04-4-0142) and that this area would be excluded from any impacts associated with the 

proposed quarry development and formally set aside as an Aboriginal Heritage Conservation 

Zone. 

• The remainder of the subject area was found to be significantly disturbed by previous 

agricultural and quarrying works. 

 

This current ACHA outlines the protocols, procedures, timeframes, and delegation of responsibility for 

the implementation of the mitigation/conservation measures proposed within this document. It should 

be appended to the existing Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Management Plan in accordance with the 

SEARs. 

A plan of the proposed expansion area has been provided by Groundwork Plus (Figure 1). 

1.2. Location of the proposed works 

Petersons Quarry is located in Coraki NSW. Coraki is located on the confluence of the Wilson and 

Richmond Rivers within The Richmond Valley Shire. It is approximately 60km south west of Ballina NSW. 

The quarry itself consists of primarily 4 adjacent lots: 

• Lot 401 DP633427 
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• Lot 402 DP802985 

• Lot 403 DP802985 

• Lot 408 DP 1166287 

 

1.3. Purpose and aims 

The investigation and assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage is undertaken to explore the potential 

harm of a proposed activity on Aboriginal objects and declared Aboriginal places and to clearly set out 

which impacts are avoidable, and which are not.  

Harm to significant Aboriginal objects and declared Aboriginal places should always be avoided 

wherever possible. Where such harm cannot be avoided, management and mitigation measures will be 

developed. 

This ACHA has been carried out in accordance with the Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting 

on Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH 2011). This ACHA presents the results of the assessment 

and recommendations for actions to be taken before, during and after an activity to manage and protect 

Aboriginal objects and declared Aboriginal places identified by the investigation and assessment. The 

field investigations were undertaken in accordance with the Code of Practice for Archaeological 

Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (DECCW, 2010b). 

The aims of the ACHA are to: 

• Identify any previously unknown Aboriginal objects or places within the study area through 

desktop assessment, field investigations and Aboriginal community consultation; 

• Determine the scientific, historic, aesthetic, and cultural significance of the study area; and 

• Identify any Aboriginal cultural heritage constraints and provide management and mitigation 

measures. 

1.4. Authorship  

This assessment has been prepared by ELA Senior Archaeologists Tyler Beebe. It was reviewed by ELA 

Principal Archaeologist Karyn McLeod. 

Tyler Beebe has a BA Honours (Anthropology) from Hamline University in the USA and a MA (Cultural 

and Environmental Heritage) from the Australian National University. Karyn McLeod has a BA Honours 

(Archaeology) from the University of Sydney and a MA (Cultural Heritage) from Deakin University. 
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Figure 1: Proposed expansion (black dashed line) 
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1.5. Statutory controls and development context 

1.5.1. National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NSW) 

Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW is afforded protection under the provisions of the National Parks 

and Wildlife Act 1974 (NSW) [NPW Act]. The Act is administered by Heritage NSW, which has 

responsibility over statutory controls and development context 

Under the provisions of the NPW Act, all Aboriginal objects are protected irrespective of their level of 

significance or issues of land tenure. Aboriginal objects are defined by the Act as any deposit, object or 

material evidence (that is not a handicraft made for sale) relating to Aboriginal habitation of NSW, 

before or during the occupation of that area by persons of non-Aboriginal extraction (and includes 

Aboriginal remains). Aboriginal objects are limited to physical evidence and may be referred to as 

‘Aboriginal sites’, ‘relics’ or ‘cultural material’. Aboriginal objects can include scarred trees, artefact 

scatters, middens, rock art and engravings, as well as post-contact sites and activities such as fringe 

camps and stockyards. Heritage NSW must be notified about the discovery of Aboriginal objects under 

section 89A of the NPW Act. 

Part 5 of the NPW Act provides specific protection for Aboriginal objects and places by making it an 

offence to destroy, deface, damage, or move them from the land. The Due Diligence Code of Practice 

for the Protection of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (CoP) (DECCW 2010b) as adopted by the 

and Wildlife Regulation 2019 (NPW Regulation) made under the NPW Act, provides guidance to 

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

Aboriginal objects. The CoP also determines whether proponents should apply for consent in the form 

of an AHIP under section 90 of the Act. The CoP can be used for all activities across all environments. 

The NPW Act provides that a person who exercises due diligence in determining that their actions will 

not harm Aboriginal objects has a defence against prosecution for the strict liability offence if they later 

unknowingly harm an object without an AHIP. However, if an Aboriginal object is encountered in the 

course of an activity work must cease and an application should be made for an AHIP. 

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

assists in establishing the requirements for undertaking test excavation as a part of archaeological 

investigation without an AHIP, or establishing the requirements that must be followed when carrying 

out archaeological investigation in NSW where an application for an AHIP is likely to be made. Heritage 

NSW recommends that the requirements of this Code also be followed where a proponent may be 

uncertain about whether or not their proposed activity may have the potential to harm Aboriginal 

objects or declared Aboriginal places. 

AHIMS DATABASE 

The Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) is a statutory register managed by 

Heritage NSW under section 90Q of the NPW Act.  The AHIMS manages information on known Aboriginal 

sites, including objects as defined under the Act. 
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1.5.2. Heritage Act 1977 (NSW) 

The Heritage Act 1977 (NSW) is a statutory tool designed to conserve the environmental heritage of 

NSW and is used to regulate development impacts on the state’s heritage places, buildings, works, relics, 

moveable objects or precincts that are important to the people of NSW. These include items of 

Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal heritage significance. Where these items have particular importance to 

the state of NSW, they are listed on the State Heritage Register (SHR). 

Identified heritage items may be protected by means of either Interim Heritage Orders (IHO) or by listing 

on the State Heritage Register (SHR). Proposals to alter, damage, move or destroy places, buildings, 

works, relics; moveable objects or precincts protected by an IHO or listed on the SHR require an approval 

under Section 60 of the Act. 

