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Executive	Summary	
Curio	Projects	Pty	Ltd	has	been	commissioned	by	University	of	Newcastle	(UON)	to	prepare	an	

Archaeological	Assessment	(AA)	for	the	University	of	Newcastle	new	Honeysuckle	City	Campus	(the	

study	area),	located	within	the	Honeysuckle	Precinct.	

It	is	understood	that	the	project	main	works	is	proposed	to	be	submitted	to	the	NSW	Department	of	

Planning	and	Environment	(DoPE)	as	a	State	Significant	Development	(SSD).		Early	enabling	works,	

however,	will	be	undertaken	through	an	REF	process,	and	therefore	this	report	will	address	both	

approvals	pathways	with	regards	to	archaeological	process	and	requirements	for	the	project.		This	

report	assesses	both	the	Aboriginal	and	historical,	archaeological	potential	and	significance	of	the	study	

area.			

Aboriginal	Archaeology	
The	Aboriginal	heritage	section	of	the	report	has	been	prepared	in	accordance	with	the	NSW	OEH	

guidelines	Due	Diligence	Code	of	Practice	for	the	Protection	of	Aboriginal	Objects	in	NSW	(Due	Diligence	
Code	of	Practice).		The	purpose	of	an	Aboriginal	Heritage	Due	Diligence	Assessment	is	to	identify	

whether	Aboriginal	objects	are	likely	to	be	present	at	a	site,	and	if	so,	if	they	are	likely	to	be	harmed	

through	a	proposed	activity.		Following	consideration	of	the	environmental	and	archaeological	context	

for	the	study	area,	it	is	assessed	that	the	study	area	has	the	potential	for	the	Aboriginal	objects	(both	

intact	and	within	disturbed	contexts).		Therefore,	any	ground	disturbing	activity	will	have	the	potential	

to	impact	Aboriginal	objects.			

The	more	southern/southeastern	parts	of	the	Honeysuckle	Campus	study	area	would	have	been	located	

in	good	proximity	to	a	variety	of	natural	resource	zones,	including	both	fresh	and	salt	water	floral	and	

faunal	resources	appropriate	for	collection/hunting	and	preparation	of	shell	and	estuarine	species,	as	

well	as	close	to	a	wide	variety	of	raw	materials	for	stone	tool	manufacture,	such	as	Nobbys	Silicified	Tuff	

and	Hunter	River	cobbles.		The	general	Honeysuckle	Point	area	and	southern	foreshore	of	the	Hunter	

River/within	the	Hunter	estuary	delta,	would	have	been	a	significant	location	for	Aboriginal	occupation	

in	the	Newcastle	area.		In	consideration	of	the	environmental	context,	the	study	area	would	most	

definitely	have	been	used	by	Aboriginal	people,	with	the	potential	for	short	term	or	longer	stay	

campsites.	

Intact	Aboriginal	archaeological	deposits	would	have	moderate	to	high	archaeological	research	

potential	to	provide	information	regarding	pre-1788	Aboriginal	use	and	life	along	the	Throsby	

Creek/Hunter	River	foreshore,	and	the	Newcastle	area	in	general.		While	Aboriginal	community	

consultation	has	not	been	undertaken	for	the	project	as	yet,	in	consideration	of	the	assessment	of	

Aboriginal	social	significance	of	nearby	sites	such	as	684	Hunter	Street	(i.e.	former	Palais	Royale	site)	it	

is	considered	that	an	Aboriginal	archaeological	deposit	at	the	site	is	likely	to	have	high	significance	to	

the	Aboriginal	community.		This	archaeological	assessment	is	unable	to	consider	the	potential	

for/significance	of	any	intangible	values	that	may	be	associated	with	the	subject	site.		The	potential	for	

intangible	Aboriginal	cultural	heritage	at	the	site	should	also	be	sought	through	consultation	with	the	

traditional	Aboriginal	custodians	of	the	area.	

In	addition,	the	study	area	has	potential	for	Aboriginal	post-contact	sites,	an	archaeological	features	

and	site	type	that	are	relatively	undocumented	within	the	Newcastle	region.		Therefore,	the	potential	

for	the	study	area	to	have	Aboriginal	post-contact	archaeological	evidence	would	be	of	high	significance	

to	the	archaeological	record,	and	highly	likely	to	be	of	high	social/cultural	significance	to	the	local	

Aboriginal	community.	
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Therefore,	this	report	recommends	further	investigation	in	the	form	of	Aboriginal	community	

consultation	(in	accordance	with	OEH	guidelines),	the	preparation	of	an	Aboriginal	Cultural	Heritage	

Assessment	Report	(ACHAR),	as	well	as	the	requirement	for	an	Aboriginal	Heritage	Impact	Permit	(AHIP)	

for	the	study	area	enabling	works.	

Historical	Archaeology	
The	study	area	is	associated	with	four	historical	phases	of	site	use	and	occupation:	Phase	1—Early	

Settlement	(1810–1857);	Phase	2—Reshaping	the	Harbour	and	Railway	Expansion	(c.1857–1933);	Phase	

3—Civic	Railway	Workshops	and	Decline	(1933–1990s);	and	Phase	4—Honeysuckle	Precinct	(1990s–

Current).	

As	demonstrated	by	adjacent	archaeological	excavations	to	the	study	area	(i.e.	AMAC	2012)	there	is	a	

moderate	archaeological	potential	for	relics	associated	with	Phase	1	use	(Bishop’s	Settlement)	of	the	

study	area	along	and	to	the	south	of	the	path	of	the	original	shoreline	of	Honeysuckle	Point.	

There	is	moderate	to	high	archaeological	potential	for	structural	remains	associated	with	Mortuary	

station	in	southwest	of	Site	2.		If	present,	the	structural	remains	of	Mortuary	Station	are	likely	to	have	

archaeological	significance	at	a	local	level.	

There	is	moderate	to	high	archaeological	potential	for	structural	remains/relics	associated	with	other	

early	railway	workshop	buildings	across	the	whole	study	area.		Should	structural	remains/relics	

associated	with	other	early	railway	workshop	buildings	and	use	of	the	site	as	the	Honeysuckle/Civic	

Railway	Workshops	site	be	present,	these	would	be	of	local	significance.	

An	Engine	Turntable	is	known	to	be	present	within	Site	2,	which	is	of	State	significance	for	its	research	

potential,	and	aesthetic	values,	as	likely	one	of	the	oldest	surviving	railway	relics	in	NSW	(c.1857).		The	

significance	of	the	Turntable	may	warrant	in	situ	retention,	and	should	be	assessed	further,	once	the	

full	extent	of	the	proposed	development	works/development	design	is	known.	

Recommendations	
The	following	recommendations	are	made	with	regards	to	both	Aboriginal	and	historical	archaeological	

considerations	and	constraints	for	the	proposed	development	of	the	study	area	for	the	new	University	

of	Newcastle	Honeysuckle	City	Campus:	

1. An	Aboriginal	Heritage	Impact	Permit	(AHIP)	will	be	required	for	the	study	area	for	the	enabling	

works	prior	to	any	ground	disturbing	works	taking	place	at	the	site.	

2. A	process	of	Aboriginal	cultural	heritage	assessment	should	be	initiated	for	the	study	area,	in	

accordance	with	the	NSW	Office	of	Environment	and	Heritage	statutory	guidelines,	including:	

a. Consultation	with	the	local	Aboriginal	community	in	accordance	with	OEH	guidelines,	

Aboriginal	Cultural	Heritage	Consultation	Requirements	for	Proponents	2010;	

b. Preparation	of	an	Aboriginal	cultural	heritage	methodology	for	the	site	(in	accordance	

with	above	guidelines;	

c. Preparation	of	an	Aboriginal	Cultural	Heritage	Assessment	Report	(ACHAR)	and	

Archaeological	Technical	Report	(ATR),	including	proposed	Aboriginal	archaeological	

mitigative	strategies,	to	be	developed	in	consultation	with	the	Aboriginal	community	(in	

accordance	with	OEH	guideline	Guide	to	Investigating,	assessing	and	reporting	on	

Aboriginal	Cultural	Heritage	in	NSW)	
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3. Should	the	project	concept	design	be	approved	as	SSD,	requirement	for	an	AHIP	is	removed,	

however	the	process	of	Aboriginal	consultation,	cultural	heritage	methodology	and	proposed	

archaeological	mitigation	strategy/excavation	methodology	(as	described	above),	including	

review	and	approval	of	these	reports	and	excavation	methodology	by	NSW	Office	of	

Environment	and	Heritage	(OEH)	is	not	removed,	and	will	be	required	by	the	project	SEARs.	

4. Once	the	detailed	impacts	of	the	overall	proposed	development	are	known	(including	

excavation	requirements,	depths	etc),	an	Archaeological	Impact	Statement	should	be	prepared	

that	assesses	the	impacts	that	the	development	may	have	on	potential	historical	archaeological	

resources,	and	presents	mitigative	strategies	where	appropriate.	

5. It	is	recommended	that	the	Engine	Turntable	be	retained,	in	situ	within	the	site	development,	

subject	to	heritage	interpretation,	if	possible.	

6. A	Historical	Archaeological	Research	Design	(ARD)	should	be	prepared	(in	

association/collaboration	with	the	Aboriginal	Archaeological	Research	Design/Methodology)	to	

present	an	Excavation	Methodology	and	relevant	research	questions	for	the	

excavation/removal	of	the	turntable,	as	well	as	archaeological	mitigation	for	

excavation/development	works	in	the	vicinity	of	the	former	Mortuary	Station,	as	well	as	for	any	

other	impacts	the	development	may	have	on	potential	archaeology	(once	development	impacts	

are	known).		The	Historical	ARD	can	be	prepared	as	part	of	the	Archaeological	Impact	Statement	

for	the	study	area,	once	development	impacts	are	known.	

7. A	Section	140	archaeological	excavation	application	should	be	prepared	and	submitted	to	the	

NSW	Heritage	Division	(along	with	the	prepared	Historical	ARD)	to	allow	the	investigation	of	

Mortuary	Station,	the	investigation/removal	of	the	Turntable,	and	any	other	historical	

archaeological	excavation/monitoring	works	that	may	be	required,	as	necessary	in	relation	to	

development	impacts,	once	known.	

8. Should	substantial	excavation	be	required	within	the	curtilage	of	the	SHR	Civic	Railway	

Workshops	site	(i.e.	in	the	eastern	extent	of	the	study	area),	this	will	require	an	excavation	

permit	in	accordance	with	the	NSW	Heritage	Act	(Section	57	or	Section	60,	depending	on	the	

extent	of	works	and	location	in	relation	to	potential	archaeological	deposits).	

9. Should	the	Stage	1	project	concept	design	be	approved	under	SSD,	requirement	for	permits	

(Section	60	and	Section	140)	in	accordance	with	the	NSW	Heritage	Act	1977	are	removed,	

however	the	preparation	of	an	Archaeological	Impact	Statement	for	project	impacts	and	a	

corresponding	Historical	ARD	(as	described	above),	including	review	and	approval	of	these	

reports	and	excavation	methodology	by	NSW	Heritage	Division,	is	not	removed,	and	will	be	

required	by	the	SSD	approvals	process.	

10. The	project	early	works	will	not	be	subject	to	SSD,	and	therefore	will	require	all	relevant	permits	

as	described	above.	
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1.0 Introduction	
1.1. The	Purpose	of	this	Report	

Curio	Projects	Pty	Ltd	has	been	commissioned	by	University	of	Newcastle	(UON)	to	prepare	an	

Archaeological	Assessment	(AA)	for	the	University	of	Newcastle	new	Honeysuckle	City	Campus	(the	

study	area),	located	within	the	Honeysuckle	Precinct.	

It	is	understood	that	the	project	main	works	is	proposed	to	be	submitted	to	the	NSW	Department	of	

Planning	and	Environment	(DoPE)	as	a	State	Significant	Development	(SSD),	however	at	the	time	of	

writing,	the	request	for	Secretary’s	Environmental	Assessment	Requirements	(SEARs)	for	the	project,	

has	not	yet	been	submitted.		However,	early	enabling	works	will	be	undertaken	through	an	REF	process,	

and	therefore	this	report	will	address	both	approvals	pathways	with	regards	to	archaeological	process	

and	requirements	for	the	project.	

This	report	assesses	both	the	Aboriginal	and	historical,	archaeological	potential	and	significance	of	the	

study	area.		This	report	has	been	prepared	with	reference	to	relevant	guideline	documents	as	detailed	

in	the	relevant	subsections,	including	but	not	limited	to:	

• Cox,	2017,	University	of	Newcastle	Honeysuckle	City	Campus	Development—Concept	Master	
Plan	Report,	prepared	for	UON,	October	2017	

• AHMS	2005,	Newcastle	Aboriginal	Heritage	Study	
• Umwelt,	2016.,	Aboriginal	Heritage	Management	Strategy:	Newcastle	Local	Government	Area	
• Newcastle	City	Council,	2015,	Newcastle	Archaeological	Management	Strategy,	Newcastle	City	

Council:	Newcastle	
• Australia	ICOMOS	Charter	for	Places	of	Cultural	Significance,	The	Burra	Charter,	2013	(Burra	

Charter);	

• Assessing	significance	for	archaeological	sites	and	'relics',	Heritage	Branch	2009.	
• Historical	Archaeology	Code	of	Practice	(second	edition,	2006)	
• Historical	Archaeological	Sites:	Investigation	and	Conservation	Guidelines	(1993)	
• Archaeological	Assessment	Guidelines	(1996)	update	in	preparation	
• Assessing	Heritage	Significance	(2001)	
• Due	Diligence	Code	of	Practice	for	the	Protection	of	Aboriginal	Objects	in	NSW	(2010)	

• Guide	to	Investigating,	Assessing,	and	Reporting	on	Aboriginal	cultural	heritage	in	NSW	(April	

2011) 

1.2. Background	
The	closure	of	the	heavy	rail	corridor	at	Honeysuckle	has	provided	significant	opportunities	for	

development	in	this	precinct,	including	the	development	of	a	new	UON	campus.		The	current	

development	proposes	the	expansion	of	the	UON	city	campus,	through	the	development	of	new	

university	facilities	within	the	Honeysuckle	Precinct	of	the	Newcastle	CBD,	to	be	known	as	the	UON	

Honeysuckle	City	Campus.		The	new	Honeysuckle	City	Campus	will	be	located	on	a	series	of	three	

adjacent	sites	that	have	been	acquired	by	the	UON	from	the	Hunter	Development	Corporation	between	

Honeysuckle	Drive	and	Civic	Lane.		A	Concept	Master	Plan	has	been	developed	for	the	site	to	provide	

UON	with	a	sensible	and	flexible	framework	to	guide	the	future	development	of	the	Honeysuckle	City	

Campus.	

The	UON	has	acquired	what	is	known	as	‘Site	1’	from	the	Hunter	Development	Corporation,	with	an	

optional	Purchase	Agreement	for	the	two	further	adjacent	sites	along	the	rail	corridor	land	north	of	
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Civic	Lane	(Sites	2	and	3).		This	AA	report	applies	to	the	whole	potential	site	area	(i.e.	Sites	1,	2	and	3),	

as	well	as	to	areas	outside	of	these	three	land	parcels	within	which	works	will	be	required	for	the	

establishment	of	the	telecommunications	reticulation	route.	

1.3. Site	Identification	
The	study	area	is	located	approximately	between	Honeysuckle	Drive	and	Civic	Lane,	within	the	

Honeysuckle	Precinct	of	the	Newcastle	CBD,	within	the	Newcastle	City	Council	LGA	(Figure	1).		The	

future	UON	Honeysuckle	City	Campus	(the	study	area)	will	be	located	across	a	number	of	lots	across	

three	sites	(Sites	1,	2	and	3),	which	currently	exist	generally	as	vacant	lots,	car	parking	and	part	of	the	

former	rail	corridor	(Figure	2).		Site	1	and	part	of	Site	2	are	also	currently	used	as	construction	site	and	

materials	handling	for	the	construction	of	the	Newcastle	Light	Rail	nearby.		Table	1	presents	the	three	

sites	of	the	proposed	development,	and	defines	the	relevant	lots	and	DPs.	

The	study	area	to	which	this	report	refers	includes	a	slightly	wider	area	than	solely	the	lots	of	Site	1,	2	

and	3,	to	acknowledge	the	requirement	for	enabling	works,	services	etc	that	will	be	required	to	connect	

the	new	development	into	surrounding	services	etc,	as	per	the	potential	paths	of	the	

telecommunication	reticulation	route	(visible	in	Figures	1	and	3).	

The	main	development	area	(i.e.	Sites	1,	2	and	3)	is	generally	bounded	to	the	north	by	Honeysuckle	

Drive,	which	is	lined	on	its	northern	side	by	recent	residential	apartment	blocks,	to	the	east	by	

Settlement	Lane	(also	lined	by	recent	apartment	blocks)	and	the	former	Civic	Railway	Station,	to	the	

south	by	Civic	Lane,	and	to	the	west	by	Worth	Place	(Figure	3).			

The	potential	pathways	for	the	reticulation	of	telecommunication	cables	and	connections	to	the	new	

UoN	site	have	been	included	in	this	assessment	in	order	to	help	determine	if	there	is	a	preferable	route	

in	relation	to	potential	impact	to	archaeology.		The	new	development	will	utilize	the	existing	UoN	assets	

to	reticulate	telecommunications	cables	(indicated	in	blue	on	Figure	1),	along	with	the	tracking	of	a	new	

route	(indicated	in	pink	and	green	in	Figure	1),	and	potentially	utilising	Smart	City	Assets	(to	be	

confirmed,	indicated	in	black	in	Figure	1).	

TABLE	1:	SUMMARY	OF	STUDY	AREA	BY	SITE,	LOTS	AND	DPS	

Site	 Area	 Lots	

Site	1	 8,546m
2
	 Lots	1,	2	and	3	DP	1163346	

Site	2	 6,174m
2
	 Part	Lot	21	DP	1165985	

Part	Lot	2	DP	1226145	

Site	3	 5,692m
2
	 Part	Lot	21	DP	1165985	

Part	Lot	2	DP	1226145	
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FIGURE	1:	GENERAL	STUDY	AREA	CONTEXT,	INCLUDING	SITES	1,	2	AND	3	BOUNDARY,	AS	WELL	AS	POTENTIAL	PATHS	FOR	COMMS	RETICULATION	
(SOURCE:	GOOGLE	MAPS	WITH	CURIO	ADDITIONS	2018)	

	

FIGURE	2:	EXISTING	LOTS	AND	DPS	ACROSS	THE	STUDY	AREA	AND	SURROUNDS.	(SOURCE:	MONTEATH	&	POWYS,	2017)	
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FIGURE	3:	STUDY	AREA	SITES	AND	POTENTIAL	COMMS	RETICULATION	ROUTES	(SOURCE:	NSW	LPI	SIX	MAPS	WITH	CURIO	ADDITIONS	2018)	

1.4. Limitations	and	Constraints	
This	report	does	not	assess	the	impact	of	any	proposed	development	on	built	heritage	aspects,	including	

listed	heritage	items	or	significant	views	and	vistas.	

This	report	is	a	desktop	assessment	of	environmental	and	Aboriginal	archaeological	context	and	potential	

only.	 	 No	 consultation	 with	 the	 local	 Aboriginal	 community	 has	 been	 undertaken	 as	 part	 of	 this	

assessment,	 and	 therefore	 no	 social	 or	 cultural	 assessment	 of	 Aboriginal	 heritage	 values	 has	 been	

undertaken	 at	 this	 time.	 	 The	OEH	Due	Diligence	 Code	 of	 Practice	 states	 that	 ‘consultation	with	 the	

Aboriginal	community	is	not	a	formal	requirement	of	the	due	diligence	process’
1
,	however	only	Aboriginal	

people	are	able	to	provide	information	regarding	the	Aboriginal	cultural	and	social	nature	and	significance	

of	a	site	or	location.	

It	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 one	 of	 the	main	 tools	 for	 assessing	 the	 location	 of	 potential	 archaeological	

resources	is	the	overlay	of	historical	maps	and	plans	over	current	aerials.		While	this	is	undertaken	with	

the	highest	 level	of	precision	available,	 it	should	be	noted	that	historical	overlays	do	bear	an	inherent	

level	 of	 inaccuracy	 and	 are	 used	 as	 an	 indicative	 location	 for	 previous	 historical	 and	 archaeological	

features,	however	must	be	combined	with	other	methods	such	as	historical	records,	and	archaeological	

techniques,	 to	 confirm	 the	 location	 of	 archaeological	 features	 with	 100%	 accuracy.	 	 For	 reasons	 of	

resolution,	only	some	overlays	have	been	presented	including	the	telecommunications	route	as	well	as	

																																								 																
1
	DECCW	2010a:	3	
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Sites	 1,	 2	 and	 3,	 however	 the	 overall	 assessment	 has	 been	 undertaken	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 comms	

reticulation	route	as	well	as	the	main	site	lots.	

This	AA	does	not	include	assessment	of	any	non-heritage	related	planning	controls	or	requirements.	

1.5. Authorship	
This	report	has	been	prepared	by	Sam	Cooling,	Senior	Archaeologist,	with	assistance	from	Andre	Fleury,	

Archaeologist	&	Historian,	and	reviewed	by	Natalie	Vinton,	Heritage	Specialist	and	Director,	of	Curio	

Projects	Pty	Ltd.		All	mapping	and	overlays	were	prepared	by	Andre	Fleury.	
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2.0 Statutory	Context	

2.1. State	Legislation—Aboriginal	Archaeology	
Aboriginal	cultural	heritage	is	governed	in	NSW	by	two	principal	pieces	of	legislation:	

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

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

2.1.1. NSW	Parks	and	Wildlife	Act	1974	
The	NSW	Parks	and	Wildlife	Act	1974	(NPW	Act),	administered	by	the	Office	of	Environment	and	

Heritage	(OEH),	is	the	primary	legislation	that	provides	statutory	protection	for	all	‘Aboriginal	objects’	

(Part	6,	Section	90)	and	‘Aboriginal	places’	(Part	6,	Section	84)	within	NSW.				

An	Aboriginal	object	is	defined	through	the	NPW	Act	as:		

“any	deposit,	object	or	material	evidence	(not	being	a	handicraft	made	for	sale)	relating	to	
the	Aboriginal	habitation	of	the	area	that	comprises	New	South	Wales,	being	habitation	
before	or	concurrent	with	(or	both)	the	occupation	of	that	area	by	persons	of	non-
Aboriginal	extraction,	and	includes	Aboriginal	remains.”	

The	NPW	Act	provides	the	definition	of	‘harm’	to	Aboriginal	objects	and	places	as:		

“...any	act	or	omission	that:	

(a)	destroys,	defaces	or	damages	the	object	or	place,	or		

(b)	in	relation	to	an	object-moves	the	object	from	the	land	on	which	it	had	been	situated,	or		

(c)	is	specified	by	the	regulations,	or		

(d)	causes	or	permits	the	object	or	place	to	be	harmed	in	a	manner	referred	to	in	paragraph	
(a),	(b)	or	(c),	“2	

The	NPW	Act	also	establishes	penalties	for	‘harm’	to	Aboriginal	objects	and	declared	Aboriginal	places,	

as	well	as	defences	and	exemptions	for	harm.	One	of	the	main	defences	against	the	harming	of	

Aboriginal	objects	and	cultural	material	is	to	seek	an	Aboriginal	Heritage	Impact	Permit	(AHIP)	under	

Section	90	of	the	NPW	Act,	under	which	disturbance	to	Aboriginal	objects	could	be	undertaken,	in	

accordance	with	the	requirements	of	an	approved	AHIP.
3
	

2.1.2. OEH	Guidelines	
In	order	to	best	implement	and	administer	the	protection	afforded	to	Aboriginal	objects	and	places	as	

through	the	NPW	Act,	and	EP&A	Act,	the	OEH	have	prepared	a	series	of	best	practice	statutory	

guidelines	with	regards	to	Aboriginal	heritage.		These	guidelines	are	designed	to	assist	developers,	

landowners	and	archaeologists	to	better	understand	their	statutory	obligations	with	regards	to	

Aboriginal	heritage	in	NSW,	and	implement	best	practice	policies	into	their	investigation	of	Aboriginal	

heritage	values	and	archaeology	in	relation	to	their	land	and/or	development.		These	guidelines	include:	

	

																																								 																
2
	NPW	Act	1974	

3
	As	previously	noted,	the	current	project	is	exempt	from	the	requirements	of	the	NPW	Act,	due	to	its	status	as	an	SSD	
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• Due	Diligence	Code	of	Practice	for	the	Protection	of	Aboriginal	Objects	in	NSW.4	
• Guide	to	Investigating,	assessing	and	reporting	on	Aboriginal	Cultural	Heritage	in	NSW.5	
• Code	of	Practice	for	the	Archaeological	Investigation	of	Aboriginal	Objects	in	New	South	Wales.6	
• Aboriginal	Cultural	Heritage	Consultation	Requirements	for	Proponents	2010.7	
• Aboriginal	Heritage	Impact	Permits,	a	Guide	for	Applicants.8	

2.1.3. Due	Diligence	Assessment	Process	
The	Due	Diligence	Assessment	Process	(in	accordance	with	the	OEH	Due	Diligence	Code	of	Practice	
guidelines),	is	a	step	by	step	process	that	provides	proponents	with	a	reasonable	method	to	follow	to	

determine	whether	their	proposed	activity	has	the	potential	to	harm	Aboriginal	objects,	and	to	identify	

reasonable	constraints	and	opportunities	of	the	activity,	relating	to	Aboriginal	heritage	in	the	activity	

location.		The	primary	steps	of	the	Due	Diligence	process	are:	

• Step	1—Determine	whether	the	activity	will	disturb	the	ground	surface	or	any	cultural	modified	

trees.	

