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Appendix B Proposed methodology for archaeological test
excavation program

Cultural Heritage Assessment — Gerringong upgrade
Page B



Appendix B Proposed methodology for archaeological test excavation program

B.1 Excavation methodology
Two excavation methodologies are proposed:

=  Mechanical test pit excavation using a backhoe or excavator.
=  By-hand test pit excavation.

It is proposed to employ the mechanical test pit methodology for all test pit excavations except where
there is evidence to indicate that the mechanical method should be suspended and a by-hand excavation
methodology should be adopted.

In the event that one or more of the following Aboriginal cultural features is detected on the land
surface or during machine excavation (either by backhoe or excavator), then the machine methodology
would be suspended and a by-hand excavation methodology would be conducted in the area of the
find:

= /n situ bone material relating to Aboriginal occupation.
= The remains of a hearth in a relatively undisturbed condition.
» A lithic flaking floor in a relatively undisturbed condition.

= An arrangement of stones (showing evidence of deliberate placement by a human agency) in a
relatively undisturbed condition.

= Adisposal pit or post hole in a relatively undisturbed condition.
= A dense layer or lens of cultural material which could be significantly damaged / fragmented by a
mechanical excavation methodology.

= A deposit containing artefacts which displays well preserved fine scale stratigraphy which probably
relates to cultural episodes or phases.

The term undisturbed condition in this context is defined as:

Archaeological material evidence which can be reliably interpreted to be in a context,
arrangement or position, which is substantially unchanged since the human behaviour that resulted
in its current context, arrangement or position.

B111 Arrangement of test pits

Wherever possible, test pits would be situated within the anticipated ‘footprint’ (area subject to direct
impact) associated with the upgrade works. Test pits would be arranged in straight line transects, which
in most cases would be aligned according to the confines of the development footprint and therefore in
parallel to the upgrade and/or the existing highway. The distance between test pits would be 20 m,
except in the following circumstances:

= Where the avoidance of an erosional or other disturbance feature requires a one-off larger or
smaller interval.

= An on-site appreciation of landform and archaeological potential indicates that a larger or smaller
interval is necessary.
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Where possible, within the confines of the footprint, transects would be positioned according to an
appreciation of natural micro-topographic characteristics, and any corresponding variation in
archaeological potential. In this way transects may preferentially be situated along spurline crests or
creekbanks (see Figure B.1). Two types of transect would be conducted: primary and secondary
transects. At least one primary transect would be conducted at each test location. Primary transects
would generally traverse the full length of the test area and consist of test pits situated at nominal 20 m
intervals. Secondary transects would be conducted as necessary and typically intersect a primary transect
and may include test pits spaced at smaller than nominal intervals (such as 10 m). Secondary transects
may be employed to sample micro-topographic variation outside of the primary transect and/or to test
wider portions of the development footprint.

Examples of an indicative layout of test pit locations across two generic test locations are provided in
Figure B.1.

Where a test pit falls within an area of:

= large stone cobbles or tors (with maximum linear dimensions greater than 300 mm),
= outcropping bedrock,

=  highly disturbed or eroded ground,

= substantial vegetation (with stem diameter of 500 mm or greater),

then the location of the test pit would be amended to the nearest location which avoids the
constraint(s) listed above.

B1.12 Mechanically excavated test pits

The following excavation methodology would be followed:

1) Mark out and record the required location of mechanical excavation pit(s).

2) Remove turf,
Excavate pit.

Pits would be excavated by backhoe or excavator using, a straight-edged toothless bucket which is
750 mm in width. If a bucket of this width and type cannot be sourced, then approval would be
gained from DECCW Planning and Aboriginal heritage (South) for an alternative bucket size prior
to commencement.

A straight edged bucket would be employed wherever possible and'in all cases where there is
evidence indicating that the deposits to be excavated are of moderate or greater archaeological
sensitivity (in most cases this is the upper soil profile). Where excavation is to occur within deposits
assessed as having less than moderate archaeological sensitivity and a straight edged bucket
becomes unusable in compact or gravelly sediments, a toothed bucket would be employed, of
similar or smaller width than the bucket used for the above spits. A toothed bucket is generally only
necessary when excavating below the upper soil profile (and consequently below the zone where
artefacts are most commonly encountered), and in circumstances where the motivation for
continued excavation is to identify information about the geomorphology of the soil profile, or to
rule out the low probability of palaeosols (i.e. a buried old land surface) occurring at depth (see
Figure B.7 for an example of a palaeosol).
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Figure B1: Indicative layout of test pit locations across two generic test locations