Archaeological features and deposits are afforded statutory protection by the relics provision section 

139 of the Act (as amended in 1999). Under this section it is illegal to disturb or excavate any land 

knowing or suspecting that the disturbance or excavation will or is likely to result in a relic being 

discovered, exposed, moved, damaged or destroyed. In such cases, an excavation permit under Section 

140 is required. Note that no formal listing is required for archaeological relics; they are automatically 

protected if they are of local significance or higher. 

HERITAGE REGISTERS 

Heritage NSW maintains registers of heritage sites that are of state or local significance to NSW. The 

NSW State Heritage Register (SHR) is the statutory register under Part 3A of the Heritage Act 1977 

(NSW). The State Heritage Inventory (SHI) is an amalgamated register of items on the SHR, items listed 

on Local Environmental Plans (LEPs) and/or on a State Government Agency’s Section 170 register and 

may include items that have been identified as having state or local level significance. If a particular site 

does not appear on either the SHR or SHI this does not mean that the site does not have heritage 

significance as many sites within NSW have not been assessed to determine their heritage significance. 

Sites that appear on either the SHR or SHI have a defined level of statutory protection. 

Key Aboriginal sites, including post contact sites, can be protected by inclusion on the SHR. The Heritage 

Council nominates sites for consideration by the Minister for Environment and Heritage. 

Searches of the Australian Heritage Database, the State Heritage Register (SHR), the Richmond Valley 

Local Environment Plan (LEP) 2012 was undertaken on Monday 22 March, utilising the terms ‘Coraki’ 

and Peterson’s Quarry’ in order to determine if any places of archaeological significance are located 

within the study area. 

No Aboriginal archaeological sites or Aboriginal heritage places were recorded on these databases 

within the study area. No historical heritage items were recorded within or in the vicinity to the study 

area. 
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2. Consultation 

Consultation for the original ACHA undertaken by NSW Archaeology was undertaken in accordance with 

the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010b) 

guidelines. 

As determined by NSW Heritage Team Leader Samantha Higgs (Appendix A) consultation has been re-

opened with the original registered Aboriginal parties and will follow the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Consultation Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010b) guidelines as required by the SEARs. 

2.1. Stage 1 

2.1.1. Letters to the registered Aboriginal parties (RAPs). 

Introductory emails were sent to the Bogal LALC and the Bandjalang Aboriginal Corporation on 15 March 

2021. Theses emails included background information regarding the proposed works and information 

on the additional survey, during the time these emails were sent a tentative date for a survey was 

identified as late April 2021. 

Details of the email and attached letter can be found in Appendix B. 

2.2. Stage 2 and Stage 3 – Presentation of information about the proposed project and 

gathering information about cultural significance 

2.2.1. Continuing Attempts at Consultation 

ELA received no responses from the letters sent to both the Bogal LALC and the Bandjalang Aboriginal 

Corporation. Numerous attempts were made to contact verbally by phone with the last attempt made 

on 13 April 2021. Voicemail messages were left at both numbers with no reply. It is ELA’s understanding 

based on email correspondence (Appendix C) with Samantha Higgs, that as we have made reasonable 

attempts to contact both groups over the course of two months with no success, the survey of the 

expanded quarry area could proceed without Aboriginal stakeholder consultation. 

Aboriginal Stakeholder  Email Phone Number Date Letter Sent Response 

Bogal LALC bogallalc@bigpond.com  (02) 6683 2510 15 March 2021 None 

Bandjalang Aboriginal Corporation bandjalang@gamail.com.au (02) 6683 2625 15 March 2021 None 

 

2.2.2. Archaeological survey 

Archaeological survey was undertaken by ELA Senior Archaeologist Tyler Beebe on 29 April 2021. The 

survey identified significant disturbance across the expansion area due to previous works associated 

with the quarry and past agricultural land use, no Aboriginal objects were identified. Further details of 

the archaeological survey can be found in Section 4.4 of this report. 
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3. Description of the area 

An understanding of the physical landscape and environment is vital to understand the archaeology of 

an area. The natural environment influences the distribution of archaeological material in a variety of 

ways. The availability and distribution of resources influenced past land use. People need access to 

resources of freshwater and food (edible plants and animals), plants for medicinal use, timber for 

woodworking and quarry sites for tool manufacture. 

Since the time of Aboriginal occupation, the environment and resources in many places is likely to have 

changed. As such, archaeologists cannot always draw direct inferences from the current environment. 

Historical land use and environmental degradation have impacted on the survival of material remains. 

Acidic soils, if present, are less likely to have preserved fragile organic materials such as bone or shell. 

Areas of heavy erosion, some agricultural practices or other earth disturbances are less likely to contain 

in situ deposits of archaeological material. 

3.1. Landscape assessment 

The subject area occurs entirely within the Clarence Lowlands subregion of the South Eastern 

Queens The subject area occurs entirely within the Clarence Lowlands subregion of the South 

Eastern Queensland - Clarence Lowlands Bioregion, and includes the Lamington Volcanic Slopes, 

Grafton-Whiporie Basin and Clarence-Richmond Alluvial Plains Mitchell Landscapes (BAAM Pty Ltd 

2015). 

The subject area is comprised of locally elevated land which rises above the adjacent floodplains 

and wetlands. Spring Hill is located in the western section of Lot 402, with a high point of 

approximately RL 47 m AHD. Seelems Creek meanders across the western portion of the study area 

as a series of ox-bow wetlands. The topography of the surrounding area is predominantly low relief, 

flood prone, alluvial plains. 

The Richmond River is located approximately 1.7 kilometers to the east. Kennedys Swamp lies to 

the north. Kennedys Swamp has an approximate catchment area of 200 hectares and is bounded by 

the Casino – Coraki Road to the east, Newmans Road to the north and Spring Hill to the south and 

west. Surface runoff from the eastern slopes of Spring Hill flow east into the existing quarry and are 

then directed north through a small sediment retention basin into Kennedys Swamp. 