• Step	2a—Database	Search	of	the	OEH	Aboriginal	Heritage	Information	Management	Services	

(AHIMS),	and	other	known	sources	to	determine	whether	any	registered	sites	are	located	

within/near	the	subject	site.	

• Step	2b—Environmental/Landscape	Assessment	

• Step	3—Impact	Avoidance	Assessment	

• Step	4—Desktop	Assessment	and	Visual	Inspection	

Following	this	process,	should	the	assessment	determine	that	Aboriginal	objects	are	likely	to	be	present	

and	have	the	potential	to	be	impacted,	the	Due	Diligence	Code	of	Practice	advises	further	investigation	

and	impact	assessment	(Step	5).		Should	the	assessment	determine	that	Aboriginal	objects	are	unlikely	

to	be	present/unlikely	to	be	harmed	through	the	proposed	activity,	then	the	activity	may	proceed	with	

caution.	

2.2. State	Legislation—Historical	Archaeology	
Historical	archaeology	is	governed	in	NSW	by	two	principles	pieces	of	legislation:	

• NSW	Heritage	Act	1977	(The	Act);	and		
• Environmental	Planning	and	Assessment	Act	1979	(EP&A	Act).	

2.2.1. NSW	Heritage	Act	1977	
The	purpose	of	the	NSW	Heritage	Act	1977	(as	amended)	is	to	conserve	the	 environmental	

heritage	of	the	State.		Environmental	heritage	is	broadly	defined	under	Section	4	of	the	Heritage	
Act	as	consisting	of	the	following	items:	

‘those	places,	buildings,	works,	relics,	moveable	objects,	and	precincts,	of	State	or	local	
heritage			significance.’	

The	Heritage	Act	protects	heritage,	but	 historical	archaeological	remains	are	additionally	

protected	from	 being	moved	or	excavated	through	the	operation	of	the	‘relics’	provisions.	These	

																																								 																
4
	DECCW	2010,	Due	Diligence	Code	of	Practice	for	the	Investigation	of	Aboriginal	Objects	in	New	South	Wales.		

5
	OEH	2011,	Guide	to	Investigating,	assessing	and	reporting	on	Aboriginal	cultural	heritage	in	NSW.	

6
	DECCW	2010,	Code	of	Practice	for	the	Archaeological	Investigation	of	Aboriginal	Objects	in	New	South	Wales.	

7
	DECCW	2010,	Aboriginal	Cultural	Heritage	Consultation	Requirements	for	Proponents	2010.	

8
	OEH	2011,	Aboriginal	Heritage	Impact	Permits,	a	Guide	for	Applicants.	
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protect	unidentified	‘relics’	which	may	form	part	of	the	State’s	environmental	heritage,	but	which	

have	not	been	listed	 on	the	 State	 Heritage	 Register	 or	 protected	 by	 an	 Interim	 Heritage	Order.	

An	archaeological	site	is	an	area	of	land	which	is	the	location	of	one	or	more	archaeological	‘relics’.			

Division	9	of	the	Heritage	Act	is	titled	‘Protection	of	certain	relics’,	with	Section	139	containing	
provisions	for	‘Excavation	permit	[being]	required	in	certain	cases’	to	‘disturb	or	excavate	land’.	Such	
permits	are	issued	under	Sections	140	and	141	of	the	Act,	or	under	Sections	60	and	63	of	the	Act,	in	

cases	where	‘relics’	are	situated	within	sites	or	places	listed	on	the	State	Heritage	Register.		Section	139	

prohibits	the	excavating	or	disturbing	of	land	leading	to	a	relic	being	discovered,	exposed,	moved,	

damaged	or	destroyed.	To	‘excavate	and	disturb	land’	in	the	context	of	the	NSW	Heritage	Act	is	an	act	

associated	with	the	activity	of	digging	or	unearthing.		

Since	amendments	were	made	to	the	Heritage	Act	made	in	2009,	a	‘relic’	has	been	defined	as	an	

archaeological	deposit,	resource	or	feature	that	has	heritage	significance	at	a	local	or	State	level.	(NSW	

Heritage	Branch	Department	of	Planning.	2009.	Assessing	Significance	for	Sites	and	‘Relics’).	

This	 significance- based	 approach	 to	 identifying	 ‘relics’	 is	 consistent	 with	 the	 way	 other	

heritage	items	such	as	buildings,	works,	precincts	or	landscapes	are	identified	and	managed	in	NSW.	

The	key	issue	is	whether	a	deposit,	artefact,	object	or	material	evidence	 that	 survives	 from	 the	

past	 is	 significant.	 If	 it	 is	 significant,	 it	 will	 need	 to	 be	managed	under	the	‘relics’	provisions	of	

the	Heritage	Act.	(Heritage	Branch,	2009:1).		If	an	historical	deposit,	artefact,	object	or	material	

evidence	from	the	past	is	deemed	not	to	meet	the	threshold	of	local	or	State	significance,	then	it	

does	not	need	to	managed	as	a	‘relic’	under	the	Heritage	Act.	

In	addition,	Section	146	of	the	Heritage	Act	relates	to	the	requirement	to	report	the	discovery	of	

relics	to	the	Heritage	Council.			

Specially,	Section	146	of	the	Heritage	Act	states:	

146	Notification	of	discovery	of	a	relic	

A	person,	who	is	aware	or	believes	that	he	or	she	has	discovered	or	located	a	relic	(in	any	
circumstances,	and	whether	or	not	the	person	has	been	issued	with	a	permit)	must:	

(a)	within	a	reasonable	time	after	he	or	she	first	becomes	aware	or	believes	that	he	or	she	
has	discovered	or	located	that	relic	notify	the	Heritage	Council	of	the	location	of	the	relic,	
unless	he	or	she	believes	on	reasonable	grounds	that	the	Heritage	Council	is	aware	of	the	
location	of	the	relic,	and	

(b)	within	the	period	required	by	the	Heritage	Council	furnish	the	Heritage	Council	with	
such	information	concerning	the	relic	as	the	Heritage	Council	may	reasonably	require.	

In	accordance	with	the	Section	146	provisions	of	the	Heritage	Act,	the	discovery	of	relics	is	generally	

reported	to	the	Heritage	Division,	in	the	form	of	a	post-excavation	report	or	similar,	depending	on	the	

circumstances	in	which	the	discovery	was	made-	and	in	accordance	with	any	requirements	of	the	

Minister.		

Under	Part	4	of	the	EP&A	Act,	excavation	permits	under	the	Heritage	Act	are	not	required	for	SSD	

projects.		Additional	approvals	specific	to	SSD	projects	may	be	required	instead.	
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2.2.2. NSW	Heritage	Division	Guidelines	
In	order	to	best	implement	and	administer	the	protection	afforded	to	historical	archaeological	‘relics’	

and	heritage	places	as	through	the	NSW	Heritage	Act,	and	EP&A	Act,	the	NSW	State	Government	have	

prepared	a	series	of	best	practice	statutory	guidelines	with	regards	to	historical	archaeology.		These	

guidelines	are	designed	to	assist	developers,	landowners	and	archaeologists	to	better	understand	their	

statutory	obligations	with	regards	to	historical	archaeology	in	NSW,	and	implement	best	practice	

policies	into	their	investigation	of	historical	archaeological	heritage	values	in	relation	to	their	land	

and/or	development.	

2.3. Environmental	Planning	and	Assessment	Act	1979	
The	EP&A	Act	is	an	'Act	to	institute	a	system	of	environmental	planning	and	assessment	for	the	state	of	

NSW'	(EP&A	Act)
9
.		Dependent	upon	which	Part	of	the	EP&A	Act	a	project	is	to	be	assessed	under,	

differing	requirements	and	protocols	for	the	assessment	of	associated	Aboriginal	cultural	heritage	may	

apply.	

Part	4,	Division	4.1	of	the	EP&A	Act	identifies	and	defines	State	Significant	Development	projects	(SSD)	

as	those	declared	under	Section	89C	of	the	EP&A	Act.	SSD	and	State	Significant	Infrastructure	projects	

(SSI),	replace	'Concept	Plan'	project	approvals,	in	accordance	with	Part	3A	of	this	Act,	which	was	

repealed	in	2011.	

Where	a	project	is	assessed	to	be	an	SSD,	the	process	of	development	approval	differs,	with	certain	

approvals	and	legislation	no	longer	applicable	to	the	project.	Of	relevance	to	the	assessment	of	

Aboriginal	heritage	for	a	development,	the	requirement	for	an	AHIP	in	accordance	with	Section	90	of	

the	NPW	Act	is	removed	for	SSD	projects	(EP&A	Act,	Section	89J).		However,	this	does	not	remove	the	

requirement	to	undertake	Aboriginal	cultural	heritage	and	archaeological	assessments/investigation	in	

accordance	with	OEH	statutory	guidelines	(as	described	above).	

Of	relevance	to	the	assessment	of	historical	archaeological	potential	for	a	development,	the	

requirement	for	a	S140	Excavation	Permit	under	the	Section	139	provisions	of	the	Heritage	Act	(1977)	is	

removed	for	SSD	projects	(EP&A	Act,	Section	89J).	

The	requirement	to	report	the	discovery	of	a	‘relic’	in	accordance	with	Section	146	of	the	Heritage	Act	is	

still	applicable	for	projects	assessed	as	SSD	projects.	

2.4. Newcastle	Local	Environmental	Plan	2012	
Clause	5.10	of	the	Newcastle	Local	Environmental	Plan	2012	(LEP)	sets	out	objectives	and	planning	

controls	for	the	conservation	of	heritage	in	the	City	of	Newcastle,	including	the	conservation	of	

archaeological	sites.		The	LEP	states	that	development	consent	is	required	for	works	that	will	involve:	

5.10(2)(c)	disturbing	or	excavating	an	archaeological	site	while	knowing,	or	having	
reasonable	cause	to	suspect,	that	the	disturbance	or	excavation	will	or	is	likely	to	result	in	a	
relic	being	discovered,	exposed,	moved,	damaged	or	destroyed.	

(d)	disturbing	or	excavating	an	Aboriginal	place	of	heritage	significance.	

(e)	erecting	a	building	on	land:	

																																								 																
9
	http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/nsw/consol_act/epaaa1979389/longtitle.html	
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	 (i)	on	which	a	heritage	item	is	located	or	that	is	within	a	heritage	conservation	
area,	or	

	 (ii)	on	which	an	Aboriginal	object	is	located	or	that	is	within	an	Aboriginal	place	of	
heritage	significance.	

Clause	5.10(7)	specifically	relates	to	the	management	of	archaeological	sites:	

(7)	Archaeological	sites	
The	consent	authority	must,	before	granting	consent	under	this	clause	to	the	carrying	out	
of	development	on	an	archaeological	site	(other	than	land	listed	on	the	State	Heritage	
Register	or	to	which	an	interim	heritage	order	under	the	Heritage	Act	1977	applies):	

(a)notify	the	Heritage	Council	of	its	intention	to	grant	consent,	and	

(b)take	into	consideration	any	response	received	from	the	Heritage	Council	within	28	days	
after	the	notice	is	sent.	

Clause	5.10(8)	specifically	relates	to	the	management	of	Aboriginal	site:	

(8)	Aboriginal	places	of	heritage	significance	
The	consent	authority	must,	before	granting	consent	under	this	clause	to	the	carrying	out	
of	development	in	an	Aboriginal	place	of	heritage	significance:	

(a)	consider	the	effect	of	the	proposed	development	on	the	heritage	significance	of	the	
place	and	any	Aboriginal	object	known	or	reasonably	likely	to	be	located	at	the	place	by	
means	of	an	adequate	investigation	and	assessment	(which	may	involve	consideration	of	a	
heritage	impact	statement),	and	

(b)	notify	the	local	Aboriginal	communities,	in	writing	or	in	such	other	manner	as	may	be	
appropriate,	about	the	application	and	take	into	consideration	any	response	received	
within	28	days	after	the	notice	is	sent.	

2.5. Heritage	Listings	
While	there	are	no	heritage	items	located	directly	within	the	study	area,	the	eastern	part	of	Site	3	is	

included	within	the	curtilage	of	the	State	Heritage	Registered	listed	Civic	Railway	Workshops,	while	part	

of	the	study	area	(Sites	2	and	3)	is	included	within	the	Newcastle	City	Centre	Heritage	Conservation	

Area	(HCA	C4).		The	overall	study	area	is	also	located	in	close	proximity	to	a	number	of	other	heritage	

items	(of	local	and	State	significance,	as	well	as	heritage	items	listed	on	the	Section	170	register).	

Nearby	heritage	items	include:	

• Civic	Railway	Workshops	Group	(Local	Heritage	Item	#I479	and	SHR	#00956)	

• Civic	Railway	Station	Group	(Section	170	NSW	State	Agency	Heritage	Register)	

• No.	2	Lee	Wharf	Building	C—3C	Honeysuckle	Drive	(Local	Heritage	Item	#I390,	State	Heritage	

Register	nomination)	

• No.	1	Lee	Wharf	Building	A—13	Honeysuckle	Drive	(Local	Heritage	Item	#I389,	State	Heritage	

Register	nomination)	

• Former	Police	Station—558	Hunter	Street	(Local	Heritage	Item	#I420)	

• Newcastle	Technical	College—590-608	Hunter	Street	(Local	Heritage	Item	#I3496)	

• Remains	of	AA	Co.,	bridge	and	fence—280	Hunter	Street	(Local	Heritage	Item	#I415)	
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• Civic	Theatre—373	Hunter	Street	(Local	Heritage	Item	#I418	and	SHR	#01883)	

	

FIGURE	4:	HERITAGE	MAP	(SOURCE:	CURIO	2018	AFTER	LEP	HERITAGE	MAP)	
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3.0 Historical	Summary	
3.1. Pre-European	Environment	and	Aboriginal	Ethnohistory	

The	traditional	custodians	of	the	Honeysuckle	Point	area	as	well	as	across	much	of	the	wider	Newcastle	

region	are	the	Awabakal	people.		While	the	majority	of	written	records	relating	to	Awabakal	people	of	

the	Newcastle	region	were	written	by	early	European	colonists	and	the	like,	and	therefore	represent	

the	views	of	the	authors	rather	than	that	of	the	Aboriginal	people	themselves,	these	resources	can	still	

provide	a	useful	insight	into	the	activities,	locations,	tools,	clothing	etc	of	local	Aboriginal	people	during	

the	early	contact	period.		Regardless,	it	is	well	established	that	Aboriginal	people	intensively	inhabited	

the	Hunter	Valley/Newcastle	region,	long	before	1788	(Figure	5).	

A	number	of	natural	and	prominent	landscape	features	around	the	Newcastle	area	are	known	to	be	of	

significance/sacred	sites	to	local	Aboriginal	people.		One	of	these	sacred	sites	is	Nobbys	Head,	known	to	

local	Aboriginal	people	as	Whibay	Gamba,	where	it	is	said	that	a	kangaroo	jumped	from	Fort	Scratchley	

(Tahlbihn	Point)	to	Nobbys,	where	it	remained	hidden	in	the	bowels	of	the	island,	occasionally	

thumping	its	tail	and	shaking	the	land	(thought	of	as	a	reference	to	the	region’s	earthquake	activity).		

Other	known	significant	Aboriginal	sites	in	the	Newcastle	area	include	a	tool	making	site	at	Pillapay	
Kullaitaran	(Glenrock	Lagoon)	and	shell	midden	sites	across	Meekarlba	(Honeysuckle),10	(adjacent	
to/consistent	with	the	current	study	area).		Newcastle	is	known	to	local	Aboriginal	people	as	

Muloobinba,	while	the	Hunter	River	is	known	as	Coquon.	

Aboriginal	people	in	the	Newcastle/Honeysuckle	area	would	have	had	access	to	a	wide	variety	of	food	

and	other	subsistence	resources,	due	to	the	diversity	of	landscape	features	associated	with	the	close	

proximity	to	the	Hunter	River	and	its	estuary,	and	the	South	Pacific	Ocean	along	the	Newcastle	coast.		

Numerous	historical	observations	make	reference	to	these	abundant	resources	and	their	use	by	

Aboriginal	people.	

An	observation	of	the	quantity	of	fish	available	in	the	Hunter	River	was	made	by	Lieutenant	Grant	of	the	

Royal	Navy,	who	noted	that:	

‘fish	were	taken	in	great	quantities,	and	of	various	kinds,	particularly	mullets,	which	were	
large	and	well	flavoured.	We	caught	also	a	species	of	jew	fish,	one	of	which	weighed	56	
pounds,	and	proved	excellent	eating.	From	the	numbers	of	this	fish,	which	escaped	the	
seine,	I	am	inclined	to	think	there	is	great	plenty	in	this	river’11	

Aboriginal	people	of	the	area	would	fish	both	from	canoes	as	well	as	from	the	shoreline,	using	both	line	

and	spear	fishing	techniques,	as	well	as	hunting	for	other	sealife	such	as	lobsters.		In	the	mid	1800s,	

William	Scott	of	Port	Stephens	observed	Aboriginal	men	and	women	working	together	to	fish:	

‘The	women	would	be	on	the	lookout	for	the	shining,	shimmering	mass	of	fish	to	come	
round	some	wooded	headland,	and	when	their	shrill	outcries	told	of	the	approach	of	the	
finny	prey,	the	men	would	rush	to	the	shore.	Hissing	into	the	water	would	hurtle	the	heavy	
spears….’12	

																																								 																
10
	City	of	Newcastle,	2018,	‘Aboriginal	Culture’,	retrieved	from	http://www.newcastle.nsw.gov.au/Explore/History-

Heritage/Aboriginal-culture,	22	February	2018.	
11
	AMBS	2005:35,	after	Grant	1803:	159-160	

12
	AMBS	2005:	36,	after	Newcastle	Morning	Herald	Supplement	1993	
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FIGURE	5:	‘ABORIGINES	RESTING	BY	CAMP	FIRE,	NEAR	MOUTH	OF	THE	HUNTER	RIVER,	NEWCASTLE’	(NOBBY’S	HEAD	VISIBLE	IN	CENTRE	
BACKGROUND	OF	PAINTING).	PAINTING	BY	JOSEPH	LYCETT,	C.	1817	(SOURCE:	NLA,	HTTP://NLA.GOV.AU/NLA.OBJ-138500420)	

3.2. Brief	History	of	Colonial	Newcastle	
The	mouth	of	the	Hunter	River	was	first	noted	by	Captain	Cook	in	1770	as	‘coal	island’	(in	reference	to	

Nobbys	Head)	during	his	voyage	north.		Following	the	establishment	of	the	Sydney	colony	in	1788	there	

are	reports	of	early	fishermen	visiting	the	Hunter	River	area,	however	it	was	not	until	1797	when	

Lieutenant	John	Shortland	sailed	from	Sydney	in	pursuit	of	escaped	convicts,	that	the	Hunter	Valley	and	

Newcastle	region	began	to	be	explored	in	any	detail.
13
		Shortland	was	the	one	who	gave	the	Hunter	

River	its	name,	named	for	the	Governor	of	NSW	of	the	time,	John	Hunter.		It	was	Shortland	who	also	

provided	early	detailed	accounts	of	the	quantity	of	coal	located	in	the	region,	stating	that:	

‘The	entrance	of	this	river	is	but	shallow,	and	covered	by	a	high	rocky	island	lying	right	off	it	
so	as	to	leave	a	good	passage	round	the	north	end	of	the	island,	between	that	and	the	
shore.	A	reef	connects,	the	south	part	of	the	island	with	the	south	shore	of	the	entrance	to	
the	river.	In	this	harbour	are	found	a	considerable	quantity	of	very	good	coal,	and	lying	so	
near	the	water	side	as	to	be	conveniently	shipped,	which	gives	it,	in	this	particular,	a	
manifest	advantage	over	that	discovered	to	the	southward.	Some	specimens	of	this	coal	
were	brought	up	in	the	boat.’14	

Following	a	convict	rebellion	at	Castle	Hill	in	the	Sydney	colony,	Australia’s	second	penal	colony	was	

established	in	Newcastle	in	1804,	initially	known	as	‘Kings	Town’.
15
		Newcastle	served	from	1804	to	

1823	as	one	of	the	principal	penal	colonies	in	Australia,	often	serving	as	a	place	of	secondary	

																																								 																
13
	AMBS	2005:	39	

14
	AMBS	2005:	39,	after	Newcastle	City	Council	2003	

15
	Melville,	R.,	2014,	A	harbour	from	a	creek:	a	history	of	the	Port	of	Newcastle.	Newcastle	Port	Corporation,	Newcastle.	
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punishment	for	those	who	had	committed	certain	crimes.
16
		During	its	time	as	a	penal	colony,	the	main	

occupations	of	the	convicts	were	coal	mining	and	timber	cutting,	with	convict	labour	also	used	to	

undertake	improvements	to	the	harbour,	including	early	jettys,	and	the	breakwater	between	Nobbys	

Island	and	the	mainland	(1818).		The	convict	town	of	Newcastle	was	focused	mainly	around	the	eastern	

side	of	the	current	city,	which	is	evidenced	today	still	by	the	presence	of	sites	such	as	the	Convict	

Lumber	Yard	(near	the	corner	of	Scott	and	Watt	Streets).		By	1822,	a	new	penal	settlement	had	been	

established	at	Port	Macquarie,	convict	transportation	to	the	Newcastle	colony	was	halted,	and	the	

Hunter	Valley	and	Newcastle	region	officially	opened	to	free	settlers.		However,	Newcastle’s	primary	

early	industry	of	coal	production	continued,	steadily	increasing	in	size	and	extent	into	the	post-convict	

settlement	of	Newcastle.			

	

FIGURE	6:	EARLY	VIEW	OF	NEWCASTLE	AND	HARBOR,	1820.	(SOURCE:	NEWCASTLE	CULTURAL	COLLECTIONS	-	COLLECTIONS.NCC.NSW.GOV.AU.	
REGISTRATION	NUMBER	013	000021)	

3.3. Government	Farm,	Australian	Agricultural	Company	and	Bishop’s	Settlement	(1810–
1847)	

Government	Farm	(also	known	as	Commandant’s	Farm)	was	established	early	in	Newcastle’s	settlement	

(by	1816),	and	was	described	as:	

‘There	is	a	farm	belonging	to	the	Government	on	the	river	at	some	distance	from	the	town	
over	which	is	placed	an	overseer,	who	has	a	farm	of	his	own	in	the	neighbourhood;	and	to	
him	I	give	up	my	four	men	in	consideration	of	a	certain	quantity	of	wheat	and	maize	for	my	
use	which	last	year	amounted	to	350	bushels	–	I	have	made	this	arrangement	rather	than	

																																								 																
16
	Walsh,	B.,	2010,	‘Newcastle:	Colony’s	first	place	of	secondary	punishment?”,	Accessed	20.3.18	from	

https://hunterlivinghistories.com/2010/11/11/was-newcastle-the-colonys-first-place-of-secondary-punishment/		
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conduct	any	farm	on	account	of	government	or	have	anything	to	do	with	farming	
transactions’17	

AHMS	excavation	in	2011	at	the	former	Palais	Royale	site	uncovered	sandstone	footings	which	were	

interpreted	as	evidence	of	the	‘Commandant’s	Cottage’,	associated	with	the	Government	Farm	

settlement	(discussed	in	further	detail	in	Section	4.2.5	below).		The	farm	would	have	had	convicts	

nearby	used	for	labour	on	the	farm.		Jefferies’	plan	of	the	Hunter	from	1816	(Figure	7),	depicts	the	

Government	Farm	extending	across	a	significant	area,	perhaps	even	as	far	east	as	the	location	of	the	

former	Civic	Railway	Workshops
18
	(i.e.	the	current	study	area).		An	early	sketch	of	the	area	shows	the	

original	shape	of	Honeysuckle	Point,	depicting	the	Government	Cottage	(Figure	8).	