Seelems Creek extends across Lot 403 DP 802985 and Lot 401 DP633427. The catchment area of 

Seelems Creek at this point is estimated to be in excess of 800 hectares and predominantly 

comprises agricultural land. Currently, surface runoff from the western slopes of Spring Hill flows 

into Seelems Creek. Surface water from the southern slopes of Spring Hill flows south by overland 

flow into a lower section of Seelems Creek. 

3.2. Land use history 

Tindale (1974) defined ‘tribal’ groups and his mapping indicates the local area is within the country of 

the Bundjalung people. The Bundjalung inhabited the region which extended from the Clarence River to 

the Logan River in south-east Queensland. Speakers of the Nyangbal language group occupied the region 

east of Bundjalung along the coastal plain and encompassing Ballina. Tindale’s (1974) modelling was 
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based on an uncritical adoption of the Radcliffe-Brown model of social organization in which the band 

is perceived as the most important structural feature in Aboriginal social organisation. Tindale’s tribal 

boundaries were largely defined according to what he understood to be language groups (Flood 1980: 

107) and his work was conceptualized according to a model of band social organisation in which the 

‘horde’ or clan was considered to be the group which possessed political power and proprietary rights 

to land (Rumsey 1989: 70). The ‘tribes’ which Tindale determined to have existed were seen as 

coterminous with language groups with the implication that these groupings were territorial units. 

The ethnohistoric record suggests that the lower Richmond supported one of the densest Aboriginal 

populations in Australia (Collins 2005). The Aboriginal population appears to have been concentrated 

along the coast, however, densities of up to one person per 2.5 square kilometres have been proposed 

for the riverine corridor. Gollan (nd cited in Collins 2005) reported that 200 to 300 Aboriginal people 

would gather at Woodburn for a tribal gatherings. In the foothills of the coastal ramp, which lacked 

abundant resources, populations were apparently smaller; approximately one person per five square 

kilometres (Pierce 1971). 

Radcliffe-Brown (1929) reported that sacred spots known as ‘Djurebil’ (also more generically called 

‘increase sites’) were located throughout Bundjalung country. These spots were often marked by a 

natural feature such as a water-hole or a significant rock or group of trees. Initiated people performed 

rites at each Djurebil within their territory to ensure the maintenance and well-being of the associated 

species or resource. According to Oakes (1979), Djurebils were ‘rogation spots where the sacred being 

was ceremonially asked to make a certain natural resource more plentiful. 
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4. Summary and analysis of background information 

4.1. AHIMS search 

The Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) is a database that retains 

information and records pertaining to the identified and recorded Aboriginal cultural heritage sites, 

objects, and declared places throughout New South Wales. It is maintained and regulated by Heritage 

NSW under Section 90Q of the NPW Act. 

An extensive search of the AHIMS database was conducted on 16 March 2021 to identify if any 

registered Aboriginal sites were present within, or adjacent to, the study area (Appendix D). 

The AHIMS database search was conducted within the following coordinates:  

Table 1: Search parameters for the AHIMS search 

Datum GDA2020, Zone 56 

Eastings 524801 - 526373 

Northings 6794111 - 6795223 

Buffer 1 km 

The AHIMS search result showed: 

Table 2: AHIMS search results 

Search Results 

Aboriginal sites recorded  3 

Aboriginal places declared  0 

No Aboriginal sites are located within the study area.  

AHIMS Site 04-4-0421 which has been previously identified as an ‘Aboriginal Water hole, Dreaming site’ 

is located in close proximity to the existing quarry but not in the area of the proposed expansion. The 

previous NSW Archaeology assessment reidentified this site and determined that it should be classified 

as an Aboriginal Heritage Conservation Zone.  The quarry’s operational team are aware of this site and 

the Aboriginal Heritage Conservation Zone placed around it and currently have no plans to impact it. 

They are also aware of their responsibilities under the NPW Act.   
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Figure 2: AHIMS sites within vicinity to the study area
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4.2. Previous archaeological assessment 

The following reviews assessments conducted across the region. 

The earliest evidence of Aboriginal occupation of northern NSW and southern Queensland dates into 

the Pleistocene at Wallen Wallen Creek on North Stradbroke Island, where a cultural sequence dating 

from between 20,560 ± 250 BP and the early Holocene has been excavated. Analysis of faunal material 

from the site indicates an economy initially based on the hunting of terrestrial animals, which developed 

to one based on the exploitation of marine species and shellfish. This switch is attributed to changing 

local ecologies keyed into rising sea levels (Neal and Stock 1986). 

The earliest known date for Aboriginal occupation in far northern NSW is between 4,700 BP and 4,200 

BP, obtained from the basal strata of a shell midden at Sexton Hill south of Tweed Heads (Appleton 

1993). 

At East Ballina, a shell midden deposit adjacent to Chickiba Creek was dated and found to have accrued 

between 1,750 BP and c.100 BP (Bailey 1975). Nearby at Angels Beach, North Ballina, assorted shell 

material produced a range of dates of between 900 - 1,000 BP and 530 BP. Assessed on a stylistic basis, 

stone artefacts found in association with the shell were categorised as being produced within the past 

2,000 years (Rich 1994). 

While shell material deposits at South Ballina and Broadwater was dated to 260 BP and 200 BP 

respectively (McBryde 1982), an 80 cm deep layer of beach foreshore shell midden at Byron Bay was 

found to have accrued between 1,000 and 400 BP. The shell material at this site was comprised 

predominantly of pipi, with minor inclusions of other targeted shell species and, additionally, some fish 

and animal remains. These midden materials were accompanied by an assemblage of stone artefacts 

believed to have been derived from raw materials available from a nearby intertidal pebble beds. The 

artefacts were characterized as being predominantly primary flaking debitage that was indicative of the 

poor knapping quality of the raw materials used (Collins 1994). 

At Wombah in the Clarence area, dating by McBryde (1974) of an estuarine midden located 10 km from 

the coast indicated an occupation phase ranging between c. 3,260 BP and the period of European 

contact. The midden was comprised predominantly of oyster shell, with very few examples of animal 

and fish bone, indicating an economy based almost exclusively around the harvesting of shellfish. Few 

stone artefacts were represented, and those present consisted mostly of unifacial pebble tools, ground 

edge axes, utilised flakes, a few small retouched tools and a few bone points. The presence of glass 

artefacts indicated use of the site into the contact period. Despite the high volume of shell, McBryde 

(1974) concluded the site represented a number of short and sporadic seasonal visitations to the site, 

lasting only a few months. 

 Piper (1991) conducted an archaeological assessment of the northern approaches to the Mororo Bridge, 

some 25 kms south of the subject area. He recorded three isolated artefacts, a scraper/core, a retouched 

flake and a flake, on low spurs adjoining the floodplain. The raw materials were described as siliceous 

stone. 
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Everick Heritage Consultants (2008) conducted an assessment of the proposed Champions' Sandstone 

Quarry located to the north of Coraki. The 50 hectare area is on the eastern margins of a southerly 

projection of low hills that separate the floodplain of the Wilson River to the west and the floodplain of 

the Tucki Tucki Creek and Tuckean Swamp to the east. The site is comparable to that of the subject area. 

No Aboriginals objects were found during two field inspections. However, the archaeological potential 

or otherwise of the area was not discussed and no discussion of the results was made. 

OzArk (2011) conducted a heritage assessment in relation to a proposal by Transgrid to construct a 205 

km 330kV transmission line between Dumaresq and Lismore. Surveying a corridor 60 m wide from 

Dumaresq to Casino, and 90 m wide from Casino to Lismore, 50 Aboriginal heritage sites were recorded 

along with 11 sensitive archaeological landforms. The findings of the survey were that the incidence of 

recorded sites conformed with the assumption that major Aboriginal sites were to be found within close 

proximity to water. 

The Aboriginal cultural heritage assessments in relation to the Pacific Highway Upgrade (‘PHU’) 

Woolgoolga to Ballina, have been the most numerous comprehensive archaeological investigations 

carried out in the broader region, although by necessity conducted along a narrow corridor. While work 

on this project is at present ongoing, some initial results have already been reported. Preliminary field 

surveys entailing some 1,865 hectares identified 50 areas of potential archaeological deposit and 54 

Aboriginal heritage sites. Forty eight potential archaeological deposits were then excavated, with 30 of 

these found to contain subsurface Aboriginal deposits (NSW Roads and Maritime Services 2013). 

In the Wells Crossing to Iluka Road assessment section, conducted over a total area of some 1,000 

hectares five surface finds and a total of 15 PADs were recorded. These were excavated, with nine 

containing sub-surface Aboriginal cultural deposit (25 artefacts in total). Seven control test pits were 

excavated and none of these contained artefacts. In addition, the excavation included 422 test pits (0.5 

metres x 0.5 metres). Aboriginal objects were retrieved from 17 of these test pits. The conclusion of the 

works was that the nature of the archaeology discovered within the project corridor did not represent 

a significant difference from that located in the surrounding region (Brooke et al. 2012). 

Everick Heritage Consultants (2014) conducted an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Due Diligence 

Assessment in relation to the expansion of an existing quarry at Mororo, some 25 kms south of the 

subject study area. Surveying an area of some 12.5 ha, in conditions of variable archaeological visibility, 

no Aboriginal objects were identified, and the area was generally assessed to be of low archaeological 

potential, due in part because of high levels of ground disturbance. 

 NSW Roads and Maritime Services (2014) commissioned an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment 

Report in relation to their proposal to construct an additional new bridge at Grafton, about 70 m 

downstream of the existing bridge. In addition, to two previously recorded Aboriginal places, an area 

with two Aboriginal sandstone artefacts near to the river was recorded. These artefacts being sandstone 

river cobbles with one a modified river cobble most likely used for as a chopping tool and the other a 

grinding stone. 

4.3. Predictive models 

A commonly utilised tool in the planning and management of Aboriginal cultural heritage are predictive 

models. These models aim to identify specific landforms and places within the landscape which may 
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contain archaeological material. They usually begin as geographically broad models, constructed 

through extensive reviews of the available literature to determine basic patterns of site distribution, 

before being refined according to the specific landform and environmental characteristics of the study 

area. 

Predictive models are almost solely based upon a cultural ecological perspective of the landscape: 

landforms and environmental characteristics provided a distinct set of subsistence constraints, meaning 

the landscape could only be occupied in particular ways in order to minimise distance to potable water, 

maximise biodiversity, and provide shelter from the elements. Accordingly, there is an expectation that 

land use patterns vary between separate environmental zones due to differing constraints and that this 

will manifest in alternate spatial distributions of archaeological material. Moreover, while some social 

factors may have influenced communities to venture through certain landscapes, other social factors 

may have resulted in the avoidance of landscapes, regardless of environmental conditions. Due to this, 

understanding the cultural context of a certain landscape through consultation with local Aboriginal 

knowledge holders and community members is essential. 

4.3.1. Site types 

There are several common Aboriginal cultural heritage site types that may be found in the study area. 