Following	the	halting	of	convict	deportation	and	closure	of	the	Newcastle	penal	colony,	in	1825	the	

Australian	Agricultural	Company	(AAC)	selected	2,000	acres	of	land	directly	to	the	west	of	the	town	of	

Newcastle	(visible	in	Figure	9)	to	mine	coal,	with	the	initial	purpose	of	exportation	of	the	coal	to	India	

for	use	by	the	East	India	Company	steamships.		The	arrival	of	the	AAC	represents	a	historical	moment	in	

the	early	history	of	Newcastle,	which	had	a	significant	impact	on	the	future	expansion	of	the	Newcastle	

town,	substantially	restricting	westward	development	of	the	town	further	than	Brown	Street	until	the	

early	1850s.
19
	

In	1840,	38	acres	of	land	at	Honeysuckle	Point	was	purchased	by	trustees	on	behalf	of	the	Anglican	

Bishop	of	Australia,	Dr	Broughton,	with	the	intended	purpose	for	the	erection	of	a	church	school.
20
		

However,	the	economic	depression	of	the	time	saw	no	development	on	the	land	associated	with	the	

proposed	school	until	the	arrival	of	the	first	Bishop	of	Newcastle	in	1848.		At	this	time,	the	piece	of	

church	owned	land	was	surveyed	and	subdivided	into	forty-two	allotments,	coming	to	be	known	as	

‘Bishop’s	Settlement’.
21
	

By	1851,	up	to	40	of	the	allotments	had	been	rented,	with	houses,	commercial	premises,	shipbuilding	

yards,	wharves	and	other	industrial	buildings	constructed	on	the	land.		The	1857	plan	of	the	area	shows	

a	number	of	buildings	present	on	the	land,	with	several	present	within	the	current	study	area	(Figure	

10).	

																																								 																
17
	Bigge	1822	

18
	AHMS	2011:	22	

19
	Suters	Architects,	1997,	Newcastle	Archaeological	Management	Plan,	Vol	1:	Study	Report,	prepared	for	Newcastle	

City	Council:	18-19	
20
	Civic	Railway	Workshops	Heritage	Listing.	Available	at:	

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/visit/ViewAttractionDetail.aspx?ID=5044977#	
21
	GML,	2001.,	‘The	Boardwalk’,	Newcastle—Archaeological	Assessment,	prepared	for	Wharf	Property	Developments	

Pty	Ltd	
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FIGURE	7:	PART	OF	HUNTER	RIVER	WITH	GOVERNMENT	FARM	HIGHLIGHTED.	CHARLES	JEFFREUS	–	1816.	(SOURCE:	STATE	LIBRARY	OF	NEW	
SOUTH	WALES	(M	M2	811.252/1816/1)	WITH	CURIO	ADDITIONS)	

	

FIGURE	8:	MITCHELL	1828	SKETCH	OF	THE	TOWN	FROM	FLAGSTAFF	HILL.	HONEYSUCKLE	POINT	SHOWN	IN	INSET.		‘U’	IS	PRESUMED	TO	REPRESENT	
GOVERNMENT	COTTAGE.	(SOURCE:	T.	L.	MITCHELL	FIELDBOOK,	PORT	JACKSON	AND	NEWCASTLE,	1828,	STATE	LIBRARY	OF	NSW)	
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FIGURE	9:	1839	MAP	OF	NEWCASTLE	WITH	APPROXIMATE	LOCATION	OF	STUDY	AREA	OVERLAID,	AAC	LAND	VISIBLE	TO	THE	SOUTH	(SOURCE:	
NEWCASTLE	REGIONAL	LIBRARY)	

	

FIGURE	10:	1857	HUNTER	RIVER	RAILWAY:	PLAN	OF	EXTENSION	INTO	NEWCASTLE	(APPROXIMATE	LOCATION	OF	STUDY	AREA	OVERLAID	IN	RED),	
DEPICTED	STRUCTURES	WOULD	LIKELY	HAVE	INCLUDED	PART	OF	BISHOPS	SETTLEMENT,	AND	POSSIBLE	SOME	EARLY	RAIL	BUILDINGS	(SOURCE:	

STATE	ARCHIVE	&	RECORDS,	SR	MAP	NO.	6236)	
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3.4. Reshaping	the	Harbour	and	Railway	Expansion	(mid	19thC	to	early	20thC)	
The	AAC	Monopoly	on	coal	mining	in	the	region	ended	in	1847,	enabling	mining	activities	to	rapidly	

escalate	in	the	Newcastle	and	lower	Hunter	Valley	regions.		This	increase	in	coal	mining	was	naturally	

followed	by	an	increase	in	demand	for	industrial	infrastructure	and	activities	to	support	the	coal	mining,	

including	the	need	for	rail	for	coal	transportation.		The	boom	in	coal	mining,	combined	with	the	

introduction	of	more	industrial	activities	and	railways	in	Newcastle,	reinforced	the	population	growth	of	

Newcastle	during	this	period.	

The	Hunter	Valley	Railway	Company	was	formed	in	1853	with	the	purpose	of	building	a	rail	line	from	

Newcastle	to	Maitland.		Thus,	land	at	Honeysuckle	Point	was	resumed	for	rail	purposes,	and	the	tenants	

of	the	‘Bishop’s	Settlement’	were	given	notice	of	eviction	in	mid	1854.
22
		By	the	mid	1850s,	the	northern	

rail	line	from	Honeysuckle	to	Hexham	(present	Tarro	Station)	had	been	constructed,	with	Honeysuckle	

Station	(originally	located	slightly	west	of	the	study	area)	completed	in	1856.		The	rail	line	was	extended	

further	east	to	Newcastle	(Newcastle	Station)	in	1858.		By	the	time	the	Northern	Rail	Line	was	officially	

opened,	the	Honeysuckle	Point	Workshops	were	well	established.		The	establishment	of	rail	operations	

at	Honeysuckle	Point	naturally	encouraged	the	economic	and	population	growth	of	Newcastle	during	

this	period.		The	railway	(that	came	to	the	known	as	the	Great	Northern	Railway)	connected	Newcastle	

to	the	hinterland,	and	later	to	Sydney	and	the	rest	of	NSW,	most	importantly,	providing	an	efficient	and	

economical	way	to	transport	coal	from	the	mine,	to	ships.		The	Honeysuckle	Point	Workshops	buildings	

were	progressively	constructed	from	1856	to	1870,	and	then	significantly	enlarged	between	1870	and	

1920.
	23
	

As	the	Great	Northern	Railway	grew,	so	too	did	the	need	for	rail	workshops	and	facilities	at	Honeysuckle	

Point.		By	1866,	the	Great	Northern	Railway	had	52	miles	of	permanent	rail	line	opened,	seventeen	

locomotives,	fifty-five	passenger	vehicles,	and	131	goods	vehicles.
24
		This	need	for	expansion,	in	turn,	

lead	to	the	need	for	the	modification	and	land	reclamation	of	the	Honeysuckle	Point	shoreline	to	

increase	useable	land	and	a	functional	shipping	interface	between	the	land	and	harbour,	as	well	as	

activities	such	as	the	dredging	of	the	harbour,	to	continue	to	allow	passage	of	ships.			

Early	stations	associated	with	the	Great	Northern	Railway	included	the	Locomotive	Shed,	Carriage	

Repair	Shed,	Carriage	Painting	Shop,	Machine	Shop,	and	Blacksmiths	shop.		Honeysuckle	Station	(Figure	

11)	was	opened	in	1872	(located	slightly	to	the	west	of	the	current	study	area),	and	Mortuary	Station	in	

1883	(Figure	12).
25
	

While	the	dredging	and	land	reclamation	works	were	undertaken	gradually	until	the	1900s,	the	first	

major	reclamation	works	took	place	in	the	early	20
th
	Century,	approval	was	given	for	the	development	

of	timber	cargo	wharves	at	Honeysuckle	Point,	followed	by	the	construction	of	the	first	stage	of	Lee	

Wharf	(completed	by	1908)	(Figure	13).		This	lead	to	the	removal	of	much	of	the	‘point’	of	Honeysuckle	

Point,	and	the	construction	of	a	substantial	retaining	seawall	along	the	Honeysuckle	Point	foreshore	in	

order	to	create	a	straight	edge	interface	with	the	harbour	for	wharves	and	shipping.		The	Monier	Sea	

Wall	was	completed	by	1910,	using	innovative	structural	design	and	material	which	at	the	time,	had	

																																								 																
22
	GML	2001:	7	

23
	Doring	1991:	8	

24
	GML	2001:	7	

25
	Newcastle	Mortuary	Platform,	NSW	Rail,	Available	from:	

http://www.nswrail.net/locations/show.php?name=NSW:Newcastle+Mortuary	
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previously	only	been	used	at	Walsh	Bay	in	Sydney.
26
		The	material	removed	from	Honeysuckle	Point,	

and	dredged	from	the	harbour,	was	used	to	infill	and	reclaim	the	land	behind	this	retaining	wall/new	

wharf.
27
		

	

FIGURE	11:	HONEYSUCKLE	POINT	STATION	AND	FOOTBRIDGE,	1892,	SHORELINE	VISIBLE	IN	LEFT	OF	PHOTO,	PRIOR	TO	LAND	RECLAMATION	
(SOURCE:	NEWCASTLE	REGIONAL	LIBRARY:	NEWCASTLE	CULTURAL	COLLECTIONS)	

	

FIGURE	12:	C.LATE	1800S	(EXACT	DATE	UNKNOWN),	WORTH	PLACE	VIEW	TO	HUNTER	STREET,	SHOWING	OLD	FIRE	STATION	AND	MORTUARY	
RAILWAY	STATION	SIGNAL	BOX,	WITH	MORTUARY	STATION	TO	THE	LEFT	OF	THE	SIGNAL	BOX		(SOURCE:	NEWCASTLE	HERALD	ARCHIVES)	

																																								 																
26
	Civic	Railway	Workshops—State	Heritage	Register	Listing.	Available	from:	

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/visit/ViewAttractionDetail.aspx?ID=5044977#		
27
	ibid;	EJE	Architects	2014:	47	
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FIGURE	13:	TOWN	PLAN	OF	NEWCASTLE	1916,	APPROXIMATE	AREA	OF	SITES	1-3		IN	YELLOW,	(MORTUARY	STATION	AND	HONEYSUCKLE	STATION	
SHOWN)	(SOURCE:	HISTORICAL	LANDS	RECORD	VIEWER)	

3.5. Civic	Railway	Workshops	and	Decline	(c.1930s	to	1990s)	
The	Honeysuckle	Workshops	(Civic	Railway	Workshops)	functioned	for	many	years	as	a	major	rail	

workshop,	managing	locomotive,	carriage,	wagon,	and	per-way	work.
28
		In	1929,	locomotive	work	was	

transferred	to	Cardiff	Workshops,	and	while	activity	at	the	Honeysuckle	Workshops	slowed	at	this	time	

as	a	result,	many	of	the	workshops	still	remained	in	use.		Following	the	opening	of	the	Cardiff	

Workshops	in	1929,	the	Honeysuckle	Workshops	began	to	be	known	as	the	‘Civic	Workshops’.
29
		In	

1935,	Honeysuckle	Station	was	closed	and	a	new	station,	slightly	closer	to	Newcastle	was	opened,	to	be	

known	as	Civic	Railway	Station.
30
	

In	1958,	the	foundry	at	the	Civic	Railway	Workshops	was	closed,	with	foundry	operations	and	materials	

relocated	to	the	Chullora	Workshops	in	Sydney.
31
		Following	the	closure	of	the	foundry,	pressure	to	

relocate	other	functions	of	the	Civic	Railway	Workshops	to	the	Cardiff	Workshops	intensified,	to	enable	

the	land	to	be	released	for	redevelopment.		Some	other	rail	operations	were	relocated	from	Civic	to	

Cardiff	in	the	1970s,	along	with	the	demolition	of	the	Per	Way	Workshop	buildings	in	the	late	1970s.	
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	Fenwick	1994:	1	

30
	Civic	Railway	Station	Group—State	Heritage	Inventory	Listing,	Available	from:	

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=4801623	
31
	GML	2001:	9	
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FIGURE	14:	C.MID	1900S,	HONEYSUCKLE	RAILWAY	WORKSHOPS,	INDICATIVE	STUDY	AREA	IN	RED	(SOURCE:	HLRV)	

3.6. Honeysuckle	Precinct	(c.1990s–Present)	
As	early	as	1987,	the	State	Rail	Authority	had	identified	the	Honeysuckle/Civic	Workshops	yards	as	

surplus	to	their	future	requirements,	which	lead	to	the	identification	of	the	Honeysuckle	area	as	a	

significant	development	site	in	the	revitalization	plans	of	Newcastle.
32
	

Following	closure	of	the	Civic	Workshops	in	the	early	1990s,	the	former	railways	workshops	site	was	

transferred	to	Honeysuckle	Development	Corporation,	who	proceeded	to	plan	the	redevelopment	of	

the	Honeysuckle	Point	area,	including	land	along	4km	of	Newcastle’s	waterfront,	through	the	

development	of	the	‘Honeysuckle	Concept	Master	Plan’	in	1991.		The	first	phase	of	the	redevelopment	

of	the	former	Civic	Workshops	site	was	the	demolition,	clearance,	and	decontamination	of	the	majority	

of	the	former	rail	yards.		No	buildings	associated	with	the	Civic	Railway	Workshops	were	retained	within	

the	study	area.	
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4.0 Aboriginal	Archaeology	
This	section	of	the	report	has	been	prepared	in	accordance	with	the	NSW	OEH	guidelines	Due	Diligence	
Code	of	Practice	for	the	Protection	of	Aboriginal	Objects	in	NSW	(Due	Diligence	Code	of	Practice).	

The	purpose	of	the	Due	Diligence	Code	of	Practice	is	to	‘assist	individuals	and	organisations	to	exercise	
due	diligence	when	carrying	out	activities	that	may	harm	Aboriginal	objects	and	to	determine	whether	

they	should	apply	for	consent	in	the	form	of	an	AHIP’.
33
		This	report	has	been	prepared	in	accordance	

with	the	Due	Diligence	Code	of	Practice.	

4.1. Environmental	Context	
This	section	summarises	the	environmental	and	archaeological	background	and	context	for	the	subject	

site,	including	previous	work	undertaken	in	proximity	to	the	site.		This	summary	serves	to	place	the	

subject	site	and	proposed	development	into	an	appropriate	regional	context,	as	well	as	provide	a	

current	archaeological	predictive	model	for	the	region.		This	will	assist	to	determine	the	nature	and	

significance	of	any	potential	Aboriginal	archaeology	that	may	be	present,	as	well	as	assist	in	the	

development	of	appropriate	management	mechanisms.		Through	a	desktop	assessment,	a	general	

understanding	of	any	potential	archaeology	at	the	site	can	be	formed,	and	appropriate	measures	

developed,	prior	to	any	non-reversible	impact	to	the	site	and	Aboriginal	archaeology	and	cultural	

values.	

4.1.1. Geology	and	Soils	
The	study	area	is	located	across	a	variant	of	the	‘Hamilton’	soil	landscape	(Variant	A),	as	well	as	

straddling	the	soil	landscape	boundary	to	the	‘Hamilton’	soil	landscape	proper	(Figure	15).
34
		The	

Hamilton	soil	landscape	is	a	residual	soil	landscape	(i.e.	soils	have	formed	in	situ	from	the	weathering	of	

the	parent	rock),	generally	located	along	landscapes	classified	as	level	plain	to	gently	undulating	plain	

comprised	of	very	low-lying	sandplains	truncated	by	recent	stream	channels	in	the	south	east	of	the	

Hunter	Region.		Part	of	the	stream	channels	across	this	soil	landscape	have	been	excavated	by	human	

activity,	often	heavily	disturbed	by	urban	and	industrial	developments	(particularly	in	relation	to	the	

‘Hamilton	Variant	A’	soil	landscape).		Slopes	within	the	residual	landscape	are	generally	lower	than	2%,	

with	local	relief	of	<1m,	and	elevation	<10m.		The	Hamilton	soil	landscape	has	been	completely	cleared	

of	all	vegetation.
35
		Geology	in	this	location	consists	of	quaternary	sands	overlaying	clay	deposits,	with	

sediment	depth	up	to	38m,	comprising	1-3m	of	sand	generally	underlain	by	stiff	estuarine	clays.	

Topsoil	across	the	Hamilton	soil	landscape	tends	to	be	20-60cm	of	brownish-black	specked	loamy	sand	

(A1	horizon),	underlain	by	15-30cm	of	loose,	pale,	coarse	sand	(A2	horizon),	over	a	brown	to	orange	

sandy	pan	(B	horizon).		Due	to	the	landscape	positioning	of	this	soil	landscape	along	the	Hunter	

River/Throsby	Creek	foreshore,	it	is	possible	for	localized	variants	to	exist,	caused	by	previous	Aeolian	

and/or	alluvial	events.		Particularly	in	closer	proximity	to	the	shoreline,	there	is	the	potential	for	

historical	fill	and	land	reclamation	fills	to	overly	the	original	soil	profiles.	
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	DECCW	2010a:	2.	

34
	Department	of	Minerals	and	Energy	(unpublished).	Provisional	geology	map	of	the	Newcastle	1:100	000	sheet,	

Geological	Survey,	Sydney.	
35
	Engel,	B.A.	(1966).	1:250	000	Geological	Series	Explanatory	Notes	Newcastle,	Department	of	Mines	Geological	Survey	

of	New	South	Wales,	Sydney.	
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FIGURE	15:	SOIL	LANDSCAPES,	STUDY	AREA	INDICATED	IN	RED.	(SOURCE:	GOOGLE	EARTH	PRO	WITH	CURIO	ADDITIONS	2018)	

4.1.2. Hydrology	
The	study	area	is	located	approximately	100m	to	the	south	of	the	Hunter	River	foreshore	near	its	

junction	with	Throsby	Creek.		The	study	area	is	also	located	approximately	550m	to	the	east	of	Cottage	

Creek,	which	has	been	demonstrated	to	have	a	high	concentration	of	Aboriginal	archaeological	sites	in	

the	vicinity.		Archaeological	evidence	has	generally	shown	that	Aboriginal	occupation	was	highly	

concentrated	around	creeks	in	the	Newcastle	region.	

4.1.3. Landscape	and	Landforms	
Immediately	prior	to	European	arrival	in	the	Newcastle	area,	the	northern	shores	of	the	harbour	would	

have	been	predominantly	mudflats	and	mangroves,	with	the	land	on	the	southern	side	of	the	harbour	

more	solid,	yet	fronted	by	shoreline	of	shallow	water	with	a	‘string	of	shallow	pond	behind	a	narrow	

strip	of	mud	or	sand’.
36
		Honeysuckle	Point	itself	was	an	exception	to	this	general	pond/tidal	formation	

along	the	southern	shore	of	the	harbour,	consisting	of	low	lying	solid	ground	which	formed	a	point,	

protruding	into	the	harbour	forcing	Throsby	Creek	to	flow	around	it.	

The	western	side	of	Honeysuckle	Point	(i.e.	consistent	with	the	current	study	area)	would	have	

originally	consisted	of	a	partly	tidal	flat,	with	an	ill-defined	swampy/mangrove	northern	boundary,	as	

bounded	to	the	south	by	Maitland	Road	(now	Hunter	Street).		Along	with	the	whole	Newcastle	port	and	

harbour	area,	Honeysuckle	Point	has	been	subject	to	major	land	reclamation	and	modification	from	its	

original	form,	including	the	removal	of	part	of	the	original	‘point’,	construction	of	a	sea	wall,	and	

																																								 																
36
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reclaiming	the	land	behind	the	seawall	(along	the	west	of	the	original	‘point’).		While	the	landform	of	

Honeysuckle	Point	is	virtually	unrecognizable	today	from	its	original	formation,	historical	plans	and	

accounts	provide	an	understanding	of	the	original	landform	and	landscape	setting,	to	contribute	to	our	

understanding	of	the	original	landform	that	Aboriginal	people	would	have	readily	utilized	prior	to	

European	arrival.	

4.1.4. Flora	and	Fauna	
While	all	native	vegetation	has	been	removed	from	the	study	area	and	surrounds,	an	understanding	of	

the	native	vegetation	of	the	area	provides	an	indication	of	the	types	of	resources	that	would	have	been	

available	to	Aboriginal	people	occupying	the	area.			

The	study	area	is	likely	to	have	been	located	across	or	near	the	interface	between	the	Hunter-Macleay	

Dry	Sclerophyll	Forest	vegetation	slightly	back	from	the	foreshore,	to	the	more	mangrove	estuarine	

vegetation	along	the	floodplain	and	intertidal	zones	of	the	Hunter	Valley,	including	species	such	as	

Swamp	Oak	(Eucalpytus	glauca),	and	Grey	and	River	Mangroves	(Avicennia	marina	and	Aegeras	
corniculatum).

37
	

The	interface	of	these	vegetation	communities	would	have	provided	habitats	for	a	wide	variety	of	

animals,	as	well	as	potential	food	resources	for	Aboriginal	people.		Faunal	resources	within	or	in	close	

proximity	to	the	study	area	would	likely	have	included	fish	and	a	variety	of	oysters,	shellfish	etc,	as	well	

as	mammals	such	as	kangaroos,	wallabies,	bandicoots,	possums,	echidnas	and	a	variety	of	birds,	lizards	

and	snakes.	

4.1.5. Raw	Material	Resources	
Aboriginal	people	would	utilized	available	local	stone	resources	to	manufacture	stone	tools,	as	well	as	

acquiring	other	materials	from	more	distant	locales	through	trade	with	other	clans.		The	Hunter	River	is	

a	source	of	fine-grained	siliceous	stone,	which	includes	silcrete,	indurated	mudstone,	tuff	and	quartz	

which	are	available	as	cobbles/gravels	along	the	length	of	the	river.		These	fine	grained	rock	types	

provide	the	required	properties	for	the	manufacture	of	stone	tools,	in	that	they	are	brittle	and	break	

predictably,	yet	can	hold	a	sharp	edge	when	knapped.
38
		An	outcropping	of	tuff	is	located	at	Nobbys	

Head.
39
		Therefore,	raw	material	resources	for	the	manufacture	of	stone	tools	would	have	been	readily	

available	in	abundance	to	the	local	Aboriginal	people	living	in	and	around	the	study	area.	

4.1.6. Modern	Land	Use,	Land	Reclamation	and	Disturbance	
The	study	area	has	been	subject	to	various	historical	land	uses	and	levels	of	disturbance	which	vary	in	

nature	and	extent	across	the	three	sites.		The	historical	land	disturbance	across	the	site	generally	

relates	to	three	main	types	of	historical	activities:	

• Early	land	use	(i.e.	vegetation	clearing	and	early	structures	relating	to	Government	Farm,	post	

1850s	subdivision—Bishop’s	settlement);	

• Land	reclamation	along	the	Hunter	River	foreshore,	including	modification	to	Honeysuckle	

Point,	construction	of	a	sea	wall	and	filling	behind;	and	

• Railway	lines,	workshops,	and	associated	structures/activities	required	for	the	construction,	

function,	and	demolition	of	the	Honeysuckle	Point/Civic	Railway	Workshops.	
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	‘Knapping’	is	the	process	by	which	stone	tools	are	manufactured	or	created.	

39
	AMBS	2005:13-14	
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While	these	activities	would	have	impacted	the	ability	for	intact	natural	soil	profiles	to	be	present	

across	the	study	area,	previous	archaeological	work	has	demonstrated	that	levels	of	ground	disturbance	

are	not	sufficient	to	have	removed/completely	disturbed	all	natural	soil	profiles	(discussed	further	

below).	

Geotechnical	Investigation	
Geotechnical	investigation	was	undertaken	at	the	site	for	a	previous	development	and	client	(i.e.	not	in	

relation	to	the	current	development),	however,	from	this	information,	a	general	understanding	of	the	

geotechnical	profile	within	part	of	the	study	area	(i.e.	Site	1)	has	been	able	to	be	constructed.		‘Unit	2a’	

in	these	previous	geotechnical	investigations	was	interpreted	as	being	associated	with	the	original	

1850’s	shoreline,	which	constituted	original	estuarine	muds	which	had	later	been	covered	by	land	

reclamation.		This	soil	profile,	described	as	soft	clay/silt	estuarine	soils,	was	noted	in	specific	locations	

across	the	site	(i.e.	extending	from	the	southeast	corner)	between	c.40cm-2m	below	ground	level	

(varying	across	the	site	depending	on	geographical	location).	