OPEN CAMP SITES / STONE ARTEFACT SCATTERS  

represent past Aboriginal subsistence and stone knapping activities and may include archaeological 

remains such as stone artefacts and hearths. This site type usually appears as surface artefact scatters 

in areas where vegetation is limited, and ground surface visibility is high. They are also often exposed 

by erosion, agricultural events (such as ploughing), and the creation of informal, unsealed vehicle access 

tracks and walking paths. Open campsites are often located on dry, relatively flat land along or adjacent 

to rivers and creeks. Sites that contain surface or subsurface deposits resulting from repeated or 

continuous occupation are more likely to occur on elevated ground near permanent, reliable water 

sources. Flat, open areas associated with creeks and their resource-rich environments would have 

offered ideal camping areas to the Aboriginal inhabitants of the local area. 

ISOLATED ARTEFACTS  

may represent a single item discard event or the result of limited stone knapping activity. The 

identification of isolated artefacts may indicate the presence of a more extensive, subsurface in situ 

archaeological deposit, or a larger deposit obscured by low ground visibility. Isolated artefacts are likely 

to be located on landforms associated with a range of activities, such as ridge lines that would have 

provided ease of movement through the area and level areas with access to a water source. Artefact 

scatters and isolated artefacts are the most common site types found in association with fresh water 

and/or food resource gathering areas. 

POTENTIAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL DEPOSIT (PAD)  

are areas where there is no surface expression of stone artefacts, but, due to a landscape feature or 

isolated artefact, there is a strong likelihood that the area will contain subsurface in situ archaeological 

deposits. Landscape features that may indicate a PAD include proximity to reliable water sources, 

particularly terraces and flats, ridge lines and ridge tops, and sand dune systems. 
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CULTURALLY MODIFIED TREES  

exhibit evidence of the deliberate removal of the periderm (outer bark), phloem (inner bark), and, in 

some cases, the sapwood. These materials can be used to manufacture a variety of items, including 

shields, Coolamon (bowls or trays), watercraft, containers, and a range of wooden tools and implements. 

Trees may also have been scarred in order to gain access to food resources (such as cutting toeholds so 

as to climb the tree and catch possums or birds) or to mark locations (such as tribal territories). In some 

instances, Aboriginal people marked important features or locations (such as ceremonial grounds) by 

carving patterns or motifs into the sapwood of established trees or bending and grafting the branches 

of saplings to create rings. 

GRINDING GROOVES 

 are the physical evidence of tool making or food processing activities undertaken by Aboriginal people. 

The manual rubbing of stones against other stones creates grooves in the rock; these are usually found 

on flat areas of abrasive rock such as sandstone in close proximity to water courses. 

Table 3: Predictive model for the occurrences of key site types within the study area 

Site Type Description Likelihood of occurrence 

Open camp sites / 

stone artefact scatters / 

isolated finds 

There are no previously registered artefact site within the study 

area. The study area has been significantly disturbed by past 

agricultural and quarry works 

Low  

Potential 

Archaeological Deposits 

Previous assessment of the study area has identified it as have an 

Archaeological Sensitive landscape. This area has been identified 

and is considered an exclusion zone. The remained of the study area 

was observed to be a remains significantly disturbed  

Low 

Culturally modified 

trees 

The study area has largely been cleared of mature growth 

vegetation to facilitate agricultural activities, making it unlikely for 

this site type to occur.  

Low.  

Axe grinding grooves The study area does not possess the required landscape features 

for this site type. 

Nil.  

4.4. Field Survey 

A field survey of the proposed expansion areas was undertaken by ELA Senior Archaeologist Tyler Beebe 

on 29 April 2021. During the course of the survey no areas of ground exposure were identified. No 

previously unidentified Aboriginal objects were observed, and no culturally sensitive landscapes were 

identified 

The proposed expansion areas were determined to be significantly disturbed by past/current land use, 

including mining, utility easement, and past agricultural land use. The proposed expansion areas 

encompassed significant sloping landscapes that were determined to have a low likelihood of being a 

past location of Aboriginal occupation. No areas of potential archaeological deposit were identified. 
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Figure 3: view towards the quarry from the operations 
office 

 

Figure 4: looking toward one of the proposed expansion 
areas 

 

Figure 5: Nil ground exposure within the expansion areas 

 

Figure 6: Modified/disturbed landscape of the expansion 
area 

 

Figure 7: view from expansion area with current quarry in 
the background 

 

Figure 8; Significantly sloped and previously modified 
expansion area 
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5. Cultural heritage values and statement of significance 

The Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter 1999 provides guidance for the assessment, conservation and 

management of places of cultural significance. Cultural significance is defined in the Burra Charter as ‘a 

concept which helps in estimating the value of places’. The places that are likely to be of significance are 

those which help an understanding of the past or enrich the present, and which will be of value to future 

generations” (ICOMOS Burra Charter 1988:12). The Burra Charter provides a definition of cultural 

significance as “aesthetic, historic, scientific, social or spiritual value for past, present or future 

generations”. Aboriginal cultural heritage sites can be assessed through the application of these five 

principle values. 

• Social or cultural value (assessed only by Aboriginal people); 

• Historical value; 

• Scientific/archaeological value (assessed mostly by archaeologists/heritage consultants); 

• Aesthetic value; and 

• Spiritual value. 

 

This section presents an assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values based on these principles. 

5.1. Description of cultural heritage values 

The review of background information and information gained through consultation with Aboriginal 

people should provide insight into past events. These include how the landscape was used and why the 

identified Aboriginal objects are in this location, along with contemporary uses of the land. The following 

descriptions of cultural heritage values are drawn from the Guide to investigating, assessing and 

reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (2011). 

Social or cultural value refers to the spiritual, traditional, historical or contemporary associations and 

attachments the place or area has for Aboriginal people. Social or cultural value is how people express 

their connection with a place and the meaning that place has for them. 

Historic value refers to the associations of a place with a historically important person, event, phase or 

activity in an Aboriginal community. Historic places do not always have physical evidence of their 

historical importance (such as structures, planted vegetation or landscape modifications). They may 

have ‘shared’ historic values with other (non-Aboriginal) communities and include places of post-contact 

Aboriginal history. 

Scientific (archaeological) value refers to the importance of a landscape, area, place or object because 

of its rarity, representativeness and the extent to which it may contribute to further understanding and 

information (Australian ICOMOS 1988). 

Aesthetic value refers to the sensory and perceptual experience of a place – that is, how we respond to 

visual and non-visual aspects such as sounds, smells, and other factors having a strong impact on human 

thoughts, feelings and attitudes. Aesthetic qualities may include the concept of beauty and formal 

aesthetic ideals. Expressions of aesthetics are culturally influenced. In considering aesthetic value, ask: 
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• Does the place have special compositional or uncommonly attractive qualities involving 

combinations of colour, textures, spaces, massing, detail, movement, unity, sounds, scents?  

• Is the place distinctive within the setting or a prominent visual landmark?  

• Does the place have qualities which are inspirational, or which evoke strong feelings or special 

meanings?  

• Is the place symbolic for its aesthetic qualities: for example, does it inspire artistic or cultural 

response, is it represented in art, photography, literature, folk art, folk lore, mythology or other 

imagery or cultural arts?  

• Does the place display particular aesthetic characteristics of an identified style or fashion?  

• Does the place show a high degree of creative or technical achievement?  

 

Spiritual value refers to the intangible values and meanings embodied in or evoked by a place which give 

it importance in the spiritual identity, or the traditional knowledge, art and practices of a cultural group. 

Spiritual value may also be reflected in the intensity of aesthetic and emotional responses or community 

associations and be expressed through cultural practices and related places. The qualities of the place 

may inspire a strong and/or spontaneous emotional or metaphysical response in people, expanding 

their understanding of their place, purpose and obligations in the world, particularly in relation to the 

spiritual realm. The term spiritual value was recognised as a separate value in the Burra Charter (1999). 

It is still included in the definition of social value in the Commonwealth and most state jurisdictions. 

Spiritual values may be interdependent on the social values and physical properties of a place. In 

considering spiritual value, ask: 

• Does the place contribute to the spiritual identity or belief system of a cultural group? 

• Is the place a repository of knowledge, traditional art or lore related to spiritual practice of a 

cultural group? 

• Is the place important in maintaining the spiritual health and wellbeing of a culture or group? 

• Do the physical attributes of the place play a role in recalling or awakening an understanding of 

an individual or a group’s relationship with the spiritual realm? 

• Do the spiritual values of the place find expression in cultural practices or human-made 

structures, or inspire creative works? 

5.2. Aboriginal Cultural Values Assessment 

5.2.1. Social significance 

Aboriginal cultural values can only be determined through consultation with the Aboriginal community. 

All Aboriginal sites are considered to have cultural significance to the Aboriginal community as they 

provide physical evidence of past Aboriginal use and occupation of the area. Aboriginal cultural 

significance may include social, spiritual, historic and archaeological values, and is determined by the 

Aboriginal community. 

The original assessment conducted by NSW Archaeology (2015) determined through consultation with 

the LALC that the area did not contain any social significance 
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5.2.2. Aesthetic significance 

As noted above aesthetic significance is often closely linked to social and cultural significance. Generally 

aesthetic significance is considered to mean the visual beauty of a place. Examples of archaeological 

sites that may have high aesthetic values include rock art sites or sites located in visually pleasing 

environments (NSW NPWS 1997: 11). 

The study area does not meet this criterion 

5.2.3. Scientific significance 

As with cultural, historic, and aesthetic significance; scientific significance can be difficult to establish. 

Certain criteria must therefore be addressed in order to assess the scientific significance of 

archaeological sites. Scientific significance contains four subsets: research potential, representativeness, 

rarity and educational potential. These are outlined below.   

Research Potential: is the ability of a site to contribute to our understanding of Aboriginal occupation 

locally and on a regional scale. The potential for the site to build a chronology, the level of disturbance 

within a site, and the relationship between the site and other sites in the archaeological landscape are 

factors which are considered when determining the research potential of a site. 

The study area does not meet this criterion. 

Representativeness: is defined as the level of how well or how accurately something reflects upon a 

sample. The objective of this criterion is to determine if the class of site being assessed should be 

conserved in order to ensure that a representative sample of the archaeological record be retained. The 

conservation objective which underwrites the ‘representativeness’ criteria is that such a sample should 

be conserved (NSW NPWS 1997: 7-9). 

The study area does not meet this criterion. 

Rarity: This criterion is similar to that of representativeness, it is defined as something rare, unusual, or 

uncommon. If a site is uncommon or rare it will fulfil the criterion of representativeness.  The criterion 

of rarity may be assessed at a range of levels including local, regional, state, national and global (NSW 

NPWS 1997: 10). 

The study area does not meet this criterion. 

Educational Potential: This criterion relates to the ability of the cultural heritage item or place to inform 

and/or educate people about one or other aspects of the past. It incorporates notions of intactness, 

relevance, interpretative value and accessibility. Where archaeologists or others carrying out cultural 

heritage assessments are promoting/advocating the educational value of a cultural heritage item or 

place it is imperative that public input and support for this value is achieved and sought. Without public 

input and support the educative value of the items/places is likely to not ever be fully realised (NSW 

NPWS 1997: 10). 

The study area does not meet this criterion. 

5.2.4. Spiritual significance 

The study area does not meet this criterion.  
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5.3. Statements of significance 

The study area contained zero Aboriginal sites as defined under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 
1974. Site inspection revealed a high degree of disturbance across the study area associated with 
past/current land use. Further investigations of the area would not contribute to our understanding of 
Aboriginal landscape use in the area. Based on the intactness, representativeness, and research 
potential, the site is determined to have nil to low scientific significance.  
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6. Basis for cultural heritage management 

Places of cultural significance enrich people’s lives, often providing a deep and inspirational sense 

of connection to community and landscape, to the past, and to lived experiences … they are 

irreplaceable and precious (Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter 2013:1). 