The	geotechnical	investigations	also	generally	confirmed	the	extent	of	the	original	shoreline,	as	

estimated	in	Curio	overlays,	with	the	original	shoreline	cutting	approximately	across	the	southeast	

corner	of	Site	1,	and	northeast	corner	of	Site	2	(with	Site	3	located	wholly	across	original	land,	i.e.	not	

within	an	area	of	land	reclamation).		Additionally,	the	water	table	level	should	be	considered	in	relation	

to	subsurface	works,	particularly	when	considering	that	the	geotechnical	works	in	2011	in	the	north	of	

the	study	area	(i.e.	northern	boundary	of	Site	1),	encountered	water	at	c.2.0m	below	ground	level.	

4.1.7. Summary	of	Environmental	Context	for	Aboriginal	Occupation	
Historical	use	and	associated	land	disturbance	within	the	study	area	is	likely	to	have	disturbed	and/or	

removed	the	natural	soil	profiles	to	some	degree,	however	this	would	vary	across	the	study	area.		

Located	partially	across	the	path	of	the	original	shoreline	of	Honeysuckle	Point,	prior	to	reclamation,	

the	northwestern	part	of	the	study	area	would	have	originally	been	located	in	the	river.	

The	more	southern/southeastern	parts	of	the	Honeysuckle	Campus	study	area	would	have	been	located	

in	good	proximity	to	a	variety	of	natural	resource	zones,	including	both	fresh	and	salt	water	floral	and	

faunal	resources	appropriate	for	collection/hunting	and	preparation	of	shell	and	estuarine	species,	as	

well	as	close	to	a	wide	variety	of	raw	materials	for	stone	tool	manufacture,	such	as	Nobbys	Silicified	Tuff	

and	Hunter	River	cobbles.		The	general	Honeysuckle	Point	area	and	southern	foreshore	of	the	Hunter	

River/within	the	Hunter	estuary	delta,	would	have	been	a	significant	location	for	Aboriginal	occupation	

in	the	Newcastle	area.		In	consideration	of	the	environmental	context,	the	study	area	would	most	

definitely	have	been	used	by	Aboriginal	people,	with	the	potential	for	short	term	or	longer	stay	

campsites.	

4.2. Aboriginal	Archaeological	Context	
4.2.1. Archaeological	Evidence	of	Aboriginal	Occupation	in	Newcastle	and	the	Hunter	Valley	

Archaeological	evidence	recovered	from	the	Hunter	Valley	region	suggests	that	Aboriginal	occupation	of	

the	region	commenced	at	least	35,000	years	ago
40
,	with	these	early	Pleistocene	dates	recovered	from	

the	north-east	mountains	in	the	Hunter	Valley.		While	scientific	dates	recovered	from	archaeological	

dates	in	the	more	immediate	vicinity	of	the	study	area	and	surrounds	date	to	the	Holocene	period	(i.e.	

within	the	last	c.10,000	years),	this	is	not	necessarily	an	indication	that	the	more	coastal	areas	of	the	
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	Koettig	1987,	"Monitoring	Excavations	at	Three	Locations	along	the	Singleton	to	Glennies	Creek	Pipeline	Route,	

Hunter	Valley:	third	report	on	archaeological	investigations	along	this	route."	NSW	Department	of	Public	Works	
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region	were	not	inhabited	by	Aboriginal	people	until	later,	but	is	rather	likely	to	be	a	reflection	of	rising	

sea	levels	c.10,000	years	ago,	obscuring	Pleistocene	sites	along	the	coastlines.		Other	factors	such	as	

high	levels	of	urban	development,	soil	and	landscape	conditions	that	do	not	favour	the	preservation	of	

datable	material,	and	lack	of	archaeological	research	in	specific	areas,	may	also	contribute	to	the	lack	of	

older	dates	from	the	more	coastal	Newcastle	region.		One	Aboriginal	archaeological	site	in	close	

proximity	to	the	study	area	has	been	scientifically	dated,	indicating	that	Aboriginal	people	had	occupied	

the	site	from	c.6,700	years	ago	(the	former	Palais	Royale	site	at	684	Hunter	Street,	discussed	further	

below).		Regardless	of	the	consistency	of	scientific	dating	of	archaeological	materials	across	the	

Newcastle	and	Hunter	Valley	regions,	it	is	clear	that	Aboriginal	people	have	occupied	and	utilized	the	

landscape	consistently	and	intensively	for	tens	of	thousands	of	years.	

4.2.2. Aboriginal	Heritage	Study	(AMBS	2005)41	
AMBS	was	commissioned	by	Newcastle	City	Council	to	undertake	an	Aboriginal	Heritage	Study	(AHS)	for	

the	Newcastle	LGA,	in	order	‘to	provide	a	greater	understanding	of	the	Aboriginal	heritage	of	the	

Newcastle	area,	and	to	develop	a	framework	for	the	strategic	conservation	and	management	of	

Aboriginal	cultural	heritage’.		The	work	undertaken	for	this	2005	study	included	a	desktop	study,	along	

with	consultation	with	local	Aboriginal	stakeholders,	to	develop	a	landscape	model	of	archaeological	

sensitivity	across	the	LGA.		The	current	study	area	is	included	within	the	‘Lower	Hunter	Plain:	Urban	

Newcastle’	landscape,	and	was	given	a	sensitivity	rating	in	the	AHS	as	‘low’.		However,	it	should	be	

noted	that	the	AHS	was	prepared	prior	to	several	significant	Aboriginal	archeologic	al	excavations	in	

central	Newcastle,	demonstrating	the	presence	of	intact	Aboriginal	archaeological	sites,	with	the	report	

itself	noting	that	‘in	recent	years,	a	number	of	studies	have	demonstrated	that	presence	of	Aboriginal	

archaeological	materials	in	the	area’.
42
	

The	Aboriginal	Heritage	Study	presented	a	management	framework	to	conserve	and	manage	Aboriginal	

cultural	heritage	in	the	Newcastle	LGA	which	consisted	of	the	following	management	principles:	

1. Aboriginal	cultural	heritage	is	to	be	recognized	as	a	finite	and	valuable	resource	of	the	

Newcastle	LGA.	

2. Aboriginal	community	members	are	to	be	pivotal	in	the	identification,	assessment,	and	

management	of	Aboriginal	cultural	heritage,	as	it	is	primarily	Aboriginal	people	who	should	

determine	the	significance	of	their	heritage.	

3. Places	of	Aboriginal	cultural	value	within	the	Newcastle	LGA	are	to	be	actively	conserved	and	

managed	to	retain	those	cultural	values.		Appropriate	conservation	actions	will	vary	according	

to	the	level	of	significance.	

4. Aboriginal	cultural	heritage	is	to	be	actively	managed	during	the	development	process,	to	

ensure	appropriate	conservation	and	impact	mitigation	outcomes	are	achieved.	

5. Compliance	with	relevant	statutory	controls,	specifically	the	National	Parks	and	Wildlife	Act	
(1974)	and	the	Environmental	Planning	and	Assessment	Act	(1979),	is	to	be	required	for	all	
development	and	heritage	programs.	

6. Sustainable,	ongoing	management	strategies	for	Aboriginal	cultural	heritage,	that	maximize	

involvement	of	Aboriginal	stakeholders	in	heritage	management,	are	to	be	implemented.	
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	AMBS,	2005.,	Aboriginal	Heritage	Study:	Newcastle	Local	Government	Area,	report	to	Newcastle	City	Council.	

42
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7. The	importance	of	Aboriginal	cultural	heritage	should	be	promoted	within	Council	and	the	

broader	community,	through	heritage	training	for	Council	personnel	and	public	interpretation	

programs.
43
	

4.2.3. Aboriginal	Heritage	Management	Strategy	(Umwelt	2016)	
In	2016,	the	City	of	Newcastle	commissioned	Umwelt	to	prepare	a	report	to	update	and	supplement	the	

Aboriginal	Heritage	Study	(AMBS	2005)	in	the	context	of	recent	changes	in	legislation	(i.e.	regulation	to	

the	NPW	Act	in	2010	and	associated	OEH	statutory	guidelines)	as	well	as	with	reference	to	the	

outcomes	of	subsequent	Aboriginal	cultural	heritage	assessments	undertaken	within	the	LGA	since	

2005.		The	Aboriginal	Heritage	Management	Strategy	provides	an	updated	management	framework	in	

accordance	with	current	legislation	and	requirements.	

4.2.4. AHIMS	Search	
The	OEH	guidelines	for	Aboriginal	cultural	heritage	management	require	a	current	extensive	search	of	

the	Aboriginal	Heritage	Information	Management	System	(AHIMS)	database,	managed	by	OEH	(i.e.	

current	within	the	last	12	months).	

The	AHIMS	search	was	undertaken	on	22
nd
	February,	2018,	and	returned	23	results	with	a	buffer	of	1km	

around	the	centre	of	the	study	area.		The	extensive	AHIMS	search	is	attached	as	an	Appendix	A	to	this	

report.		No	registered	sites	were	located	directly	within	the	current	study	area.	

AHIMS	search	results	always	require	a	certain	amount	of	scrutiny	in	order	to	acknowledge	and	

accommodate	for	things	such	as	inconsistencies	in	the	coordinates	(differing	datums	between	years	of	

recording),	the	existence	of	and	impact	to	registered	sites	(impact	to	a	registered	site	technically	

requires	the	submission	of	a	Heritage	Impact	Recording	form	to	be	submitted	to	the	OEH,	however	

these	forms	are	not	always	submitted),	and	other	database	related	difficulties.		It	should	also	be	noted	

that	AHIMS	database	is	a	record	of	archaeological	work	that	has	been	undertaken,	and	registered	with	

OEH	in	the	region.		The	AHIMS	database	is	therefore	a	reflection	of	recorded	archaeological	work,	the	

need	for	which	has	likely	been	predominantly	triggered	by	development,	and	not	a	representation	of	

the	actual	archaeological	potential	of	the	search	area.		AHIMS	searches	should	be	used	as	a	starting	

point	for	further	research	and	not	as	a	definitive,	final	set	of	data.	

Therefore,	the	above	AHIMS	search	result	has	been	synthesized	as	best	possible	within	the	scope	of	this	

current	report	to	determine	the	most	likely	nature	and	location	of	previously	registered	sites	in	

proximity	to	the	current	study	area.		Three	sites	have	been	transposed	from	the	AHIMS	coordinates	to	

correct	known	location	(based	on	data	and	plans	within	relevant	archaeological	reports),	and	indicated	

thusly	on	Figure	16.	

Summary	descriptions	of	Aboriginal	site	features	as	identified	by	OEH,	and	as	relevant	to	this	report	are	

presented	in	Table	2.		The	23	results	from	the	current	AHIMS	search	included	five	different	site	types,	

some	in	combination	with	each	other.		These	sites	are	summarised	in	
Table	3.		The	general	location	of	each	of	these	registered	sites	in	relation	to	the	study	area	is	depicted	in	

Figure	16.		The	most	common	site	types	registered	in	the	area	are	Artefact	sites,	followed	by	PAD	sites.	
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TABLE	2:	ABORIGINAL	SITE	FEATURES	REFERRED	TO	IN	THIS	REPORT.	

Site	Feature	 Description/Definition	by	OEH	

Artefact	Site	(Open	Camp	

Sites/artefact	

scatters/isolated	finds)	

Artefact	sites	consist	of	objects	such	as	stone	tools,	and	associated	flaked	

material,	spears,	manuports,	grindstones,	discarded	stone	flakes,	modified	

glass	or	shell	demonstrating	physical	evidence	of	use	of	the	area	by	Aboriginal	

people.	

Registered	artefact	sites	can	range	from	isolated	finds,	to	large	extensive	open	

camp	sites	and	artefact	scatters.		Artefacts	can	be	located	either	on	the	

ground	surface	or	in	a	subsurface	archaeological	context.	

Potential	Archaeological	

Deposit	(PAD)	

An	area	where	Aboriginal	cultural	material	such	as	stone	artefacts,	hearths,	

middens	etc,	may	be	present	in	a	subsurface	capacity.	

Evidence	for	Aboriginal	cultural	material	may	not	be	present	on	the	ground	

surface,	but	still	may	be	present	at	a	location.	

Shell	Midden	 A	shell	midden	site	is	an	accumulation	or	deposit	of	shellfish	resulting	from	

Aboriginal	gathering	and	consumption	of	shellfish	from	marine,	estuarine	or	

freshwater	environments.		A	shell	midden	site	may	be	found	in	association	

with	other	objects	like	stone	tools,	faunal	remains	such	as	fish	or	mammal	

bones,	charcoal,	fireplaces/hearths,	and	occasionally	burials.			

Shell	midden	sites	are	often	located	on	elevated,	dry	ground	close	to	the	

environment	from	which	the	shellfish	were	foraged,	and	where	fresh	water	

resources	are	available.		Shell	middens	may	vary	greatly	in	size	and	

components.	

	

TABLE	3:	AHIMS	SITES	IN	VICINITY	OF	STUDY	AREA	

Site	Type	 Number	of	Sites	 Percentage	of	Sites	(%)	

Artefact	 14	 61%	

Artefact	and	Shell	 1	 4%	

Artefact,	Shell	Midden	and	Potential	

Archaeological	Deposit	(PAD)	

1	 4%	

Potential	Archaeological	Deposit	

(PAD)	

6	 27%	

Shell	Midden	and	Potential	

Archaeological	Deposit	(PAD)	

1	 4%	

TOTAL	 23	 100	

	

AHIMS	Site	#38-4-0831	is	the	Palais	Royale	site,	which	has	been	partially	destroyed	(see	details	of	

archaeological	excavation	as	below),	however	excavation	was	not	undertaken	across	the	entire	site,	and	

therefore	it	is	considered	that	some	of	the	Aboriginal	archaeological	deposit	still	remains	in	this	

location.	

Ten	isolated	artefacts	were	encountered	and	registered	during	survey	for	the	removal	of	the	former	rail	

corridor	to	the	west	of	the	study	area.		While	seven	of	these	sites	have	been	noted	as	‘destroyed’	on	
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the	AHIMS	database	(presumably	because	these	artefacts	were	removed	from	their	location	during	

survey),	the	presence	of	these	sites	indicates	the	ability	for	Aboriginal	stone	objects	to	be	present	in	the	

region,	even	in	isolation	in	areas	of	presumably	high	disturbance.	

It	is	possible	that	other	site	results	from	this	AHIMS	search	have	already	been	subject	to	harm	or	have	

been	destroyed	under	AHIPs	or	through	authorized	site	works,	and	have	not	been	updated	in	AHIMS.		

However,	as	none	of	these	sites	are	located	within	the	current	subject	site,	this	is	not	of	a	direct	

concern	for	this	project,	and	the	location	of	all	sites,	regardless	of	their	current	status,	will	inform	the	

Aboriginal	archaeological	potential	assessment	for	the	current	subject	site.	

Assessment	of	AHIMS	Search	
The	AHIMS	results,	combined	with	the	landforms	and	geology	of	the	subject	site	suggest	that	the	most	

likely	site	types	to	be	present	within	the	study	area	and	surrounds	would	be	limited	to	stone	artefact	

sites,	shell	middens,	and	PAD	sites,	as	the	required	geology	for	other	site	types	such	as	art	sites,	

grinding	grooves	and	scarred	trees	etc	is	not	present.		

The	registered	sites	suggest	that	the	presence	of	a	highly	disturbed	site	does	not	necessarily	mean	that	

the	potential	for	Aboriginal	stone	artefacts/shell	middens	in	the	area	has	been	completely	destroyed.		

In	fact,	the	AHIMS	search	results	tend	to	indicate	that	the	site	types	in	the	area	have	the	potential	to	be	

in	the	form	of	buried	intact	natural	soil	profiles	that	retain	Aboriginal	archaeological	potential,	as	well	as	

in	the	form	of	isolated	artefacts	in	disturbed	contexts	(which	are	still	afforded	statutory	protection,	

regardless	of	location	within	a	disturbed	context).	

	

FIGURE	16:	AHIMS	SEARCH	RESULTS	SITES,	WITH	INDICATIVE	LOCATION	OF	1857	SHORELINE	(APPROXIMATE	ONLY).		STUDY	AREA	INDICATED	IN	
RED.	(SOURCE:	GOODLE	EARTH	PRO	WITH	CURIO	ADDITIONS	2018)	
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4.2.5. Relevant	Local	Aboriginal	Archaeological	Work	and	Reports	
Review	of	relevant	previous	archaeological	work	is	a	highly	informative	and	necessary	step	in	identifying	

the	likely	nature	of	the	potential	archaeology	at	a	site.		The	investigation	of	previous	work	undertaken	

in	the	region,	on	similar	sites,	and	on	similar	landscape	or	landforms,	can	inform	our	understanding	of	a	

site	by	providing	a	proxy	against	which	a	newly	investigated	site	can	be	measured	(albeit	with	caution).		

That	is	to	say,	understanding	the	archaeological	record	at	a	general	location	can	provide	us	with	an	

indication	of	the	nature	and	level	of	potential	of	archaeology	that	may	be	present	at	a	site,	prior	to	any	

subsurface	investigation.		As	archaeology	is	by	its	very	nature,	a	destructive	discipline,	it	is	important	to	

acquire	as	much	information	and	understanding	of	a	site	as	possible	prior	to	undertaking	fieldwork	(as	

once	evidence	has	been	excavated,	its	context	is	effectively	destroyed),	and	also	to	avoid	any	

unnecessary	fieldwork	at	a	site.	

Research	into	archaeological	investigations	undertaken	in	proximity	to	the	current	subject	site	indicate	

the	types	of	archaeology	that	may	survive	in	the	area,	and	the	environment	that	has	allowed	it	to	

survive.		The	location	of	the	sites	noted	below	are	presented	in	Figure	17.	

700	Hunter	Street,	Newcastle	(Ibis	Hotel),	Assessment	and	Excavation—Douglas	et	al	200144	
Historical	archaeological	assessment	was	undertaken	of	700	Hunter	Street,	Newcastle,	which	had	

formally	been	the	site	of	several	industrial	warehouses,	and	at	some	point	in	its	historical	use,	had	also	

been	the	site	of	an	early	cemetery.		The	initial	archaeological	assessment	of	the	site	suggested	that	

remnant	original	topsoil	could	be	present	beneath	the	levels	of	historical	fill,	and	therefore	Aboriginal	

archaeological	test	excavation	was	recommended	where	natural	soil	profiles	were	encountered	during	

historical	archaeological	excavation.		

Aboriginal	test	excavation	was	undertaken	at	700	Hunter	Street,	Newcastle	(in	collaboration	with	

historical	archaeological	excavation),	and	identified	approximately	4000+	Aboriginal	stone	artefacts,	as	

well	as	2,939	whole	and	fragmentary	shells	and	approximately	326	pieces	of	animal	bone.		The	

Aboriginal	cultural	deposit	was	located	within	the	grave	fills/exhumation	deposits,	as	well	as	within	in	

situ	topsoil	between	grave	cuts.		Douglas	et	al	concluded	that	the	site	has	been:	

‘subject	to	repeated	Aboriginal	visitation	and	use	in	the	past	for	a	range	of	purposes	
including	tool	manufacture,	maintenance	and/or	replacement,	along	with	a	range	of	other	
activities	including	food	procurement,	consumption	and	discard.’45	

The	Boardwalk	Site,	Newcastle,	Aboriginal	Archaeological	Test	Excavation—MDCA	200446	
An	Archaeological	Assessment	(historical	archaeology)	was	prepared	for	the	‘Boardwalk’	site	by	GML	in	

2001,	which	identified	the	potential	for	Aboriginal	cultural	material	to	be	present	within	the	footprint	of	

the	Boardwalk	development	site.
47
		Therefore	MDCA	were	engaged	to	undertake	Aboriginal	

archaeological	assessment	and	investigation	of	the	Boardwalk	site.		Site	survey	in	2001	identified	three	

Aboriginal	surface	artefacts	as	well	as	scattered	shell	remains	within	disturbed	contexts.		Regardless	of	

the	high	levels	of	disturbance	of	the	site,	the	Boardwalk	site	was	assessed	to	be	an	area	of	Aboriginal	

Archaeological	Sensitivity,	due	to	the	presence	of	the	identified	artefacts,	the	presence	of	other	known	

																																								 																
44
	Douglas,	P.,	Tuck,	D.,	and	Steele,	D.,	2001,	Interim	Report—Archaeological	Excavations	at	the	Former	Roman	Catholic	

Cemetery	(1841–1881)—700	Hunter	Street,	Newcastle,	report	to	ACCOR	(Asia	Pacific)	
45
	Douglas	et	al.,	2001:	13	

46
	Mary	Dallas	Consulting	Archaeologists	(MDCA),	2004,	Aboriginal	Archaeological	Test	Excavation	Report,	Boardwalk	

Site,	Honeysuckle	Drive,	Newcastle,	prepared	for	Stronach	Pty	Ltd.	
47
	GML	2001.	
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Aboriginal	sites	in	the	vicinity	of	the	site,	as	well	as	geotechnical	information	that	suggested	the	possible	

survival	of	former	land	surfaces.	

Aboriginal	archaeological	test	excavation	was	undertaken	under	a	Section	87	permit,	concurrently	with	

historical	archaeological	test	excavation	undertaken	by	GML.		The	Aboriginal	archaeological	test	

excavation	sought	to	identify	whether	significant	and	intact	Aboriginal	archaeological	deposits	were	

present	within	the	development	area,	and	if	so,	whether	this	presented	a	constraint	to	the	

development	proposal.		The	excavation	included	both	machine	and	manual	excavation	of	select	areas	

across	the	site,	and	uncovered	the	partially	disturbed	remains	of	an	Aboriginal	coastal	campsite	

(including	remains	of	Aboriginal	shell	middens,	stone	artefacts,	and	charcoal	fragments)	within	a	buried	

former	land	surface.		The	interpretation	of	the	results	of	the	archaeological	excavation,	suggested	that	

while	the	site	was	definitely	used	in	the	past	by	Aboriginal	people	as	a	short	term	campsite,	it	was	

unlikely	to	have	been	used	intensively,	due	to	the	paucity	of	the	shell	midden	materials,	and	other	

artefactual	and	faunal	remains.		However,	it	was	also	acknowledged	the	high	level	of	disturbance	at	the	

site	caused	by	historical	activities,	which	have	the	potential	to	impact	the	condition	of	the	remnant	

archaeological	deposit.	

The	Boardwalk	Site	report	also	made	reference	to	two	larger	and	more	complex	Aboriginal	

archaeological	sites	that	were	known	at	the	time	of	writing—700	Hunter	Street	to	the	west	(as	noted	

above)	and	the	Convict	LumberYard	site	to	the	east—both	located	in	proximity	to	the	Boardwalk	site.		

The	report	concluded	that	while	the	relationship	between	these	sites	and	the	Boardwalk	campsite	were	

not	made	clear	through	the	excavation,	there	remained	the	possibility	that	the	site	was	somehow	

related	to	the	usage	of	the	more	substantial	sites	(i.e.	potential	as	a	short	term	campsite	for	cooking	of	

daytime	meals	before	returning	to	the	larger	sites).	

Honeysuckle	Central	(Lee	Wharf	Lot	25),	Heritage	Impact	Statement—GML	200848	
In	2008,	GML	prepared	a	Heritage	Impact	Statement	consistent	with	the	land	of	‘Site	1’	within	the	

current	study	area.		Section	4.2.2	of	this	HIS	presented	an	assessment	of	the	Aboriginal	archaeological	

potential	for	the	lot.		The	report	describes	an	archaeological	site	survey	in	the	area	immediately	south	

of	Lot	25	(i.e.	likely	within	either	Site	2	or	Site	3	of	the	current	study	area)	undertaken	in	2003,	that	

located	a	single	Aboriginal	stone	artefact	in	an	area	of	mixed	fill.		It	is	understood	that	some	

archaeological	monitoring	was	undertaken	in	the	area	at	the	time	(report	not	available	for	the	

preparation	of	this	report),	which	lead	to	the	conclusion	in	the	2008	report	that	‘there	is	low	potential	

for	in-situ	Aboriginal	archaeological	objects	to	survive	on	Lot	25’.
49
	

However,	it	should	be	noted	that	this	report	was	prepared	both	before	the	Aboriginal	archaeological	

excavation	undertaken	at	the	former	Palais	Royale	site	in	2011	(described	below),	as	well	as	prior	to	the	

2010	regulation	to	the	NSW	NPW	Act	and	new	statutory	guidelines	for	Aboriginal	cultural	heritage	

management	in	NSW.		Additionally,	the	report	only	assessed	the	potential	for	‘in	situ	deposits’	and	did	

not	make	reference	to	the	statutory	protection/potential	for	presence	of	isolated	Aboriginal	objects	in	a	

disturbed	context,	which	while	they	may	not	be	of	archaeological	research	interest,	are	still	afforded	

statutory	protection	in	accordance	with	the	NSW	NPW	Act.		This	2008	report	did	not	assess	the	

archaeological	potential	for	Sites	2	and	3	of	the	current	study	area.	

																																								 																
48
	GML	2008,	Honeysuckle	Central	(Lee	Wharf	Lot	25),	Heritage	Impact	Statement,	prepared	for	Buildev	Group	and	

Eureka	Funds	Management.	
49
	GML	2008:	11	
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Former	Palais	Royale	Site	(now	KFC),	684	Hunter	Street,	Newcastle—AHMS	201150	
In	2011,	AHMS	undertook	Aboriginal	archaeological	salvage	excavation	in	accordance	with	a	Section	90	

AHIP	at	the	former	Palais	Royale	Site,	located	at	684	Hunter	Street,	Newcastle	(now	the	site	of	a	KFC	

franchise).		A	trench	measuring	16m	x	3m	(an	area	of	48m
2
)	was	subject	to	salvage	excavation,	

recovering	5,534	Aboriginal	objects,	midden	materials,	and	hearth	materials	which	were	able	to	be	

scientifically	dated	(using	both	radiocarbon	and	OSL	dating).		The	overall	investigation	of	the	site	

therefore	identified	three	distinct	period	of	Aboriginal	occupation	of	the	site,	with	a	stratigraphic	profile	

dating	back	to	some	6,700	years	BP.		Consultation	with	the	Aboriginal	community	at	this	time	indicated	

that	the	684	Hunter	Street	site	and	surrounds	possesses	exceptional	Aboriginal	cultural	heritage	values.	

The	excavation	was	undertaken	in	conjunction	with	the	historical	archaeological	excavations	in	the	

same	area.		The	assessment	of	the	site,	following	Aboriginal	salvage	excavation,	concluded	that	the	

identified	Aboriginal	cultural	material	site,	likely	extended	a	few	hundred	metres	in	either	direction	of	

the	former	Palais	Royale	site.		In	addition,	following	construction	of	the	now	extant	KFC	building	on	the	

site,	areas	of	the	site	that	had	not	been	subject	to	construction	impacts,	were	relisted	on	the	AHIMS	

database,	for	future	conservation.	

Lee	Wharf	Development:	Square-about	and	Lot	24	Honeysuckle	Drive,	Newcastle—Archaeological	
Excavation	(AMAC	2012)51	
AMAC	undertook	archaeological	test	excavation	in	2005,	followed	by	full	excavation	in	2006	of	two	

locations	within	the	Honeysuckle	Precinct,	known	then	as	Lot	24	(immediately	adjacent	to	the	east	of	

the	current	study	area,	consistent	with	the	location	of	Settlement	Lane)	and	the	‘Square-about	site’	

(just	to	the	north	east	of	the	current	study	area)	(see	Figure	38	for	locational	reference).	

While	this	study	initially	focused	predominantly	on	historical	archaeology	(as	summarised	in	Section	6.2	

below),	the	excavation	also	encountered	Aboriginal	archaeology,	which	is	of	great	relevance	and	

presents	significant	implications	regarding	the	Aboriginal	archaeological	potential	within	the	current	

study	area.	

The	excavation	encountered	layers	of	historical	fill,	underlaid	by	generally	intact	natural	soil	profiles	of	

grey	sandy	loam	and	yellow	dune	sands.		The	excavation	encountered	several	Aboriginal	stone	objects	

made	of	local	Nobby’s	tuff	(including	a	large	core),	as	well	as	several	concentrated	areas	of	shellfish	

species	(Sydney	cockle	and	Hercules	whelk)	at	the	top	of	the	grey	sand	natural	soils	layer.		Analysis	of	

this	potential	Aboriginal	site,	concluded	similar	to	Dallas	2004	(Boardwalk	site	above),	that	the	location	

was	likely	representative	of	low	intensity	usage	campsite,	however	as	full	excavation	and	investigation	

of	the	Aboriginal	deposit	in	this	location	was	not	undertaken.			

Of	high	importance	and	significance,	was	the	presence	of	post-contact	Aboriginal	objects	encountered	

during	this	excavation,	in	the	form	of	flaked	glass,	and	possible	knapping	of	flint	(transported	from	

England	as	ships	ballast).		Aboriginal	post-contact	sites	are	relatively	undocumented	within	the	

Newcastle	region,	and	therefore	the	potential	for	the	study	area	to	have	Aboriginal	post-contact	

archaeological	evidence	would	be	of	high	significance	to	the	archaeological	record,	and	highly	likely	to	

be	of	high	social/cultural	significance	to	the	local	Aboriginal	community.	

																																								 																
50
	AHMS	2011,	Section	87/90	Aboriginal	Heritage	Impact	Permit	#1098622	Excavation	Report,	prepared	for	SBA	

Architects	Pty	Ltd	
51
	AMAC	2012,	Lee	Wharf	Development:	Square-about	and	Lot	24	Honeysuckle	Drive,	Newcastle—Final	Archaeological	

Report,	prepared	for	Caverstock	Group	Pty	Ltd	on	behalf	of	Lee	Wharf	Developments	Pty	Ltd.	
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Newcastle	Rezoning	of	Surplus	Corridor	Lands—RPS	2016a52	
In	2016,	RPS	prepared	an	Aboriginal	and	historical	heritage	assessment	report	relating	to	proposed	

rezoning	of	surplus	rail	corridor	in	central	Newcastle	(between	Worth	Place	and	Watt	Street)	for	urban	

purposes	(proposed	to	be	rezoned	under	an	amendment	to	the	LEP	2012).		This	report	included	

assessment	of	part	of	the	current	study	area,	i.e.	along	the	former	rail	line	in	the	south	of	Sites	2	and	3).	

With	regards	to	Aboriginal	heritage,	the	report	concluded	that	while	there	were	no	registered	

Aboriginal	sites	within	the	rezoning	area,	the	results	of	previous	archaeological	investigations	in	the	

surrounding	areas	would	suggest	that	the	rezoning	corridor	would	have	Aboriginal	archaeological	

sensitivity	(potential	for	stone	artefacts	and	middens).		Therefore,	the	report	recommended	that	prior	

to	ground	disturbance	works,	a	process	of	Aboriginal	community	be	undertaken	(including	a	survy	of	

the	rezoning	land),	and	an	Aboriginal	Cultural	Heritage	Assessment	Report	(ACHAR)	be	prepared.	

Newcastle	Light	Rail	Aboriginal	Heritage	Due	Diligence—RPS	2016b53	
In	2016,	RPS	prepared	an	Aboriginal	heritage	due	diligence	assessment	report	to	support	the	REF	for	

the	path	of	the	proposed	Newcastle	Light	Rail.		The	due	diligence	report	assessed	the	path	of	the	light	

rail,	and	identified	the	presence	of	four	registered	Aboriginal	sites	located	along	the	proposed	path	of	

the	light	rail,	as	well	as	the	potential	for	additional	unidentified	Aboriginal	objects	to	be	present.		

Therefore,	RPS	recommended	that	the	project	would	require	an	Aboriginal	Heritage	Impact	Permit	

(AHIP)	to	allow	the	proposed	impact	to	Aboriginal	objects.	

Former	Empire	Hotel,	643	Hunter	Street,	Newcastle,	ACHAR—Umwelt	201754	
In	2017,	Umwelt	prepared	an	Aboriginal	Cultural	Heritage	Assessment	Report	(ACHAR)	for	the	proposed	

redevelopment	of	the	former	Empire	Hotel	site	at	643	Hunter	Street,	Newcastle.		The	assessment	

determined	that	the	foreshore	of	the	Hunter	estuary	contains	a	significant	number	of	Aboriginal	

cultural	material	expressions,	along	with	several	registered	AHIMS	sites	located	in	close	proximity	to	the	

643	Hunter	Street	site.		This	included	the	conclusion	that	a	nearby	registered	Aboriginal	midden	site	

was	likely	to	extend	into	the	643	Hunter	Street	site.		

The	ACHAR	identified	the	site	as	having	high	cultural	significance	to	the	Aboriginal	community,	as	well	

as	high	archaeological	significance	and	research	potential,	as	demonstrating	a	direct	association	with	

past	Aboriginal	land	use	of	the	Newcastle	area	and	Hunter	estuary,	with	potential	for	the	recovery	of	

scientific	dates	and	further	information	about	the	use	of	the	region.		The	Hunter	River	foreshore	was	

identified	by	the	Aboriginal	community	during	the	consultation	for	the	project	as	being	a	culturally	

significant	landscape,	with	Aboriginal	archaeological	deposits	in	this	area	providing	a	tangible	

connection	to	past	culture	and	land	use.	

The	construction	of	the	development	required	subsurface	excavation	for	61	pylons	and	caps,	with	exact	

depth	unknown.		Therefore,	the	report	recommended	that	all	areas	outside	of	the	impact	zones	for	the	

pylons	be	conserved	(where	possible),	with	the	areas	of	the	site	requiring	impact	to	be	investigated	and	

removed	via	targeted	archaeological	salvage	works	under	an	Aboriginal	Heritage	Impact	Permit	(AHIP).		

																																								 																
52
	RPS,	2016a,	Newcastle	Urban	Transformation	and	Transport	Program—Rezoning	of	Surplus	Corridor	Lands,	Heritage	

Assessment	Report,	prepared	for	Elton	Consulting	
53
	RPS	2016b,	Newcastle	Light	Rail,	Technical	Paper	4—Aboriginal	heritage	due	diligence	assessment,	prepared	for	

Transport	for	NSW	
54
	Umwelt	2017,	Aboriginal	Cultural	Heritage	Assessment	Report,	The	Former	Empire	Hotel,	report	to	The	Trustees	of	

the	Catholic	Church.	
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An	Aboriginal	Archaeological	Research	Design	was	presented	along	with	the	ACHAR,	however	at	the	

time	of	writing,	it	is	unknown	as	to	whether	these	proposed	works	have	taken	place	at	the	site	or	not.	

	

FIGURE	17:	LOCATION	OF	PREVIOUS	ABORIGINAL	ASSESSMENTS/EXCAVATIONS	MENTIONED	IN	TEXT	(SOURCE:	CURIO	2018)	

4.2.6. Summary	of	Aboriginal	Archaeological	Context	
Several	Aboriginal	archaeological	excavations	and	investigations	have	taken	place	in	proximity	to	the	

study	area	in	recent	years,	of	which	all	indicate	the	potential	for	Aboriginal	objects	to	be	present	within	

both	buried	intact	natural	soil	profiles,	as	well	as	in	disturbed	contexts.		The	closest	registered	

Aboriginal	sites	to	the	study	area	are	only	located	c.50-100m	from	the	current	study	area.		Of	the	

nearby	registered	Aboriginal	sites,	a	number	have	been	demonstrated	to	be	both	of	

archaeological/scientific	and	Aboriginal	social	and	cultural	significance.		The	study	area	has	the	potential	

for	both	Aboriginal	stone	object,	shell	midden,	and	Potential	Archaeological	Deposit	(PAD)	site	types.	

Aboriginal	artefacts	(stone	objects,	shell	middens,	campsite,	charcoal	fragments	etc)	have	the	potential	

to	be	present	even	within	disturbed	contexts	(i.e.	Boardwalk	Site)	both	as	isolated	artefacts	in	highly	

disturbed	contexts/fill/land	reclamation,	as	well	as	within	moderately	disturbed	natural	soil	profiles.	

4.3. Aboriginal	Archaeological	Potential	and	Significance	
The	following	assessment	of	Aboriginal	archaeological	potential	within	the	subject	site	is	based	on	a	

combination	of	the	environmental	assessment,	including	original	landform,	possible	levels	of	

disturbance	across	the	site,	and	original	resource	zones	that	would	have	been	favourable	to,	or	

sustained	local	Aboriginal	populations	of	the	area	prior	to	European	settlement,	in	combination	with	

known	previous	archaeological	research	in	the	vicinity	of	the	subject	site,	or	on	comparable	sites	in	
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Sydney.		Consideration	of	these	above	factors	determines	the	likelihood	for	Aboriginal	archaeology,	

artefacts	or	physical	objects	to	remain	at	the	subject	site	in	a	subsurface	capacity.	

Based	on	the	environmental	and	archaeological	context	for	the	subject	site,	Aboriginal	archaeological	

deposits,	should	they	be	present	within	or	in	the	vicinity	of	the	current	subject	site,	would	be	most	

likely	to	consist	of	stone	artefact	sites,	shell	midden	sites,	or	a	combination	of	both.		Additionally,	

remnant	natural	soil	profiles	along	the	original	foreshore	of	the	Hunter	River/Throsby	Creek	also	

present	with	the	potential	for	palaeobotanical	evidence	of	the	pre-European	environment	of	the	cove.	

In	order	for	Aboriginal	archaeological	deposits	to	be	present	in	situ	at	the	subject	site,	they	would	

require	the	retention	of	natural	soil	profiles	in	the	area	that	would	be	extant	from	1788.		There	is	also	

the	potential	for	isolated	Aboriginal	artefacts	(stone	artefacts	and	shells)	to	be	present	in	a	disturbed	

context	along	the	original	shoreline	and	in	areas	of	fill/land	reclamation	to	the	north	of	the	path	of	the	

original	shoreline.	

When	considering	the	location	of	known	Aboriginal	archaeological	sites	along	the	original	path	of	the	

Honeysuckle	Point/Throsby	Creek	shoreline,	it	is	clear	that	this	area	was	highly	utilized	by	Aboriginal	

people,	as	evidenced	by	numerous	camp	sites	and	shell	middens.		Therefore,	it	is	reasonable	to	predict	

that	Aboriginal	camp	sites	would	have	extended	all	along	the	original	shoreline,	including	within	the	

study	area	(where	the	original	shoreline	would	have	extended	approximately	northeast	to	southwest,	

from	the	southeastern	side	of	Site	1,	across	to	the	southwestern	side	of	Site	2.		All	of	Site	3	would	have	

originally	been	located	along/in	close	proximity	to	the	original	shoreline.	

Therefore,	this	Aboriginal	heritage	due	diligence	assessment	has	determined	that	there	is	moderate	to	

high	potential	for	intact	Aboriginal	archaeological	deposits	where	natural	remnant	soil	profiles	exist	(i.e.	

in	the	southeast	corner	of	Site	1,	southeast	of	Site	2,	and	across	all	of	Site	3),	underlying	the	current	

ground	level	and	existing	fill	layers.		There	is	a	moderate	to	high	potential	for	isolated	Aboriginal	

artefacts	in	disturbed	contexts	to	be	located	across	the	whole	of	the	study	area.	

While	the	majority	of	Site	1	has	no	potential	for	intact	Aboriginal	archaeological	deposits,	as	it	consists	
of	reclaimed	land,	the	land	reclamation	along	Honeysuckle	Point	included	the	removal	of	part	of	the	

point	itself,	construction	of	a	1900s	seawall,	and	infill	behind	the	wall	with	the	removed	soil.		Therefore,	

there	is	potential	for	Aboriginal	objects	(shell	material,	stone	objects)	to	be	located	in	a	highly	disturbed	

context	within	Site	1.		While	these	disturbed	objects	would	not	be	of	archaeological	research	potential	

or	significance,	they	may	have	cultural	and	social	significance	to	the	local	Aboriginal	community.			

Intact	Aboriginal	archaeological	deposits	would	have	moderate	to	high	archaeological	research	

potential	to	provide	information	regarding	pre-1788	Aboriginal	use	and	life	along	the	Throsby	

Creek/Hunter	River	foreshore,	and	the	Newcastle	area	in	general.		As	consultation	with	the	local	

Aboriginal	community	has	not	been	undertaken	at	this	time,	assessment	of	the	social	and	cultural	

significance	of	any	potential	Aboriginal	archaeological	deposit	that	may	be	present	at	the	site	cannot	be	

undertaken.		However,	considering	the	assessment	of	Aboriginal	social	significance	of	nearby	sites	such	

as	684	Hunter	Street	(i.e.	former	Palais	Royale	site)	it	is	considered	that	an	Aboriginal	archaeological	

deposit	at	the	site	is	likely	to	have	high	significance	to	the	Aboriginal	community.		This	archaeological	

assessment	is	unable	to	consider	the	potential	for/significance	of	any	intangible	values	that	may	be	

associated	with	the	subject	site.		The	potential	for	intangible	Aboriginal	cultural	heritage	at	the	site	

should	also	be	sought	through	consultation	with	the	traditional	Aboriginal	custodians	of	the	area.	
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In	addition,	the	study	area	has	potential	for	Aboriginal	post-contact	sites,	an	archaeological	features	

and	site	type	that	are	relatively	undocumented	within	the	Newcastle	region.		Therefore,	the	potential	

for	the	study	area	to	have	Aboriginal	post-contact	archaeological	evidence	would	be	of	high	significance	

to	the	archaeological	record,	and	highly	likely	to	be	of	high	social/cultural	significance	to	the	local	

Aboriginal	community.	

4.4. Summary	of	Aboriginal	Heritage	
The	purpose	of	an	Aboriginal	Heritage	Due	Diligence	Assessment	is	to	identify	whether	Aboriginal	

objects	are	likely	to	be	present	at	a	site,	and	if	so,	if	they	are	likely	to	be	harmed	through	a	proposed	

activity.		Following	consideration	of	the	environmental	and	archaeological	context	for	the	study	area,	it	

is	assessed	that	the	study	area	has	the	potential	for	the	Aboriginal	objects	(both	intact	and	within	

disturbed	contexts).		Therefore,	any	ground	disturbing	activity	will	have	the	potential	to	impact	

Aboriginal	objects.		Therefore,	this	Due	Diligence	Assessment	recommends	further	investigation	in	the	

form	of	Aboriginal	community	consultation	(in	accordance	with	OEH	guidelines),	the	preparation	of	an	

Aboriginal	Cultural	Heritage	Assessment	Report	(ACHAR),	as	well	as	the	requirement	for	an	Aboriginal	

Heritage	Impact	Permit	(AHIP)	for	the	study	area.		These	recommendations	are	presented	in	more	detail	

in	Section	8.2.	
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5.0 Site	Description	
A	visual	inspection	of	the	study	area	was	undertaken	by	Andre	Fleury	and	Natalie	Vinton	of	Curio	

Projects	on	15	February	2018,	to	gain	a	better	understanding	of	physical	landform	context	and	site	

parameters	of	the	study	area	for	the	proposed	activity	(i.e.	the	development	of	the	new	UoN	

Honeysuckle	Campus.	

The	study	area	currently	consists	of	a	large,	partially	grasses	vacant	lot	(Site	1)	fronting	Honeysuckle	

Drive	(bounded	by	Worth	Place	in	the	west	and	Settlement	Lane	in	the	east)	(Figure	19	and	Figure	20),	

one	long	sealed	carpark	(northern	side	of	Sites	2	and	3)	(Figure	21	and	Figure	22)	and	the	former	rail	

corridor	with	rail	tracks	removed	and	a	loose	gravel	base	(currently	used	as	staging	area	for	nearby	

construction	of	the	Newcastle	Light	Rail,	under	construction	at	the	time	of	the	site	visit)	(Figure	23).		

Sites	2	and	3	are	located	immediately	to	the	south	of	Site	1,	with	the	southern	parts	of	Sites	2	and	3	

previously	a	part	of	the	Newcastle	to	Wickham	rail	line,	prior	to	rezoning	and	rail	line	removal	in	2016.		

At	time	of	site	inspection,	Site	1	was	being	used	as	a	carparking/development	staging	area	for	the	

Newcastle	Light	Rail	project	(Figure	24	to	Figure	27).	

With	regards	to	surrounding	development,	the	study	area	is	bounded	to	the	north,	east	and	west	by	

multi	storey	residential/commercial	units,	and	to	the	south	by	rows	of	commercial	properties/shops	

between	Hunter	Street	and	Civic	Lane	(Figure	28	to	Figure	35).		Civic	Railway	Station	bounds	the	study	

area	to	the	southeast	(i.e.	along	the	eastern	boundary	of	Site	3),	where	the	Railway	platforms	remain	

(Figure	36).	

	

FIGURE	18:	RECENT	AERIAL	OF	STUDY	AREA,	SITE	1	VISIBLE	AS	LARGE	MOSTLY	VACANT	LOT	IN	TOP	LEFT	(SOME	LIGHT	RAIL	CONSTRUCTION	ZONE	
STAGING	MATERIALS	PRESENT),	SITE	2	VISIBLE	AS	CARPARK,	SITE	3	VISIBLE	AS	CLEARED	LAND	(FORMER	RAIL	LINES	RECENTLY	REMOVED	AT	TIME	

OF	IMAGE)	(SOURCE:	NSW	DPI,	SIXMAPS)	
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FIGURE	19:	VIEW	EAST,	CONTEXT	OF	SITE	1	LOCATION,	VIEW	EAST	DOWN	HONEYSUCKLE	DRIVE,	WORTH	PLACE	VISIBLE	CURVING	TO	RIGHT	OF	
PHOTO.	SITE	1	IS	LOWER	AREA	OF	LAND	IN	CENTRE	OF	IMAGE	SURROUNDED	BY	MESH	FENCING	ETC	(SOURCE:	CURIO	2018)	

	

FIGURE	20:	VIEW	EAST	ALONG	HONEYSUCKLE	DRIVE,	MESH	FENCING	IN	RIGHT	DELINEATES	NORTHERN	BOUNDARY	OF	SITE	1	(SOURCE:	CURIO	
2018)	
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FIGURE	21:	VIEW	EAST	ACROSS	SITES	2	AND	3,	EXISTING	CARPARK	(SOURCE:	CURIO	2018)	

	

FIGURE	22:	VIEW	EAST	FROM	WORTH	PLACE	ACROSS	SITE	2,	CARPARK	TO	LEFT,	FORMER	RAIL	LINE	TO	RIGHT	(SOURCE:	CURIO	2018)	
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FIGURE	23:	VIEW	EAST	ALONG	FORMER	RAIL	CORRIDOR	(SOUTHERN	PART	OF	SITE	2),	CURRENTLY	USED	AS	PARKING/CONSTRUCTION	STAGING	
FOR	CONSTRUCTION	OF	LIGHT	RAIL	(SOURCE:	CURIO	2018)	

	 	

FIGURE	24:	INTERIOR	OF	SITE	1,	NORTH.	VIEW	EAST	(SOURCE:	CURIO	
2018)	

FIGURE	25:	INTERIOR	OF	SITE	1,	NORTH.	VIEW	SOUTHEAST	(SOURCE:	
CURIO	2018)	
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FIGURE	26:	INTERIOR	OF	SITE	1.	VIEW	WEST	FROM	SETTLEMENT	LANE	
(SOURCE:	CURIO	2018)	

FIGURE	27:	INTERIOR	OF	SITE	1.	VIEW	NORTH	FROM	WRIGHT	LANE	
(SOURCE:	CURIO	2018)	

	 	

FIGURE	28:	VIEW	SOUTHEAST	FROM	SITE	1,	TOWARDS	SITE	2	AND	3	
(SOURCE:	CURIO	2018)	

FIGURE	29:	VIEW	SOUTHEAST	FROM	SITE	1,	TOWARDS	SITE	2	AND	3	
(SOURCE:	CURIO	2018)	

	

	 	

FIGURE	30:	VIEW	EAST	ALONG	WRIGHT	LANE,	BETWEEN	SITE	1,	AND	
SITES	2	AND	3	(SOURCE:	CURIO	2018)	

FIGURE	31:	CIVIC	LANE,	VIEW	EAST,	SITES	2	AND	3	BOUNDARY	VISIBLE	
IN	LEFT	OF	IMAGE	(SOURCE:	CURIO	2018)	
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FIGURE	32:	CIVIC	LANE,	VIEW	EAST,	SITES	2	AND	3	BOUNDARY	VISIBLE	IN	LEFT	OF	IMAGE	(SOURCE:	CURIO	2018)	

	

FIGURE	33:	VIEW	WEST	ALONG	HONEYSUCKLE	DRIVE,	SITE	1	VISIBLE	IN	LEFT	(SOURCE:	CURIO	2018)	
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FIGURE	34:	VIEW	NORTH	FROM	SITE	1	ACROSS	HONEYSUCKLE	DRIVE	(SOURCE:	CURIO	2018)	

	

FIGURE	35:	VIEW	EAST	ACROSS	SOUTH	OF	SITE	1,	TO	CHIFLEY	COMPLEX,	ALONG	NORTH-EASTERN	SITE	BOUNDARY	(SOURCE:	CURIO	2018)	
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FIGURE	36:	VIEW	FROM	CIVIC	STATION,	WEST	TOWARDS	SITES	2	AND	3	(VISIBLE	AS	CARPARKS	IN	BACKGROUND)	WITH	SITE	1	FURTHER	IN	THE	
RIGHT	BACKGROUND	OF	IMAGE	(SOURCE:	CURIO	2018)	
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6.0 Potential	Historical	Archaeological	Resources	
6.1. Newcastle	Archaeological	Management	Strategy55	

The	Newcastle	Archaeological	Management	Strategy	(NAMS)	was	adopted	by	Council	on	20	August	

2015,	and	provides	a	framework	for	the	management	and	conservation	of	historical	archaeological	

resources	in	the	Newcastle	City	Centre	(including	the	existing	study	area),	which	was	predicated	on	the	

1997	Newcastle	Archaeological	Management	Plan,	and	2013	review	of	the	management	plan.		The	

NAMS	states	the	archaeological	significance	of	the	Newcastle	City	Centre	study	area	to	be:	

‘The	archaeological	resource	of	the	Newcastle	city	centre	(the	study	area)	dates	from	the	
earliest	period	of	European	settlement	in	Australia.		Newcastle	is	the	third	oldest	urban	
settlement	after	Sydney	and	Parramatta.		The	city’s	archaeological	resources	yield	
information	not	only	about	Newcastle	itself,	but	have	the	potential	to	contain	information	
about	the	early	colony	and	the	experience	of	convict	life	that	can	contribute	to	
understandings	about	life	in	colonial	Australia	and	of	how	it	was	governed	and	
administered,	including	encounters	with	the	local	indigenous	population.’	