Traditionally, heritage and archaeological assessments have focused on the significance of the tangible 

elements of cultural heritage (Brown 2008). Items such as structures and archaeological artefacts have 

been considered predominantly in terms of their scientific/research potential and representativeness 

(New South Wales Heritage Office 2015:20-24). By focusing on the scientific qualities of heritage, many 

of the intangible qualities of heritage were not considered. This is especially crucial when participating 

in the management and protection of Aboriginal cultural heritage. By nature, Aboriginal cultural heritage 

is multi-faceted: it consists not only of tangible structures and objects of value for scientific 

investigations, but also of a deeply complex array of intangible expressions, such as stories, memories, 

and traditions. Many of the rights and interests of Aboriginal communities in their own heritage is 

formed on the basis of this intangibility. It stems from their spirituality, customary law, original 

ownership, and continuing custodianship (Australian Heritage Commission 2002:5). These intangible 

expressions often share a strong link with the landscape. Byrne et al. (2003:3) describe this connection 

in the form of a map, where individuals: 

Carry around in [their] heads a map of the landscape which has all these places and their meanings 

detailed on it. When we walk through our landscapes the sight of a place will often trigger the 

memories and the feelings [that] go with them … it is the landscape talking to us. 

Crucially, those who are not connected to the landscape in question will not be able to discern these 

intangible meanings embedded in the landscape; they can only come to recognise the significance by 

consulting with local knowledge holders (Byrne et al. 2003:3). And, even so, they may vary between 

individuals, reflecting unique experiences. 

By recognising the rights and interests of Aboriginal knowledge holders and community members in 

their cultural heritage, all parties involved in the identification, conservation, and management of this 

cultural heritage must acknowledge that Aboriginal people (Australian Heritage Commission 2002:6): 

Are the primary source of information on the value of their heritage and how this is best conserved; 

Must have an active role in any heritage planning processes; 

Must have input into primary decision-making in relation to their heritage so that they can continue 

to fulfil their obligations towards this heritage; and 

Must control the intellectual property and other information relating specifically to their heritage, 

as this may be an integral aspect of its heritage value. 

• As such, cultural heritage sites and objects are fundamental elements of Aboriginal peoples’ 

identities, connections, and belonging to their communities. The careful protection and management of 

this heritage is essential for the preservation of connection between past, present, and future.  
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7. Development proposal activity 

The proposed scope of works – the expansion of the existing Peterson Quarry – is anticipated to impact 

the ground surface. 

7.1.  Consideration of ecologically sustainable development 

7.1.1. Principles of ESD 

The NSW Guide to Investigating, Assessing, and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (OEH 

2011) specifies that Ecological Sustainable Development (ESD) must be considered when assessing harm 

and recommending mitigation measures in relation to Aboriginal objects and sites. 

The ESD principles listed below are relevant to the current assessment, and are outlined in Section 3A 

of the Commonwealth Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999: 

a) The integration principle – decision-making processes should effectively integrate both long-term 

and short-term economic, environmental, social and equitable considerations. 

b) The precautionary principle — namely, that if there are threats of serious or irreversible 

environmental damage, lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing 

measures to prevent environmental degradation. 

c) The inter-generational equity principle — the present generation should ensure that the health, 

diversity and productivity of the environment are maintained or enhanced for the benefit of future 

generations, 

d) conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity—namely, that conservation of biological 

diversity and ecological integrity should be a fundamental consideration, 

e) improved valuation, pricing and incentive mechanisms—environmental factors should be included 

in and considered during the valuation of assets and services. 

7.1.2. The integration principle 

The proposed development would comply with the integration principle in regard to Aboriginal heritage. 

This assessment has identified and considered the Aboriginal heritage values present within the 

proposed quarry expansion area, and sufficient assessment / investigation has been undertaken. Due to 

the assessed significance/disturbance of the area, the measures taken in this ACHA is considered 

acceptable in integrating the conservation of Aboriginal heritage values into the proposed development. 

7.1.3. The precautionary principle 

The proposed development adheres to the precautionary principle, in that sufficient assessment has 

been undertaken to determine that serious / irreversible damage to the Aboriginal archaeological record 

of the region will not occur if the proposed development is to proceed. No areas of archaeological 

potential identified during the assessment of the study area have been identified.  

7.1.4. The principle of intergenerational equity 

The proposed works adhere to the principle of intergenerational equity as close as practicable by 

collating scientific and cultural information on former Aboriginal occupation of the study area through 

RAP review of the ACHA for this project. The collation of this data has enhanced the intergenerational 

equity of this proposal and benefits future generations. 
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7.1.5. Conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity 

Cultural values and their relation to biodiversity are intertwined with the lives of Aboriginal people and 

their use of the landscape. RAP groups have been provided the opportunity to comment on these 

cultural values throughout the ACHA process for this project. However, it is beyond the scope of this 

assessment to directly assess the biological impacts of the proposed development. 

7.1.6. Improved valuation, pricing and incentive mechanisms 

The proponent for this project is bound by the development and planning controls enforced by the 

Richmond Valley LGA. Cultural heritage protection requirements constitute a key component of these 

planning controls, and privately-owned developments within the LGA are required to assess all 

environmental / cultural heritage impacts, avoid said impacts (where possible), work with the 

community / relevant stakeholder groups, and implement mitigation and management measures which 

strike a balance between a proposed development and protecting Aboriginal cultural heritage values. 