The	Newcastle	Archaeological	Management	Plan	1997	found	that	while	Sydney,	Hobart	
and	Brisbane,	as	well	some	small	centres	such	as	Port	Macquarie,	were	established	as	a	
penal	colonies,	the	level	of	archaeological	survival	was	found	to	be	lower	than	the	survival	
rate	attributed	to	Newcastle.	The	NAMP	1997	determined	that	on	the	basis	of	the	low	rates	
of	site	amalgamation	and	redevelopment	and	few	buildings	with	basements,	the	potential	
for	remains	to	survive	was	much	higher	than	those	cities	of	similar	age	and	origin.	As	such,	
the	archaeological	resource	of	the	Newcastle	city	centre	was	determined	to	be	potentially	
of	outstanding	significance.	

Archaeological	sites	and	relics	within	the	Newcastle	city	centre	embody	the	primary	
physical	evidence	of	the	early	occupation	period,	along	with	the	evolution	of	the	city	
through	various	historic	phases	of	development,	such	as	industrial	processes	and	
urbanisation.		Archaeological	remains	have	the	potential	to	record	and	reflect	these	
patterns	of	change.’56	

The	1997	Archaeological	Management	Plan	(AMP),	which	the	2015	report	revises	and	updates,	

identified	nine	archaeological	precincts	across	Newcastle	which	‘may	be	expected	to	contain	an	

archaeological	resource	of	some	cohesive	characteristic’.
57
		One	of	these	precincts	is	‘Honeysuckle	Point	

1840’,	which	includes	the	‘area	within	the	existing	harbour	foreshore	and	north	of	Hunter	Street	where	

the	piece	of	land	known	as	Honeysuckle	Point	stood,	prior	to	the	extensive	reclamation	works	that	were	

undertaken.’
58
			

6.2. Historical	Archaeological	Investigations	
The	following	sub-section	provides	a	brief	summary	of	the	comparative	analysis	undertaken	by	Curio	

Projects	of	archaeological	investigations/archaeological	assessments	completed	at/undertaken	for	sites	

in	close	vicinity	to	the	study	area,	or	at	sites	within	the	Newcastle	area	that	have	been	found	to	have	a	

similar	archaeological	profile	or	conditions	as	those	predicted	for	the	current	study	area,	or	directly	

																																								 																
55
	Newcastle	City	Council,	2015,	Newcastle	Archaeological	Management	Strategy,	Newcastle	City	Council:	Newcastle.	

56
	Ibid:	8-9	

57
	Suters	Architects,	1997,	Newcastle	Archaeological	Management	Plan,	Vol	1:	Study	Report,	prepared	for	Newcastle	

City	Council.	
58
	Suters	1997:	40	
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related	to	the	current	study	area.		This	comparative	analysis	and	review	of	other	historical	

archaeological	investigations	provides	invaluable	information	in	terms	of	determining	the	potential	for	

archaeological	resources	to	exist	and	the	potential	significance	of	such	a	resource,	if	found.	

Honeysuckle	Archaeological	Survey	(Doring	1991)	
In	1991,	C.	&	M.J.	Doring	undertook	a	historical	archaeological	survey	of	the	Honeysuckle	Point,	to	assist	

with	future	planning	for	the	site,	upon	the	closure	of	the	Railway	Workshops.		The	report	identified	the	

nature	and	approximate	locations	of	potential	archaeological	features	(including	across	the	current	

study	area),	particularly	relating	to	the	use	of	the	site	as	the	Honeysuckle	Point	Railway	Workshops,	and	

provided	recommendations	for	further	archaeological	investigations.		The	report	prepared	and	

presented	an	inventory	and	maps	of	potential	archaeological	sites	across	the	area	(Figure	37).		The	

survey	identified	three	main	potential	archaeological	structures/resources	to	be	present	within	the	

current	study	area,	that	of	the	Railway	Turntable	(F74),	Mortuary	Station	(F56)	and	Mortuary	Signal	Box	

(F55).		The	report	also	notes	that	lime	burning	was	undertaken	at	the	site/in	the	vicinity	of	the	turntable	

from	1800-1820.		

In	addition,	the	1991	report	states	that	there	is	potential	for	the	remains	of	demolished	buildings	on	

site,	‘prior	to	railways	(e.g.	Church	Estate)	(not	shown	on	this	site	plan),	buildings	are	shown	on	early	

site	plan.		They	have	not	been	researched	for	this	study.		Remains	or	relics	such	as	underground	cisterns	

etc.	may	still	exist’.
59
	

The	former	Engine	Turntable	(F74)	is	described	in	the	report	as	a	10m	diameter	turntable,	located	to	

the	‘west	end	of	the	Workshops	site	near	the	former	Mortuary	Station’,	present	at	the	site	from	c.1856	

to	c.1895.		The	manufacturer	of	the	turntable	is	not	known,	however	it	was	ordered	in	1855,	together	

with	rolling	stock,	from	England.		The	Engine	Turntable	was	one	of	the	first	items	of	equipment	to	be	

installed	at	the	rail	workshops	at	Honeysuckle	Point.		The	report	assessed	the	turntable	to	be	of	very	

high	significance,	if	still	present,	at	the	site,	for	two	reasons:	

• It	is	probably	the	most	substantial,	if	not	the	only,	artefact	surviving	from	the	
original	1857	Great	Northern	Railway;	and	

• It	is	one	of	the	oldest	(133	years)	railway	artefacts	in	Australia.60	

The	former	Mortuary	Station	is	inventoried	as	an	archaeological	site	(F56),	constructed	in	1883	and	

described	as	‘the	building	was	a	charming,	gable	roofed,	timber	framed,	weatherboard	building,	with	

finials	and	fretworked	barge	boards,	resembling	a	small	chapel’,	located	‘on	the	south	side	of	the	main	

railway	line,	just	to	the	east	of	Worth	Place’.
61
		It	was	demolished	in	1933,	before	Civic	Station	was	built.		

The	report	assesses	Mortuary	Station	as	being	of	moderate	historical	significance.	

The	former	Mortuary	Signal	Box	was	a	timber	framed	signal	box,	constructed	at	the	same	time	as,	and	

used	for,	Mortuary	Station	(c.1883)	and	demolished	c.1936	(when	it	became	defunct	after	Civic	Station	

was	built)		The	report	also	notes	that	‘there	is	still	an	unmanned	brick	shed	in	the	same	location,	

presumably	serving	some	modern	automatic	signaling	function’.
62
		The	report	assessed	the	Mortuary	

Signal	Box	to	be	of	low	significance,	and	gave	no	recommendations	for	its	investigation.	
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	Doring	1991:	439	(Item	#86)	

60
	ibid:	286	

61
	ibid:	282	

62
	Doring	1991:	281	
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One	of	the	key	recommendations	from	the	Honeysuckle	Archaeological	Survey	report,	was	the	

archaeological	investigation	and	test	excavation	of	the	former	Engine	Turntable,	which	was	undertaken	

in	1994	(see	below).	

	

FIGURE	37:	ARCHAEOLOGICAL	SURVEY	PLAN,	1991,	CENTRED	OVER	THE	STUDY	AREA.	MORTUARY	STATION	AND	RAILWAY	TURNTABLE	
LOCATIONS	VISIBLE.		THE	SHADING	ON	THE	PLAN	CORRESPONDS	TO	THE	FOLLOWING	DENSE	DOTWORK:	‘ARCHAEOLOGICAL	SITE,	WHERE	

EVIDENCE	IS	LIKELY	TO	REMAIN’	(I.E.	OVER	TURNTABLE),	AND	SPARSE	DOTWORK:	ARCHAEOLOGICAL	SITE,	WHERE	EVIDENCE	IS	NOT	LIKELY	TO	
REMAIN	(I.E.	OVER	MORTUARY	STATION)	(SOURCE:	DORING	1991:	SHEET	F,	3286)	

Honeysuckle	Point	Locomotive	Turntable	Excavation	(Fenwick	1994)63	
Following	the	proposal	that	the	turntable	be	present	in	situ	at	the	former	Civic	Railway	Workshops	

(Doring	1991,	as	above),	it	was	proposed	by	the	Hunter	Development	Corporation	that	the	location	and	

condition	of	the	turntable	be	confirmed	by	archaeological	excavation.		This	excavation	was	undertaken	

in	accordance	with	a	Section	139	Excavation	Permit	from	the	NSW	Heritage	Council.	

The	excavation	used	available	plans	and	site	references	to	make	a	best	estimate	of	the	location	of	the	

turntable,	and	two	exploratory	archaeological	trenches	were	opened	in	the	supposed	location	to	

investigate.		The	excavation	successfully	located	the	turntable	(12m	in	diameter),	and	also	excavated	

the	southern	side	wall	of	the	turntable	pit.		The	full	extent	of	the	turntable	was	not	uncovered	during	

the	excavation,	as	identification	of	the	location,	diameters	and	general	condition	was	considered	

sufficient	to	fulfil	the	reason	for	investigation.		The	turntable	pit	had	for	the	most	part	been	filled	with	

																																								 																
63
	Fenwick,	P.,	1994,	Honeysuckle	Point	Locomotive	Turntable	Excavation	Report,	Newcastle,	NSW,	prepared	for	

Honeysuckle	Development	Corporation.	
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soft,	clean	soil.		Following	the	excavation	of	the	turntable,	detailed	measurements	and	photographs	

were	taken,	and	the	excavation	back-filled	with	dry,	clean	sand.	

The	report	recommended	that	future	management	of	the	turntable	should	ideally	include	either	full	

exposure,	in	situ	retention	and	heritage	interpretation	of	the	turntable	be	undertaken,	or	that	the	

turntable	be	left	unexposed,	with	an	area	including	the	outline	of	the	circular	turntable	retained	as	a	

paved	pedestrian	way,	with	heritage	interpretation	initiatives	implemented.		The	report	also	

recommended	that	the	top	of	the	Turntable	Brick	Pit	brick	wall	be	exposed	for	the	full	circle	of	the	

turntable	prior	to	any	final	decision	regarding	the	future	of	the	turntable,	in	order	to	‘confirm	the	

continuity	of	the	wall	and	give	an	indication	of	its	condition’.
64
	

Lots	12	and	4/24	Lee	Wharf,	Archaeological	Monitoring	(GML	2006)65	
In	2004,	GML	archaeologically	monitored	and	investigated	Lots	12	and	4/24	of	Lee	Wharf	(located	to	

the	northeast	of	the	current	study	area)	as	part	of	ground	remediation	and	bulk	excavation	works	for	

the	construction	of	basement	carparks	across	these	lots.		The	archaeological	investigation	did	not	

identify	any	relics	or	archaeological	deposits	associated	with	the	19
th
	Honeysuckle	Point	settlement	(i.e.	

Bishop’s	Settlement).		The	archaeological	program	exposed	extensive	remains	of	several	buildings	

relating	to	Civic	Railway	Workshops	within	Lot	4/24	(including	sandstone	wall	footings,	machine	pads	of	

brick	timber	and	sandstone,	timber	piers	and	post	holes),	as	well	as	in-situ	rail	tracks	and	sleepers	

within	Lot	12.		The	GML	report	concluded	that	the	Civic	Railway	Workshops	would	have	significantly	

disturbed	and/or	destroyed	any	evidence	of	the	earlier	period	of	occupation	of	the	site.	

Lee	Wharf	Development:	Square-about	and	Lot	24	Honeysuckle	Drive,	Newcastle—Archaeological	Test	
Excavation	(AMAC	2012)66	
Following	on	from	the	above	GML	site	archaeological	monitoring	works	undertaken	in	2004,	in	2005	

AMAC	undertook	historical	archaeological	test	excavation	within	Lot	24	Honeysuckle	Drive	(Settlement	

Lane),	and	what	was	then	known	as	the	‘Square-about’	area	(Figure	38),	which	was	then	followed	by	full	

excavation	in	2006.		

The	excavation	encountered	a	range	of	archaeological	resources	relating	to	all	phases	of	occupation	and	

historical	use	of	the	site,	including	evidence	of	the	railway	occupation	phase	(including	railway	sleepers,	

a	concrete	tank	and	footings,	sandstock	brick	paving	and	other	stone	features),	evidence	believed	to	

date	to	the	use	of	the	site	as	Bishop’s	settlement	(including	a	refuse	pit	with	intact	and	fragmented	

glass	bottles	and	other	artefacts,	sandstone	rubble	blocks	and	sandstock	brick	features),	and	intact	

natural	soil	profiles	with	evidence	for	Aboriginal	use	and	occupation	of	the	area.		All	features	and	

deposits	were	cleaned	and	recorded,	then	sealed	with	geo-fabric	and	backfilled,	leaving	all	features	and	

deposits	in	situ.	

The	report	summarised	the	significance	of	the	excavation	site	and	general	area	to	have	high	research	

potential	to	yield	important	historical	archaeological	data	regarding	the	pre	and	post	European	

settlement	of	Honeysuckle	Point	in	Newcastle.		Notably,	archaeological	evidence	relating	to	the	

Bishop’s	Settlement	period	would	be	rare,	due	to	the	relative	paucity	of	historical	documentation	and	

records	relating	to	this	phase	of	site	occupation.		The	retention	of	the	archaeological	features	in	situ	
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	Fenwick	1994:	4	

65
	GML	2006,	Lots	12	and	4/24	Lee	Wharf,	Newcastle—Archaeological	Monitoring	Program,	prepared	for	Lee	Wharf	

Developments	
66
	AMAC	2012,	Lee	Wharf	Development:	Square-about	and	Lot	24	Honeysuckle	Drive,	Newcastle—Final	Archaeological	

Report,	prepared	for	Caverstock	Group	Pty	Ltd	on	behalf	of	Lee	Wharf	Developments	Pty	Ltd.	
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following	from	this	excavation	means	that	the	excavation	site	itself	retains	the	archaeological	research	

potential.		The	report	also	noted	that	archaeological	evidence	at	the	site	relating	to	the	State	significant	

Civic	Railway	Workshops	site,	could	have	the	potential	to	be	of	State	significance	itself,	however	no	

deposits	or	features	relating	to	the	Railways	Workshops	as	excavated	in	2006	were	identified	as	

meeting	the	criterion	for	local	or	State	significance.	

The	post-excavation	report	recommended	that	any	future	work	carried	out	in	the	location	of	this	

excavation	be	subject	to	full	archaeological	excavation,	subject	to	the	relevant	permits	from	the	NSW	

Heritage	Division,	as	well	as	appropriate	permits	and	investigation	of	Aboriginal	archaeology	under	the	

NSW	Parks	and	Wildlife	Act	1974.	

Overall,	this	2005/2006	archaeological	excavation	has	major	relevance	to	the	assessment	of	

archaeological	potential	for	the	current	study	area,	indicating	that	the	study	area	has	potential	for	

historical	archaeological	resources	relating	to	all	phases	of	occupation	of	Honeysuckle	Point.	

	

FIGURE	38:	AMAC	REPORT	‘LOT	24	AND	SQUARE-ABOUT’	STUDY	AREA,	LOCATION	OF	ARCHAEOLOGICAL	EXCAVATION,	PART	OF	WHICH	IS	
IMMEDIATELY	ADJACENT	TO	THE	EAST	OF	THE	CURRENT	STUDY	AREA	(SOURCE:	AMAC	2012:	FIGURE	1.2)	

Honeysuckle	Central	(Lee	Wharf	Lot	25),	Heritage	Impact	Statement	(GML	2008)67	
In	2008,	GML	prepared	a	Heritage	Impact	Statement	consistent	with	the	land	of	‘Site	1’	within	the	

current	study	area.		The	report	included	an	assessment	of	the	historical	archaeological	potential	and	

significance	within	Lot	25	(i.e.	consistent	with	Site	1	of	the	current	study	area).	

GML	concluded	that	there	would	be	low	potential	for	relics	relating	to	the	‘Bishop’s	Settlement’	phase	

of	site	occupation	to	survive	(based	on	the	results	of	their	2004	archaeological	monitoring	of	a	nearby	

site),	however	if	they	were	to	survive,	they	would	be	of	considerable	archaeological	significance.		

																																								 																
67
	GML	2008,	Honeysuckle	Central	(Lee	Wharf	Lot	25),	Heritage	Impact	Statement,	prepared	for	Buildev	Group	and	

Eureka	Funds	Management.	



	

Archaeological	Assessment—University	of	Newcastle,	Honeysuckle	City	Campus			Prepared	by	Curio	Projects	for	UoN	 56	

However,	this	conclusion	was	disproved	by	the	AMAC	2006	excavation	results	(as	detailed	above),	

(which	was	not	incorporated	into	the	GML	2008	report,	likely	as	the	post-excavation	report	was	not	

prepared	for	these	works	until	2012),	demonstrating	the	presence	of	an	archaeological	resource	

relating	to	Bishop’s	Settlement	(and	all	other	occupation	phases	across	Honeysuckle	Point)	to	be	

present	in	close	vicinity	of	the	current	study	area.	

The	2008	report	identified	archaeological	remains	associated	with	a	number	of	railway	buildings	to	have	

the	potential	to	be	present	within	Lot	25	(i.e.	Site	1),	including:	

• Building	7—Per	Way	Bridge	Shop	West	(also	known	as	the	Assembling	Shop)	
(c.1895-1979)	

• Building	25—Former	Shed	(c.1856–1917)	

• Building	26—Per	Way	Friction	Saw	(c.1937–1979)	

• Building	27—Coke	Bins	

• Building	28—Per	Way	Pattern	Shop	(c.1926–1960s)	(footprint	potentially	located	
just	outside	of	Lot	25’s	north	boundary…	however,	the	precise	location	of	this	
building	is	uncertain)	

• Building	30—Per	Way	Foundry	(Built	1926,	closed	1958,	converted	to	goods	
shed/wagon	shed	in	1962)	

• Former	Railway	Turntable68	

Generally,	GML	identified	the	high	potential	for	relics	associated	with	the	Civic	Railway	Workshop	

function	of	the	site	to	be	present	within	Lot	25	(i.e.	Site	1).		Overall,	GML	summarised	the	potential	

historical	archaeological	resource	of	Lot	25	to	have	‘some	potential	to	contribute	to	research	into	the	

development	of	the	area	and	the	technologies	employed	at	the	complex…The	heritage	significance	of	

any	surviving	relics	would	principally	derive	from	their	research	value,	although	they	may	also	reflect	

significant	phases	in	the	region’s	historical	development	and	in	some	cases	may	be	uncommon	

examples	of	their	type.’		The	report	also	assessed	the	significance	of	the	turntable	to	be	very	high,	

suggesting	that	in-situ	retention	of	the	turntable	should	be	preferenced	where	possible.	

In	order	to	mitigate	the	impact	of	the	proposed	development	on	the	potential	archaeological	resource	

at	the	site,	and	its	associated	significance,	GML	recommended	an	archaeological	investigation	to	be	

undertaken	in	conjunction	with	site	works,	as	well	as	introduction	of	heritage	interpretation	measures.	

666	Hunter	Street,	Newcastle	(AMAC	2008)69	
In	2008,	the	Hunter	Development	Company	uncovered	bone	material	and	historical	artefacts	at	666	

Hunter	Street,	Newcastle,	during	floodzone	remediation	works.		AMAC	was	contacted	to	investigate	the	

nature	of	this	find,	and	identified	that	prior	to	the	1850s,	the	site	had	been	the	location	of	a	prehistoric	

creekline,	which	had	been	completely	subject	to	land	reclamation	and	partial	urban	development	by	
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	GML	2008:	11-12	
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	AMAC,	2008,	Notification	of	discovery	of	relics:	666	Hunter	St,	Newcastle	NSW,	including	former	Honeysuckle	Railway	

Station	precinct,	prepared	for	Hunter	Development	Corporation	
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the	1900s.		Although	subject	to	various	levels	of	historical	disturbance,	the	archaeological	excavation	of	

the	site	encountered	historical	archaeological	remains	from	the	1870s	through	to	the	1990s.	

Newcastle	Rezoning	of	Surplus	Corridor	Lands—RPS	2016a70	
In	2016,	RPS	prepared	an	Aboriginal	and	historical	heritage	assessment	report	relating	to	proposed	

rezoning	of	surplus	rail	corridor	in	central	Newcastle	(between	Worth	Place	and	Watt	Street)	for	urban	

purposes	(proposed	to	be	rezoned	under	an	amendment	to	the	LEP	2012).		This	report	included	

assessment	of	part	of	the	current	study	area,	i.e.	along	the	former	rail	line	in	the	south	of	Sites	2	and	3).	

The	report	identified	several	potential	historical	archaeological	relics/deposits	in	proximity	to/within	

the	rezoning	corridor	that	would	require	mitigation.		The	report	identified	the	potential	for	an	

archaeological	resource/relics	associated	with	Mortuary	Station	and	Civic	Railway	Workshops	to	be	

present	within	the	rezoning	land	(i.e.	within	Site	2	of	the	current	study	area),	and	recommended	

relevant	approvals	in	accordance	with	the	NSW	Heritage	Act	1977.	

Honeysuckle	Station	Archaeological	Remains—(2016	and	2017)	
In	2016,	excavation	works	along	the	former	Newcastle	rail	corridor	encountered	the	archaeological	

remains	of	Honeysuckle	Station
71
	(Figure	39	and	Figure	40)	(located	to	the	west	of	the	current	study	

area),	while	approximately	a	year	later,	more	archaeological	structural	remains	assumed	to	be	

associated	with	Honeysuckle	Station,	were	encountered	along	the	path	of	the	Newcastle	Light	Rail,	also	

along	the	former	rail	corridor	(slightly	further	to	the	east	of	the	2016	discovery),	between	Steel	Street	

and	Hunter	Street.
72
	

The	presence	of	archaeological	and	structural	remains	of	Honeysuckle	Station,	intact	beneath	the	

former	rail	lines,	suggests	that	other	potential	archaeological	structural	remains	in	similar	locations	(i.e.	

in	conjunction	with	the	path	of	the	former	rail	corridor)	are	also	likely	to	be	present.		In	the	case	of	the	

2017	discover,	some	of	the	archaeological	structural	remains	appear	to	have	been	located	immediately	

below	the	top	layer	of	fill/soil,	very	close	to	the	ground	surface	(Figure	41).	

	 	

FIGURE	39:	HONEYSUCKLE	STATION	ARCHAEOLOGY	UNCOVERED	IN	
RAIL	CORRIDOR	(SOURCE:	NEWCASTLE	HERALD,	

HTTP://WWW.THEHERALD.COM.AU/STORY/4037759/RAIL-RELICS-
COME-TO-SURFACE-PHOTOS-POLL/)	

FIGURE	40:	HONEYSUCKLE	STATION	ARCHAEOLOGY	UNCOVERED	IN	
RAIL	CORRIDOR	(SOURCE:	NEWCASTLE	HERALD,	

HTTP://WWW.THEHERALD.COM.AU/STORY/4037759/RAIL-RELICS-
COME-TO-SURFACE-PHOTOS-POLL/)	
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Assessment	Report,	prepared	for	Elton	Consulting	
71
	‘Discovery	of	centuries-old	Honeysuckle	station	in	former	rail	corridor’,	Newcastle	Herald,	18.6.16,	Accessed	21.3.18	

from	http://www.theherald.com.au/story/4037759/rail-relics-come-to-surface-photos-poll/		
72
	‘More	suspected	Honeysuckle	Station	relic	(sic)	uncovered	in	Newcastle	light	rail	path’,	Newcastle	Herald,	21.7.18,	

Accessed	21.3.18	from	http://www.theherald.com.au/story/4804676/relic-dug-up-in-rail-work/		
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FIGURE	41:	MORE	BRICKWORK	ASSOCIATED	WITH	HONEYSUCKLE	STATION	UNCOVERED	IN	2017,	CLOSE	TO	THE	GROUND	SURFACE	(SOURCE:	
NEWCASTLE	HERALD,	HTTP://WWW.THEHERALD.COM.AU/STORY/4828389/LIGHT-RAIL-COULD-INCLUDE-RELICS-PHOTOS)	

Newcastle	Light	Rail	Project,	Historical	Archaeological	Assessment	(RPS	2016)73	
In	2016,	RPS	prepared	a	Historical	Archaeological	Assessment	(and	Statement	of	Heritage	Impact)	

report	for	the	Newcastle	Light	Rail	project,	which	passes	immediately	to	the	southwest	of	the	current	

study	area,	along	Worth	Place	between	Steel	Street	and	Hunter	Street,	before	proceeding	east	along	

Hunter	Street,	c.40m	to	the	south	of	the	study	area.		The	report	identified	five	historical	archaeological	

locations	that	would	require	investigation	and/or	permitting	from	the	NSW	Heritage	Division	in	order	to	

works	in	the	vicinity	of	these	locations	to	proceed.	

6.3. Assessment	of	Historical	Archaeological	Potential	
This	section	presents	an	assessment	of	the	archaeological	potential	of	the	subject	site.		The	

archaeological	potential	of	a	site	refers	to	its	potential	for	archaeological	resources	to	survive	below	the	

ground,	and	is	related	to	its	level	of	intactness.		The	potential	for	archaeological	resources	to	survive	is	

directly	related	to	the	types	of	cultural	activities	and	environmental	factors	that	have	impacted	on	a	site	

over	time,	and	how	such	factors	may	or	may	not	have	disturbed,	destroyed,	conserved	or	impacted	

upon	the	evidence	of	earlier	activities.		The	types	of	materials	used	for	construction,	daily	activities,	

intensity	of	development	and	demolition	activities,	environmental	conditions	and	topography,	all	

influence	the	ability	of	archaeological	remains	to	survive.	

The	potential	for	historical	archaeological	resources	and/or	‘relics’	to	survive	is	not	the	same	as	

potential	archaeological	‘significance’.		Often	the	two	terms	are	confused	which	can	lead	to	inaccurate	

historical	archaeological	assessments.		Potential	‘archaeological	significance’	which	is	discussed	in	

Section	7.0,	relates	to	the	importance	of	any	archaeological	resource	found,	rather	than	to	just	its	

ability	to	survive	within	a	cultural	heritage	landscape.	

																																								 																
73
	RPS	2016c,	Newcastle	Light	Rail,	Technical	Paper	3—Historical	Archaeological	Assessment	and	Statement	of	heritage	

impact,	prepared	for	Transport	of	NSW	
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Archaeological	potential	refers	to	the	level	of	likelihood	for	physical	evidence	of	a	particular	historical	

activity	or	development	to	survive.		It	is	usually	classified	as	low,	medium,	or	high:	

• Low	archaeological	potential—it	is	unlikely	that	physical	evidence	of	a	particular	historical	phase	

or	activity	survives.	

• Moderate	archaeological	potential—it	is	possible	that	physical	evidence	of	a	particular	historical	

phase	or	activity	survives,	however	surviving	archaeological	remains	may	have	been	subject	to	

some	disturbance	or	may	only	partially	survive.	

• High	archaeological	potential—it	is	likely	that	physical	evidence	of	a	particular	historical	phase	

or	activity	survives.	

Section	6.3.2	assesses	the	range	of	physical	remains	that	may	have	been	present	at	the	site	based	on	

the	activities	and	developments	at	the	site	as	indicated	by	the	historical	analysis.		Activities	and	

development	at	the	site	is	also	used	to	extrapolate	the	extent	of	physical	disturbance	that	the	subject	

site	has	experienced,	that	may	have	impacted	on	the	survival	of	historical	archaeological	remains	

(Section	6.3.1).		These	two	aspects	are	then	assessed	against	each	other	in	Section	6.3.2,	within	the	

context	of	previous	historical	archaeological	assessments	and	excavations	in	the	area	(Section	6.2	

above),	to	form	a	summary	statement	of	the	subject	site’s	historical	archaeological	potential.	

6.3.1. Site	Disturbance	Activities	
Historical	disturbance	of	a	site	affects	its	ability	to	retain	intact	archaeological	resources,	and	has	been	

defined	as	follows:	

• Low	disturbance—the	site	or	feature	has	not	been	subject	to	activities	that	would	have	a	major	

impact	on	the	survival	of	archaeological	remains.	Archaeological	evidence	may	be	largely	intact.	

• Moderate	disturbance—the	site	or	feature	has	been	subject	to	some	activities	that	may	have	

impacted	on	the	survival	of	archaeological	remains.	Archaeological	evidence	may	survive	

however	it	may	be	disturbed.	

• High	disturbance—the	site	or	feature	has	been	subject	to	activities	that	are	likely	to	have	

impacted	on	the	survival	of	archaeological	remains.	Little	archaeological	evidence	may	survive,	

or	it	may	be	substantially	destroyed.	

The	subject	site	has	been	subject	to	the	following	land	uses	and	causes	of	disturbance:	

• Early	land	use	(i.e.	vegetation	clearing	and	early	structures	relating	to	Government	Farm,	post	

1850s	subdivision—Bishop’s	settlement);	

• Land	reclamation	along	the	Hunter	River	foreshore,	including	modification	to	Honeysuckle	

Point,	construction	of	a	sea	wall,	Lee	Wharf	and	filling	behind;		

• Railway	lines,	workshops,	and	structures/activities	associated	with	use	of	the	site	as	the	

Honeysuckle	Point/Civic	Railway	Workshops	(c.1856–1920s);	

• Demolition	of	all	former	Honeysuckle	Point/Civic	Railway	Workshops	structures	within	the	study	

area	(c.1990s);	and	

• Recent	site	use/works	such	as	the	establishment	of	a	carpark	across	Sites	2	and	3	(north),	the	

removal	of	the	rail	lines	across	Sites	2	and	3	(south)	(c.1990s–2016).	

6.3.2. Assessment	of	Historical	Archaeological	Potential	
The	following	summary	provides	an	assessment	of	the	possible	types	of	historical	archaeological	

evidence	that	may	be	found	within	the	University	of	Newcastle:	Honeysuckle	Campus	study	area,	and	
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the	potential	for	such	evidence	to	survive.		A	summary	of	the	potential	archaeological	evidence	and	

likelihood	to	survive	from	each	of	the	four	phases	of	historical	use	of	the	subject	site	is	presented	in	

Table	4.	

Phase	1—Early	Settlement	(1810–1857)	
Phase	1	use	of	the	study	area	relates	to	the	early	settlement	of	the	site,	including	on	the	fringes	of	the	

‘Government	Farm’	(c.1810),	as	well	as	part	of	the	‘Bishop’s	Settlement’	(c.1840s)	prior	to	resumption	

of	the	land	for	rail	purposes	(1857).	

While	there	is	no	clear	evidence	of	occupation	of	the	study	area	prior	to	1857,	the	possibility	does	still	

remain	for	older	structures	(such	as	structural	footings,	evidence	of	early	land	reclamation,	evidence	of	

early	lime	burning/kilns	along	the	original	foreshore,	wharfs,	timber	fences,	deeper	subsurface	features	

such	as	wells	and	cisterns	etc)	to	have	been	located	within	the	study	area.			

Archaeological	excavation	undertaken	by	AMAC	in	2006	immediately	adjacent	to	the	current	study	

area,	as	well	as	further	excavation	just	to	the	northeast,	encountered	archaeological	resource	relating	

to	the	Bishop’s	Settlement,	thereby	indicating	that	the	general	area	does	retain	archaeological	evidence	

and	potential	relating	to	this	phase	of	occupation	of	Honeysuckle	Point.	

Therefore,	it	is	considered	that	overall	the	majority	of	the	study	area	(excluding	the	northwestern	part	

of	Site	1,	which	is	located	in	an	area	of	land	reclamation)	has	moderate	potential	to	retain	evidence	of	
an	archaeological	resource/relics	associated	with	Phase	1	use	of	the	study	area.	A	low	potential	also	

exists	for	the	study	area	to	retain	palaeobotanical	evidence	associated	with	early	farming	activities	

associated	with	Government	farm,	although	it	is	possible	that	farming	activities	did	not	extend	fully	into	

the	study	area	itself.	

Archaeological	evidence	relating	to	Phase	1	historical	use	of	the	study	area	(if	present)	would	only	be	

located	along,	or	to	the	south	of,	the	path	of	the	original	foreshore	of	Honeysuckle	Point	(i.e.	mainly	in	

the	southeast	of	Site	1,	and	across	Sites	2	and	3).	

Phase	2—Reshaping	the	Harbour	and	Railway	Expansion	(c.1857–1933)	
Phase	2	use	of	the	study	area	relates	to	the	establishment	of	the	Honeysuckle	Railway	Workshops	

(1857),	and	the	main	modification	and	land	reclamation	works	to	Honeysuckle	Point	(c.early	1900s).	

Archaeological	evidence	relating	to	Phase	2	use	of	the	site	that	has	the	potential	to	remain	within	the	

study	area	includes	the	structural	remains/footings	of	Mortuary	Station	(1883–1933:	‘described	as	a	

small	weatherboard	building	in	rustic	style’
74
);	the	Engine	Turntable;	other	original	and	early	rail	

workshops	buildings	(e.g.	Building	7—Per	Way	Bridge	Shop,	Building	25—Former	Shed,	Building	28—Per	

Way	Pattern	Shop,	Building	30—Per	Way	Foundry);	and	evidence	of	land	reclamation	activities	

associated	with	Phase	2	use.			

Mortuary	Station	was	constructed	in	1883	as	a	railway	platform	and	station	building	for	the	use	of	

people	attending	funerals	at	Sandgate	Cemetery,	and	was	demolished	in	1933,	before	Civic	Station	was	

built,	although	it	had	ceased	being	used	for	funeral	many	years	prior.
75
		The	former	Engine	Turntable	is	

an	industrial	archaeological	site	that	is	known	to	be	present	within	Site	2	(as	visible	from	aerial	imagery	

of	the	site,	Figure	42),	associated	with	the	Honeysuckle	Railway	Workshops.		The	function	of	the	railway	

																																								 																
74
	Doring,	C	&	M.J.,	1991	

75
	Doring	1991:	282	
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turntable	was	‘to	reverse	the	direction	of	the	Locomotives	in	the	yards,	or	to	move	them	onto	a	

different	set	of	radiating	tracks’.
76
	

Due	to	site	activities	associated	with	the	establishment	and	construction	of	the	site	as	the	Honeysuckle	

Workshops,	it	is	assessed	that	there	is	a	low	to	moderate	potential	for	evidence	of	land	reclamation	

activities	associated	with	Phase	2	use.		The	monier	sea	wall	itself	is	not	located	within	the	current	study	

area,	however	stratified	deposits	relating	to	the	land	reclamation	associated	with	the	land	reclamation	

behind	the	sea	wall	have	the	potential	to	be	present.		There	is	also	a	moderate	to	high	potential	for	the	
footings	and	structural	remains	of	other	Workshop	buildings	to	be	present	within	the	study	area	(i.e.	

within	Sites	1–3,	as	well	as	along	the	path	of	the	potential	northern	route	of	the	proposed	new	

telecommunication	reticulation	services).	

The	turntable,	as	described	above,	is	known	to	be	present,	in	situ	within	the	northeast	of	Site	2.	

	

FIGURE	42:	AERIAL	OF	STUDY	AREA,	ZOOMED	TO	SITES	2	AND	3	(CENTRE).	LOCATION	OF	TURNTABLE	CLEARLY	VISIBLE	WITHIN	SITE	2,	NORTH	(AS	
INDICATED	IN	RED)	(SOURCE:	NSW	SIX	MAPS)	

																																								 																
76
	Doring	1991:	283	
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FIGURE	43:	TOWN	PLAN	OF	NEWCASTLE	1916,	SITES	1,	2	AND	3	AND	COMMS	RETICULATION	PATHS	SHOWN		(SOURCE:	HISTORICAL	LANDS	
RECORD	VIEWER)	

	

FIGURE	44:	1896	PLAN	OF	HONEYSUCKLE	RAILWAY	WORKSHOPS,	VIEW	OF	MORTUARY	STATION.		APPROXIMATE	EXTENT	OF	SITE	2	SHOWN	IN	
RED	FOR	LOCATIONAL	CONTEXT	(TRUNCATED	SLIGHTLY	BY	PARAMETERS	OF	BASE	MAP).	(SOURCE:	NEWCASTLE	LOCAL	LIBRARY,	SHEET	34-38)	
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Phase	3—Civic	Railway	Workshops	and	Decline	(1933–1990s)	
Phase	3	historical	use	of	the	study	area	relates	to	the	ongoing	use	of	the	study	area	as	the	Civic	Railway	

Workshops	from	1933,	until	its	closure	in	the	early	1990s.		Potential	archaeological	resources	and	relics	

related	to	this	period	may	include	other	ephemeral/minor	structures	associated	with	the	later	use	of	

the	Civic	Railway	Workshops,	in	situ	rail	stock	and	sleepers	etc,	

There	is	moderate	to	high	potential	for	an	archaeological	resource/relics	from	Phase	3	use	of	the	site	to	

survive	within	the	study	area.	

Phase	4—Honeysuckle	Precinct	(1990s–Current)	
Following	demolition	of	railway	buildings,	the	study	area	has	not	been	subject	to	any	substantial	

development,	and	currently	exists	as	a	vacant	lot,	and	carparks.		The	former	railway	lines	running	

through	Site	2	of	the	study	area	were	removed	in	c.2016.		Therefore,	there	is	no	archaeological	

potential	associated	with	Phase	4	use	of	the	study	area.		

TABLE	4:	SUMMARY	OF	HISTORICAL	ARCHAEOLOGICAL	POTENTIAL	WITHIN	SUBJECT	SITE	

Historical	Phase	 Activity	or	Development	 Potential	Archaeological	
Evidence	

Archaeological	
Potential/Likelihood	
of	Survival	within	
Subject	Site	

Phase	1		 Lime	Burning		 Remains	of	lime-burning	

kilns	

Low	

	 Farming	Activities	 Palaeobotanical	evidence	of	

farming	activities.	

Low	

	 Early	Site	Use	(Bishop’s	

Settlement)	

Remains	of	Bishop’s	

Settlement,	including	early	

building	foundations,	

wharves,	jetties,	other	

structural	features,	deeper	

subsurface	features	such	as	

wells	and	cisterns	

Moderate	

	 Early	Land	Reclamation	 Evidence	of	early	sea	walls,	

evidence	of	intentional	

manipulation	of	the	

shoreline.	

Low	to	Moderate	

Phase	2		 Honeysuckle	Rail	Workshops	 Remnant	footings/structural	

remains	of	Mortuary	Station,	

Per	Way	Bridge	Shop,	Former	

Shed,	Per	Way	Pattern	Shop,	

Per	Way	Foundry	etc	

Moderate	to	High	

	 Honeysuckle	Rail	Workshops		 Engine	Turntable	 Known	to	be	In	Situ	

	 Honeysuckle	Rail	Workshops	 In	situ	rail	tracks	and	rail	

stock	etc	

Moderate	to	High	

	 Honeysuckle	Rail	Workshops	 Various	industrial	artefacts	 Moderate	to	High	
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Historical	Phase	 Activity	or	Development	 Potential	Archaeological	
Evidence	

Archaeological	
Potential/Likelihood	
of	Survival	within	
Subject	Site	

	 Land	Reclamation	 Evidence	associated	with	

dredging/land	

reclamation/techniques	used	

in	the	major	1908	seawall	

construction	and	filling	

Low	to	Moderate	

Phase	3		 Civic	Railway	Workshops	 Structural	remains	of	

ephemeral/	

minor/unrecorded	structures	

associated	with	the	later	use	

of	the	Civic	Railway	

Workshops	

Moderate	to	High	

	 Civic	Railway	Workshops	 In	situ	rail	tracks	and	rail	

stock	etc	

Moderate	to	High	
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7.0 Historical	Archaeological	Significance	
Archaeological	sites,	which	contain	‘relics’	as	defined	by	the	NSW	Heritage	Act,	are	managed	like	any	

other	significant	item	of	environmental	heritage.		The	main	aim	of	an	archaeological	significance	

assessment	is	to	identify	whether	an	archaeological	resource,	deposit,	site	or	features	is	of	cultural	

value—a	‘relic’.		The	assessment	will	result	in	a	succinct	statement	of	heritage	significance	that	

summarises	the	values	of	the	place,	site,	resource,	deposit	or	feature.
77
	

There	are	three	key	questions	posed	by	Bickford	and	Sullivan
78
	in	their	influential	paper	on	

archaeological	potential	that	help	to	shape	whether	an	archaeological	resource	meets	the	threshold	for	

having	archaeological	potential.		They	suggest	that	all	archaeologists	ask	the	following	key	questions	of	

an	archaeological	resource:	

• Can	the	site	contribute	knowledge	that	no	other	resource	can?	

• Can	the	site	contribute	knowledge	which	no	other	site	can?	

• Is	this	knowledge	relevant	to	general	questions	about	human	history	or	other	substantive	

questions	relating	to	Australian	history,	or	does	it	contribute	to	other	major	research	questions?	

With	respect	to	the	current	study	area,	these	questions	are	answered	as	follows.	

Can	the	site	contribute	knowledge	that	no	other	resource/site	can?	
Should	evidence	of	early	settlement	on	Honeysuckle	Point	(i.e.	‘Bishop’s	Settlement’)	remain	intact	

within	the	study	area	(i.e.	presence	of	structural	remains/deeper	subsurface	remains	such	as	wells	and	

cisterns	etc),	this	could	provide	significant	rare	information	regarding	the	initial	settlement,	use	and	

early	domestics	life	of	the	inhabitants	of	the	early	settlement	of	Newcastle,	evidence	of	which	in	the	

historical	record	is	relatively	lacking.	

Is	this	knowledge	relevant	to	general	questions	about	human	history	or	other	substantive	questions	
relating	to	Australian	history,	or	does	it	contribute	to	other	major	research	questions?	
The	study	area	is	located	adjacent	to	the	SHR	curtilage	for	the	Civic	Railway	Workshops,	and	was	once	a	

part	of	these	workshops.		The	industrial	buildings	of	the	Honeysuckle	Point/Civic	Railway	Workshops	

manufactured	industrial	materials,	infrastructure	and	equipment	for	the	introduction,	function,	and	

maintenance	of	rail	operations	in	the	Newcastle	and	Hunter	Valley	region	for	almost	150	years.		

Archaeological	evidence	that	can	contribute	to	the	archaeological	record	relating	to	the	function,	

location,	form	of	the	rail	workshops	would	have	archaeological	research	potential.	

However,	it	should	also	be	noted	that	the	Civic	Railway	Workshops	that	were	formally	located	within	

the	study	area	were	only	demolished	in	the	1990s,	with	those	buildings	assessed	to	be	of	the	highest	

significance,	retained	within	the	current	SHR	listing.		

7.1. NSW	Criteria	for	Assessing	Archaeological	Significance	
The	following	criteria	has	been	developed	by	the	NSW	Heritage	Division	to	assist	archaeologists	to	

determine	the	significance	of	archaeological	sites	and	relics.	

																																								 																
77
	Heritage	Branch-Department	ofPlanning.,2009	Assessing	Significance	for	Historical	Archaeological	Sites	and	‘Relics’ 

State	of	New	South	Wales�� 
78
	Bickford,	A.	and	Sullivan,	S.,	1984,	‘Assessing	the	Research	Significance	of	Historic	Sites’,	in	Sullivan	and	Bowdler	

(eds),	Site	Surveys	and	Significance	Assessment	in	Australian	Archaeology	(Processings	of	the	1981	Springwood	
Conference	on	Australian	Prehistory);	Department	of	Prehistory,	Research	School	of	Pacific	Studies,	The	Australian	

National	University,	Canberra,	pp.	23-24	
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Archaeological	Research	Potential	(NSW	Heritage	Criterion	E)	
Archaeological	research	potential	is	the	ability	of	archaeological	evidence,	through	analysis	and	

interpretation,	to	provide	information	about	a	site	that	could	not	be	derived	from	any	other	source	and	

which	contributes	to	the	archaeological	significance	of	that	site	and	its	‘relics’.	 

The	integrity	of	the	site,	the	state	of	preservation	of	archaeological	material	and	deposits	will	also	be	

relevant.	 

• To	which	contexts	(historical,	archaeological	and	research-based)	is	it	anticipated	that	the	site	

will	yield	important	information?	

• Is	the	site	likely	to	contain	the	mixed	remains	of	several	occupations	and	eras,	or	is	it	expected	

that	the	site	has	the	remains	of	a	single	occupation	or	a	short	time-period?	

• Is	the	site	rare	or	representative	in	terms	of	the	extent,	nature,	integrity	and	preservation	of	the	

deposits	(if	known)?	

• Are	there	a	large	number	of	similar	sites?	

• Is	this	type	of	site	already	well-documented	in	the	historical	record?	

• Has	this	site	type	already	been	previously	investigated	with	results	available?	

• Is	the	excavation	of	this	site	likely	to	enhance	or	duplicate	the	data	set?	

Associations	with	Individuals,	Events	or	Groups	of	Historical	Importance	(NSW	Heritage	Criterion	A,	B	&	D)	
Archaeological	remains	may	have	particular	associations	with	individuals,	groups	and	events	which	may	

transform	mundane	places	or	objects	into	significant	items	through	the	association	with	important	

historical	occurrences.	

• Does	the	archaeological	site	link	to	any	NSW	Historic	Themes?		Will	the	site	contain	‘relics’	and	

remains	which	may	illustrate	a	significance	pattern	in	State	or	local	history?	

• Is	the	site	widely	recognized?	

• Does	the	site	have	symbolic	value?	

• Is	there	a	community	interest	(past	or	present)	which	identified	with,	and	values	the	specific	

site?	

• Is	the	site	likely	to	provide	material	expression	of	a	particular	event	or	cultural	identity?	

• Is	the	site	associated	with	an	important	person?	(the	role	of	the	person	in	State	of	local	history	

must	be	demonstrated/known)	

• What	is	the	strength	of	association	between	the	person	and	the	site?	

• Did	the	person	live	or	work	at	the	site?	During	the	phase	of	their	career	for	which	they	are	most	

recognized?		Is	that	likely	to	be	evident	in	the	archaeology/physical	evidence	of	the	site?	

• Did	a	significant	event	or	discovery	take	place	at	the	site?	Is	that	evident/or	likely	to	be	evidence	

in	the	archaeology/physical	evidence	of	the	site?	

Aesthetic	or	Technical	Significance	(NSW	Heritage	Criterion	C)	
Whilst	the	technical	value	of	archaeology	is	usually	considered	as	‘research	potential’	aesthetic	values	

are	not	usually	considered	to	be	relevant	to	archaeological	sites.		This	is	often	because	until	a	site	has	

been	excavated,	its	actual	features	and	attributes	may	remain	unknown.		It	is	also	because	aesthetic	is	

often	interpreted	to	mean	attractive,	as	opposed	to	the	broader	sense	of	sensory	perception	or	‘feeling’	

as	expressed	in	the	Burra	Charter.	
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Nevertheless,	archaeological	excavations	which	reveal	highly	intact	and	legible	remains	in	the	form	of	

aesthetically	attractive	artefacts,	aged	and	worn	fabric	and	remnant	structures,	may	allow	both	

professionals	and	the	community	to	connect	with	the	past	through	tangible	physical	evidence.	� 

• Does	the	site/is	the	site	likely	to	have	aesthetic	value?	