7.2. Cumulative Impact Assessment 

Cumulative impact of any development on Aboriginal sites assesses the extent of the proposed impact 

on the site and how this will affect both the proportion of this type of Aboriginal site in the area and the 

impact this destruction will have on Aboriginal cultural heritage values generally in the area.  For 

example if an artefact scatter is destroyed in the course of a proposed development, how many site 

artefact scatters are likely to remain in that area and how will the destruction of that site affect the 

overall archaeological evidence remaining in that area. If a site type that was once common in an area 

becomes rare, the loss of that site (and site type) will affect our ability to understand past Aboriginal 

land uses, will result in an incomplete archaeological record and will negatively affect intergenerational 

equity. 

Effect on the Proportion of this Type of Aboriginal Site in the Area 

One method of calculating the proportion of this site type remaining in the area is to use the results of 

an AHIMS search. A search of the AHIMS register was undertaken by ELA on the 16 March 2021. A search 

parameter covering 524801 -526373E and 6794111 – 6795223N with a buffer of 1km resulted in the 

identification of three Aboriginal sites. No Aboriginal sites were located within the project area. 

All principles of ESD have been considered in advance of the proposed development. 
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8. Management strategies/recommendations 

The management strategies/recommendations for the quarry expansion are outlined below. 

8.1. No Further Assessment Warranted 

No further heritage assessment is warranted, the study area was determined to contain low/nil 

archaeological potential.  

8.2. Protocol for Unsuspected Finds 

All Aboriginal objects are protected by the NPW Act whether they are registered or not. If any suspected 

objects are identified during proposed expansion works, all works should cease, and Heritage NSW and 

the Aboriginal community should be notified at first instance. 

 

In the extremely unlikely event that human remains are found, works should immediately cease, and 

the NSW Police should be contacted. If the remains are suspected to be Aboriginal, Heritage NSW may 

also be contacted at this time to assist in determining appropriate management. 

8.3. Aboriginal Heritage Conservation Zone 

The previously identified area of Aboriginal heritage (AHIMS # 04-4-0142), should still be considered a 

valid exclusion zone. Although there are no plans to impact within the area, the exclusion zone should 

continue to be included on future development management plans. 
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Appendix A: Initial Correspondence with Heritage NSW 
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LETTER FROM GROUNDWORK PLUS TO SAMANTHA HIGGS (HERITAGE NSW) 
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REPLY FROM SAMANTHA HIGGS TO GROUNDWORK PLUS (RE: CONSULTATION) 
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12 March 2021 

Our ref: 21BRI 18183 

Bogal Local Aboriginal Land Council 

1 Boxridge Rd 

Coraki NSW 2471 

To Whom It May Concern, 

RE: Peterson Quarry (formerly Coraki Quarry) proposed expansion – ACHMP Update 

Good Afternoon, 

In 2015 New South Wales Archaeology Pty Ltd undertook an archaeological assessment of then 

proposed location of the formerly named Coraki Quarry. In that report the Bogal LALC were listed as a 

Registered Aboriginal Party, as such participated in the original site inspection. 

The new owners of the quarry (Groundworks Plus) have proposed the slight expansion of the quarry 

area. As such an additional site inspection of the proposed expansion areas will be undertaken and 

their Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Management Plan will be updated. Eco Logical Australia (ELA) has 

been engaged to undertake these works.  

Heritage NSW (formerly OEH) has advised that the original Registered Aboriginal parties for the project 

can be re-engaged, without having to restart the consultation process. The purpose of this letter is to 

introduce myself and to update you on the proposed expansion. I have included a figure below that 

shows the proposed expansion boundary. 

The site inspection portion of the works is not expected to take place until mid to late April. I will be in 

touch towards the end of this month once the date is finalised. Please review the figure below and 

please don’t hesitate to contact me if you have any further questions 

Regards, 

 

Tyler Beebe 
Senior Archaeologist 
tylerb@ecoaus.com.au 
02 4910 3402 
 

Suites 28 & 29, Level 7 
19 Bolton Street 

Newcastle NSW 2300 
t: (02) 4910 0125 
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Figure 9: Proposed expansion area (black hashed line) 
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12 March 2021 

Our ref: 21BRI 18183 

Bandjalang Aboriginal Corporation Prescribed Body Corporate RNTB 

PO Box 302 

Coraki NSW 2471 

Attention: Rebecca Woods 

Dear Rebecca, 

RE: Peterson Quarry (formerly Coraki Quarry) proposed expansion – ACHMP Update 

Good Afternoon Rebecca, 

In 2015 New South Wales Archaeology Pty Ltd undertook an archaeological assessment of the 

proposed location of the formerly named Coraki Quarry. In that report the Bandjalang Aboriginal 

Corporation were listed as holding Native Title over the area, as such you were consulted with. 

The new owners of the quarry (Groundworks Plus) have proposed the slight expansion of the quarry 

area. As such an additional site inspection of the proposed expansion areas will be undertaken and 

their Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Management Plan will be updated. Eco Logical Australia (ELA) has 

been engaged to undertake these works.  

Heritage NSW (formerly OEH) has advised that the original Registered Aboriginal parties for the project 

can be re-engaged, without the need to restart a formal registration/consultation period. The purpose 

of this letter is to introduce myself and to update you on the proposed expansion. I have included a 

figure below that shows the proposed expansion boundary. 

The site inspection portion of the works is not expected to take place until mid to late April. I will be in 

touch towards the end of this month once the date is finalised. Please review the figure below and 

please don’t hesitate to contact me if you have any further questions 

Regards, 

 

Tyler Beebe 
Senior Archaeologist 
tylerb@ecoaus.com.au 
02 4910 3402 
 

Suites 28 & 29, Level 7 
19 Bolton Street 

Newcastle NSW 2300 
t: (02) 4910 0125 
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Figure 10: Proposed expansion area (black hashed line) 
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EMAIL TO BOGAL LALC AND BANDJALANG ABORIGINAL CORPORATION 
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EMAIL TO SAMANTHA HIGGS AT HERITAGE NSW 
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HERITAGE NSW RESPONSE 
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ELA’S REPLY 
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