• Does	the	site/is	the	site	likely	to	embody	distinctive	characteristics?	

• Does	the	site/is	the	site	likely	to	embody	a	distinctive	architectural	or	engineering	style	or	

pattern/layout?	

• Does	the	site	demonstrate	a	technology	which	is	the	first	or	last	of	its	kind?	

• Does	the	site	demonstrate	a	range	of,	or	change	in,	technology?	

Ability	to	Demonstrate	the	Past	through	Archaeological	Remains	(NSW	Heritage	Criteria	A,	C,	F	&	G)	
Archaeological	remains	have	an	ability	to	demonstrate	how	a	site	was	used,	what	processes	occurred,	

how	work	was	undertaken	and	the	scale	of	an	industrial	practice	or	other	historic	occupation.		They	can	

demonstrate	the	principal	characteristics	of	a	place	or	process	that	may	be	rare	or	common.	

A	site	may	best	demonstrate	these	aspects	at	the	time	of	excavation.	It	may	also	be	possible	to	explain	

the	nature	of	the	site	and	demonstrate	past	practices	via	public	interpretation	either	before,	during,	or	

after	excavation.	� 

• Does	the	site	contain	well-preserved	or	rare	examples	of	technologies	or	occupations	which	are	

typical	of	particular	historic	periods	or	eras	of	particular	significance?	

• Was	it	a	long-term	or	short-term	use?	

• Does	the	site	demonstrate	a	short	period	of	occupation	and	therefore	represents	only	a	limited	

phase	of	the	operations	of	a	site	or	technology	of	a	site?		Or	does	the	site	reflect	occupation	

over	a	long	period?	

• Does	the	site	demonstrate	continuity	or	change?	

• Are	the	remains	at	the	site	highly	intact,	legible	and	readily	able	to	be	interpreted?	

7.2. Archaeological	Significance	Assessment	
The	archaeological	significance	assessment	presented	here	is	in	relation	to	each	of	the	three	phases	of	

use	of	the	study	area,	and	has	been	assessed	in	accordance	with	the	‘NSW	Heritage	Criteria	for	

Assessing	Significance	related	to	Archaeological	Sites	and	Relics’
79
	

7.2.1. Historical	Archaeological	Research	Potential	(Current	NSW	Heritage	Criterion	E)	
Should	any	archaeological	resource	associated	with	the	early	settlement	of	Honeysuckle	Point	be	

present	within	the	study	area	(c.1840s),	it	would	be	of	local	significance	for	its	ability	to	contribute	to	
the	archaeological	record	regarding	the	subsistence	and	domestic	lives	of	early	Newcastle/Honeysuckle	

Point	residents.		Any	evidence	relating	to	this	period	of	site	occupation	would	be	considered	to	be	rare	

due	to	the	relative	paucity	of	the	historical	record	relating	to	the	Bishop’s	Settlement.	

The	Engine	Turntable,	known	to	be	located	within	Site	2	is	of	State	significance	as	a	rare	example	of	one	

of	the	earliest	industrial	rail	artefacts	in	NSW.	

																																								 																
79
	NSW	Heritage	Branch	2009,	Assessing	Significance	for	Historical	Archaeological	Sites	and	‘Relics’:	p.11	
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7.2.2. Associations	with	Individuals,	Events	or	Groups	of	Historical	Importance	(NSW	
Heritage	Criterion	A,	B	&	D)	

Any	archaeological	evidence	associated	with	the	use	of	the	site	as	the	Honeysuckle/Civic	Railway	

Workshops	would	be	of	local	significance	for	its	importance	in	Newcastle’s	history,	instrumental	in	the	

industrial,	economic	and	residential	growth	of	Newcastle	from	its	inception,	for	its	key	contribution	as	a	

primary	support	to	coal	mining.	

7.2.3. Aesthetic	or	Technical	Significance	(NSW	Heritage	Criterion	C)	
Should	any	intact	archaeological	resource	relating	to	Mortuary	Station	remain	within	the	study	area,	

this	would	be	of	aesthetic	significance	at	a	local	level,	as	few	photographs	or	plans	remain	of	the	form	

of	Mortuary	Station	specifically.	

The	Engine	Turntable,	known	to	be	located	within	Site	2	would	be	of	State	significance	for	its	aesthetic	
values.	

The	study	area	also	retains	the	potential	for	other	archaeological	evidence	of	aesthetic	significance	

(either	local	or	State)	to	be	present,	possibly	in	the	form	of	technically	significant	aspects	of	railway	

infrastructure	which	may	be	considered	to	be	significant,	dependent	on	the	nature,	condition	and	

extent	of	the	potential	deposit.	

7.2.4. Ability	to	Demonstrate	the	Past	through	Archaeological	Remains	(NSW	Heritage	
Criteria	A,	C,	F	&	G)	

Archaeological	resources	and/or	relics	associated	with	the	early	function	of	the	site	as	the	Honeysuckle	

Point	Workshops,	particularly	in	relation	to	early	structures	such	as	Mortuary	Station,	would	be	of	local	

significance	(or	potentially	State,	depending	on	how	intact	the	resource	is)	for	its	ability	to	contribute	to	

our	overall	understanding	of	the	functional	layout,	form	and	character.	

The	study	area	has	the	high	potential	to	retain	intact	natural	soil	profiles	(as	demonstrated	through	

nearby/adjacent	archaeological	excavations),	and	therefore	has	the	potential	well	preserved	

archaeological	deposits	relating	to	both	pre-1788	Aboriginal	occupation	as	well	as	the	early	European	

occupation	of	Honeysuckle	Point	(i.e.	pre-railways	early	occupation	of	Bishop’s	Settlement).		Should	

archaeological	deposits	relating	to	these	phases	be	present	within	the	study	area,	they	would	likely	be	

of	local	significance	for	their	ability	to	demonstrate	the	past	through	archaeological	remains.	

7.3. Statement	of	Significance	
Overall,	it	is	considered	that	the	study	area	has	the	potential	to	retain	an	archaeological	resource	of	

local	significance	relating	either	to	evidence	for	the	early	settlement	of	Honeysuckle	Point	(Bishop’s	

Settlement),	or	to	evidence	it	can	contribute	to	the	archaeological	record	relating	to	the	function	of	the	

site	as	the	Honeysuckle	Point/Civic	Railway	Workshops,	for	a	continuous	period	of	almost	150	years.		

Significance	of	archaeological	evidence	relating	to	the	Railway	Workshops	period	of	site	use	would	

depend	on	the	nature,	extent	and	condition	of	the	deposit,	and	could	meet	the	criterion	for	either	local	

or	State	significance.	

The	Engine	Turntable,	known	to	be	located	within	Site	2,	is	of	State	significance	for	its	research	
potential,	and	aesthetic	values,	as	likely	one	of	the	oldest	surviving	railway	relics	in	NSW	(c.1857).		The	

significance	of	the	Turntable	may	warrant	in	situ	retention,	and	should	be	assessed	further,	once	the	

full	extent	of	the	proposed	development	works/development	design	is	known.	



	

Archaeological	Assessment—University	of	Newcastle,	Honeysuckle	City	Campus			Prepared	by	Curio	Projects	for	UoN	 69	

8.0 Conclusions	and	Recommendations	
This	AA	report	has	assessed	the	historical	context	and	associated	archaeological	potential	of	the	study	

area,	in	relation	to	both	Aboriginal	and	historical	archaeology.		The	following	conclusions	and	

recommendations	represent	the	findings	for	this	AA	report.			

8.1. Aboriginal	Archaeology	Conclusions	
The	following	conclusions	and	recommendations	are	made	regarding	the	management	of	Aboriginal	

archaeology	at	the	study	area	of	the	future	University	of	Newcastle	Honeysuckle	Campus:	

• The	more	southern/southeastern	parts	of	the	Honeysuckle	Campus	study	area	would	have	been	

located	in	good	proximity	to	a	variety	of	natural	resource	zones,	including	both	fresh	and	salt	

water	floral	and	faunal	resources	appropriate	for	collection/hunting	and	preparation	of	shell	

and	estuarine	species,	as	well	as	close	to	a	wide	variety	of	raw	materials	for	stone	tool	

manufacture,	such	as	Nobby’s	Silicified	Tuff	and	Hunter	River	cobbles.			

• The	north/northwestern	areas	of	the	study	area	are	located	within	an	area	of	land	reclamation	

associated	with	early	1900s	modification	of	Honeysuckle	Point.	

• The	general	Honeysuckle	Point	area	and	southern	foreshore	of	the	Hunter	River/within	the	

Hunter	estuary	delta,	would	have	been	a	significant	location	for	Aboriginal	occupation	in	the	

Newcastle	area.	

• Historical	use	and	associated	land	disturbance	within	the	study	area	is	likely	to	have	disturbed	

and/or	removed	the	natural	soil	profiles	to	some	degree,	however	this	would	vary	across	the	

study	area.		

• The	majority	of	Site	1	has	no	potential	for	intact	Aboriginal	archaeological	deposits,	as	it	consists	
of	reclaimed	land.	

• However,	the	land	reclamation	along	Honeysuckle	Point	included	the	removal	of	part	of	the	

point	itself,	construction	of	a	1900s	seawall,	and	the	infill	behind	the	wall	with	the	removed	soil.		

Therefore,	there	is	potential	for	Aboriginal	objects	(shell	material,	stone	objects)	to	be	located	in	
a	highly	disturbed	context	within	Site	1.		While	these	disturbed	objects	would	not	be	of	

archaeological	research	potential	or	significance,	they	may	have	cultural	and	social	significance	

to	the	local	Aboriginal	community,	and	are	still	protected	under	the	NSW	NPW	Act.	

• No	information	regarding	the	cultural	or	social	significance	of	the	potential	Aboriginal	objects	

within	the	study	area	has	been	provided	at	this	time,	as	no	consultation	with	the	Aboriginal	

community	has	yet	been	undertaken	for	the	project.	

• There	is	moderate	to	high	potential	for	intact	Aboriginal	archaeological	deposits	where	natural	

remnant	soil	profiles	exist	(i.e.	in	the	southeast	corner	of	Site	1,	southeast	of	Site	2,	and	across	

all	of	Site	3),	underlying	the	current	ground	level	and	existing	fill	layers.	

• There	is	a	moderate	to	high	potential	for	isolated	Aboriginal	artefacts	in	disturbed	contexts	to	

be	located	across	the	whole	of	the	study	area.	

• Any	ground	disturbing	works	have	the	potential	to	impact	Aboriginal	objects,	including	

proposed	early	works.	

8.2. Aboriginal	Archaeology	Recommendations	
1. An	Aboriginal	Heritage	Impact	Permit	(AHIP)	will	be	required	for	the	study	area	prior	to	any	

ground	disturbing	works	that	do	not	form	part	of	a	SSD	consent.	

2. A	process	of	Aboriginal	cultural	heritage	assessment	should	be	initiated	for	the	study	area,	in	

accordance	with	the	NSW	Office	of	Environment	and	Heritage	statutory	guidelines,	including:	
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a. Consultation	with	the	local	Aboriginal	community	in	accordance	with	OEH	guidelines,	

Aboriginal	Cultural	Heritage	Consultation	Requirements	for	Proponents	2010;	
b. Preparation	of	an	Aboriginal	cultural	heritage	methodology	for	the	site	(in	accordance	

with	above	guidelines;	

c. Preparation	of	an	Aboriginal	Cultural	Heritage	Assessment	Report	(ACHAR)	and	

Archaeological	Technical	Report	(ATR),	including	proposed	Aboriginal	archaeological	

mitigative	strategies,	to	be	developed	in	consultation	with	the	Aboriginal	community	(in	

accordance	with	OEH	guideline	Guide	to	Investigating,	assessing	and	reporting	on	
Aboriginal	Cultural	Heritage	in	NSW)	

3. It	is	understood	that	any	Aboriginal	archaeological	investigation	required	for	the	site	should	

allow	for	the	staging	of	the	project	design,	consisting	of	project	early	works,	followed	by	main	

works	(with	design	finalized	through	information	gained	in	early	works).	

4. It	is	understood	that	the	early/enabling	works	will	follow	an	REF	approval	process,	and	therefore	

will	require	an	AHIP.	

5. Should	the	project	concept	design	be	approved	as	SSD,	requirement	for	an	AHIP	is	removed,	

however	the	process	of	Aboriginal	consultation,	cultural	heritage	methodology	and	proposed	

archaeological	mitigation	strategy/excavation	methodology	(as	described	above),	including	

review	and	approval	of	these	reports	and	excavation	methodology	by	NSW	Office	of	

Environment	and	Heritage	(OEH)	is	not	removed,	and	will	be	required	by	the	project	SEARs.	

6. Once	the	overall	project	concept	design	has	been	developed,	an	assessment	of	archaeological	

impact	for	the	project	should	be	prepared	to	reflect	specific	project	impacts	in	relation	to	

Aboriginal	archaeology.	

8.3. Historical	Archaeology	Conclusions	
The	following	conclusions	and	recommendations	are	made	regarding	the	management	of	historical	

archaeology	at	the	study	area	of	the	future	University	of	Newcastle	Honeysuckle	Campus:	

• The	study	area	is	associated	with	four	historical	phases	of	site	use	and	occupation:	Phase	1—

Early	Settlement	(1810–1857);	Phase	2—Reshaping	the	Harbour	and	Railway	Expansion	

(c.1857–1933);	Phase	3—Civic	Railway	Workshops	and	Decline	(1933–1990s);	and	Phase	4—

Honeysuckle	Precinct	(1990s–Current).	

• As	demonstrated	by	adjacent	archaeological	excavations	to	the	study	area	(i.e.	AMAC	2012)	

there	is	a	moderate	archaeological	potential	for	relics	associated	with	Phase	1	use	(Bishop’s	

Settlement)	of	the	study	area	along	and	to	the	south	of	the	path	of	the	original	shoreline	of	

Honeysuckle	Point.	

• There	is	moderate	to	high	archaeological	potential	for	structural	remains	associated	with	

Mortuary	station	in	southwest	of	Site	2.	

• If	present,	the	structural	remains	of	Mortuary	Station	are	likely	to	have	archaeological	

significance	at	a	local	level.	

• There	is	moderate	to	high	archaeological	potential	for	structural	remains/relics	associated	with	

other	early	railway	workshop	buildings	across	the	whole	study	area.	

• Should	structural	remains/relics	associated	with	other	early	railway	workshop	buildings	and	use	

of	the	site	as	the	Honeysuckle/Civic	Railway	Workshops	site	be	present,	these	would	be	of	local	

significance.	

• An	Engine	Turntable	is	known	to	be	present	within	Site	2.		
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• The	Engine	Turntable	is	of	State	significance	for	its	research	potential,	and	aesthetic	values,	as	

likely	one	of	the	oldest	surviving	railway	relics	in	NSW	(c.1857).		The	significance	of	the	

Turntable	may	warrant	in	situ	retention,	and	should	be	assessed	further,	once	the	full	extent	of	

the	proposed	development	works/development	design	is	known.	

8.4. Historical	Archaeology	Recommendations	
1. Once	the	detailed	impacts	of	the	overall	proposed	development	are	known	(including	

excavation	requirements,	depths	etc),	an	Archaeological	Impact	Statement	should	be	prepared	

that	assesses	the	impacts	that	the	development	may	have	on	potential	historical	archaeological	

resources,	and	presents	mitigative	strategies	where	appropriate.	

2. It	is	recommended	that	the	Engine	Turntable	be	retained,	in	situ	within	the	site	development,	

subject	to	heritage	interpretation,	if	possible.	

3. If	it	is	not	possible	to	retain	the	turntable	through	the	proposed	redevelopment	of	the	site,	it	

will	require	archaeological	excavation	and	recording	prior	to	removal	(in	accordance	with	a	

Section	140	excavation	permit	from	the	NSW	Heritage	Division,	see	Recommendation	7	below).	

4. If	the	turntable	is	to	be	removed	from	its	original	location,	it	should	ideally	be	retained	

somewhere	within	the	future	development,	and	incorporated	into	a	heritage	interpretation	

initiative	of	some	description.	

5. A	Historical	Archaeological	Research	Design	(ARD)	should	be	prepared	(in	

association/collaboration	with	the	Aboriginal	Archaeological	Research	Design/Methodology)	to	

present	an	Excavation	Methodology	and	relevant	research	questions	for	the	

excavation/removal	of	the	turntable,	as	well	as	archaeological	mitigation	for	

excavation/development	works	in	the	vicinity	of	the	former	Mortuary	Station,	as	well	as	for	any	

other	impacts	the	development	may	have	on	potential	archaeology	(once	development	impacts	

are	known).		The	Historical	ARD	can	be	prepared	as	part	of	the	Archaeological	Impact	Statement	

for	the	study	area,	once	development	impacts	are	known.	

6. A	Section	140	archaeological	excavation	application	should	be	prepared	and	submitted	to	the	

NSW	Heritage	Division	(along	with	the	prepared	Historical	ARD)	to	allow	the	investigation	of	

Mortuary	Station,	the	investigation/removal	of	the	Turntable,	and	any	other	historical	

archaeological	excavation/monitoring	works	that	may	be	required,	as	necessary	in	relation	to	

development	impacts,	once	known.	

7. Should	substantial	excavation	be	required	within	the	curtilage	of	the	SHR	Civic	Railway	

Workshops	site	(i.e.	in	the	eastern	extent	of	the	study	area),	this	will	require	an	excavation	

permit	in	accordance	with	the	NSW	Heritage	Act	(Section	57	or	Section	60,	depending	on	the	

extent	of	works	and	location	in	relation	to	potential	archaeological	deposits).	

8. Should	the	project	concept	design	be	approved	as	SSD,	requirement	for	permits	(Section	60	and	

Section	140)	in	accordance	with	the	NSW	Heritage	Act	1977	are	removed,	however	the	

preparation	of	an	Archaeological	Impact	Statement	for	project	impacts	and	a	corresponding	

Historical	ARD	(as	described	above),	including	review	and	approval	of	these	reports	and	

excavation	methodology	by	NSW	Heritage	Division,	is	not	removed,	and	will	be	required	by	the	

project	SEARs.	

9. The	project	early	works	will	not	be	subject	to	SSD,	and	therefore	will	require	all	relevant	permits	

as	described	in	Points	3,	5,	6	and	7	as	above.	
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APPENDIX	A—AHIMS	Extensive	Search	Result	



AHIMS Web Services (AWS)
Extensive search - Site list report

SiteID SiteName Datum Zone Easting Northing Context SiteFeatures SiteTypes Reports

Your Ref/PO Number : UON DD

Client Service ID : 329407

Site Status
38-4-0525 Catholic Education Site AGD  56  385680  6355710 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 100771

PermitsMargrit KoettigRecordersContact
38-4-0559 The Broadwalk- Newcastle 1 AGD  56  385000  6356250 Open site Valid Potential 

Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD) : 0

98887

1298,2043,2453PermitsMary Dallas Consulting ArchaeologistsRecordersContact
38-4-0544 700 Hunter Street AGD  56  384250  6356020 Open site Valid Artefact : -

PermitsDominic Steele Archaeological ConsultingRecordersContact
38-4-0772 710 Hunter Street Newcastle PAD AGD  56  384350  6356250 Open site Valid Shell : -, Potential 

Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD) : -

1981PermitsJim WheelerRecordersContact
38-4-0796 200 Hunter Street PAD AGD  56  385787  6356006 Open site Valid Potential 

Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD) : -

2045,2049PermitsMrs.Angela BesantRecordersT RussellContact
38-4-0831 Palais Royale AGD  56  384300  6356100 Open site Partially 

Destroyed
Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD) : -, 
Artefact : 5534, Shell 
: -

102256

2127,2593,3098,3502PermitsUniversity of Newcastle,Jim WheelerRecordersT RussellContact
38-4-0832 Empire Hotel PAD AGD  56  384300  6356000 Open site Valid Potential 

Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD) : -

2128,4166PermitsJim WheelerRecordersT RussellContact
38-4-0952 Bellevue Hotel PAD AGD  56  384250  6356200 Open site Valid Potential 

Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD) : -

99845,99874

2382PermitsMr.Dominic SteeleRecordersSearleContact
38-4-0851 710 Hunter St Newcastle, PAD AGD  56  384350  6356250 Open site Valid Potential 

Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD) : -

PermitsJim WheelerRecordersS ScanlonContact
38-4-1222 Cottage Creek OSI GDA  56  384250  6356324 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

3970,4025PermitsStreat Archaeological ServicesRecordersContact
38-4-1223 Wickham UFCCALE OS1 GDA  56  384166  6356333 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

4025PermitsStreat Archaeological ServicesRecordersContact

Report generated by AHIMS Web Service on 22/02/2018 for Natalie Vinton for the following area at Lot : 2, DP:DP1163346 with a Buffer of 1000 meters. Additional Info : Aboriginal DD. 
Number of Aboriginal sites and Aboriginal objects found is 23
This information is not guaranteed to be free from error omission. Office of Environment and Heritage (NSW) and its employees disclaim liability for any act done or omission made on the information and consequences of such 
acts or omission.
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AHIMS Web Services (AWS)
Extensive search - Site list report

SiteID SiteName Datum Zone Easting Northing Context SiteFeatures SiteTypes Reports

Your Ref/PO Number : UON DD

Client Service ID : 329407

Site Status
38-4-1642 409 Hunter Street Newcastle Fill duplicate of 409 Hunter Street 

Newcastle Insitu
GDA  56  385099  6356088 Open site Valid Artefact : -, Shell : -

3920,4186PermitsMr.Benjamin StreatRecordersContact
38-4-1812 Isolated Find 6 - Rail GDA  56  384542  6356203 Open site Destroyed Artefact : -

PermitsRPS Australia East Pty Ltd -Hamilton,Ms.Cheng-Yen LooRecordersContact
38-4-1813 Isolated Find 7 - Rail GDA  56  384549  6356205 Open site Destroyed Artefact : -

PermitsRPS Australia East Pty Ltd -Hamilton,Ms.Cheng-Yen LooRecordersContact
38-4-1814 Isolated Find 8 -Rail GDA  56  384545  6356199 Open site Destroyed Artefact : -

PermitsRPS Australia East Pty Ltd -Hamilton,Ms.Cheng-Yen LooRecordersContact
38-4-1815 Isolated Find 5 - Rail GDA  56  384520  6356214 Open site Destroyed Artefact : -

PermitsRPS Australia East Pty Ltd -Hamilton,Ms.Cheng-Yen LooRecordersContact
38-4-1816 Isolated Find 4 -Rail GDA  56  384514  6356211 Open site Destroyed Artefact : -

PermitsRPS Australia East Pty Ltd -Hamilton,Ms.Cheng-Yen LooRecordersContact
38-4-1817 Artefact Scatter 1 –Rail GDA  56  384553  6356198 Open site Destroyed Artefact : -

PermitsRPS Australia East Pty Ltd -Hamilton,Ms.Cheng-Yen LooRecordersContact
38-4-1818 Isolated Find 9 - Rail GDA  56  384565  6356195 Open site Destroyed Artefact : -

PermitsRPS Australia East Pty Ltd -Hamilton,Ms.Cheng-Yen LooRecordersContact
38-4-1803 Isolated Find 3-Rail GDA  56  384525  6356208 Open site Valid Artefact : -

3970PermitsRPS Australia East Pty Ltd -Hamilton,Ms.Cheng-Yen LooRecordersContact
38-4-1795 38 Hannell St Newcastle PAD GDA  56  384090  6356541 Open site Valid Potential 

Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD) : -

4122PermitsExtent Heritage Pty Ltd ,Doctor.Tessa BryantRecordersContact
38-4-1804 Isolated Find 1-Rail GDA  56  384145  6356435 Open site Valid Artefact : -

4025PermitsRPS Australia East Pty Ltd -Hamilton,Mr.Ben SlackRecordersContact
38-4-1805 Isolated Find 2-Rail GDA  56  384525  6356208 Open site Valid Artefact : -

3970PermitsRPS Australia East Pty Ltd -Hamilton,Mr.Ben SlackRecordersContact

Report generated by AHIMS Web Service on 22/02/2018 for Natalie Vinton for the following area at Lot : 2, DP:DP1163346 with a Buffer of 1000 meters. Additional Info : Aboriginal DD. 
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This information is not guaranteed to be free from error omission. Office of Environment and Heritage (NSW) and its employees disclaim liability for any act done or omission made on the information and consequences of such 
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