Creek or river margin

Spurline crest and upper slopes

area subject to testing within development footprint

-‘ indicative test pit locations

#——+ regular sampling interval across primary transect (20m)

— smaller regular sampling interval across secondary transect (10m or
as necessary according to topographic constraints)
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The intended depth interval for each spit would be 100 mm. In some cases, unforeseeable deposit
characteristics, such as large cobbles or sudden changes in consistency, can cause the excavated spit
depth to vary. This is an unavoidable consequence of the machine methodology and in most cases,
involves variation of 40 per cent or less (ie up to or less than 40 mm). In any circumstance where a
spit depth is greater than 1400 mm, the methodology would be reviewed and if the depth variation
is considered to be unacceptable relative to the archaeological sensitivity of the deposits being
excavated, then the machine excavation would be suspended and a by-hand excavation method
would be adopted for the excavation of those deposits with problematic characteristics.

Machine excavated pits would have a potential final length of between one metre and four metres.
The width of the pit would generally correspond to the width of the bucket plus up to 200 mm
(depending on the width of any material systematically removed from the side of the pits (refer
below)). The final length of the test pit is dependent both upon the final depth achieved in the test
pit, and the nature of the deposit. It is impossible to provide definitive or maximum pit dimensions
because the final pit depth and the nature of the deposits are unknown. If for example, a deposit
contains many large cobbles, the machine removal of this material can enlarge the dimension of the
pit. In another example, a deposit which has the potential to be unstable, may require more gradual
end batters (or stepped pit sides), than a stable one, and consequently would be longer than a pit
of equal depth within a stable deposit.

The following machine excavation sequence would be followed (see Figure B.2):

=  Where necessary, removal of top vegetation by scraping the surface with the edge of the
machine bucket.

» Excavation of spit one along an interval ranging between 0.7 m and 1.5 m in length. A sample
of spoil is removed from machine bucket for sieving (refer below), and the remaining spoil is
set aside.

=  Following the removal of spoil from the bucket, a 50 mm to100 mm wide strip may be
removed from (hormally) one or (sometimes) both sides of the pit and the spoil set aside in a
‘mixed provenance’ pile. This would be done where the sediment is loose or friable. This pit
modification is conducted to make the pit marginally wider than the bucket so that on the next
spit excavation, the sides of the bucket do not contact the pit sides and dislodge material into
the bucket from upper levels.

= Following the removal of the machine bucket from each spit excavation, loose surface material
or other sediment would be removed either manually or using the mechanical bucket
(depending on the risk of contamination from upper levels) prior to the commencement of
the following spit excavation. This spoil would be incorporated with the corresponding spit
material unless it is considered that contamination from upper levels is likely, in which case it
would be set aside in the ‘mixed provenance’ pile.

= Notable and representative areas of the base of the spit would be manually cleaned with a
hand trowel and inspected for stratigraphic and pedological characteristics.

= Excavation of Spit 2 (and all subsequent spits) would begin approximately 20 mm t0100 mm
from the far end of the previous spit, this is done to create a 'clean’ wall and to prevent
contamination from loose sediments at the start of the pit. The bucket would be tilted and
drawn up and away from the near end of the pit to minimise the risk of contamination from
previous spits. The removal of a strip from one or both sides of the pit would be conducted as
for Spit 1, as would the manual or mechanical clean-up of the base of the spit prior to the next
spit excavation.

= Following Spit 2 (and after all subsequent spits), the near end of the pit may be extended by
up to 300 mm in order to remove any fallen sediment from upper levels and to provide a
‘clean’ end point for the backhoe bucket.
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3)

4)

5)

= Following each spit excavation, a consistent sample of the excavated sediment would be
recovered for sieving. The size of the recovered sample will, if necessary, vary according to the
depth of the spit so that the volume is equivalent to the /» situ deposit which would be
recovered from an excavation area of 1000 mm x 500 mm¢.

These varying sample sizes are shown in Table B.1. In the case of a spit with the preferred depth
interval of 100 mm, the sample size would be 5.5 litre x 10 litre buckets.

The material for sieving would preferentially be taken from the middle of the backhoe / excavator
bucket, prior to the emptying of the bucket. This minimises the potential for contamination from
sediments falling to lower levels from the pit sides. All material remaining in the bucket after
recovery of the sample for sieving (if any) would be set aside in a separate pile.

A larger sample for sieving may be recovered from this separate pile, if an in-field assessment of
results indicates that a larger sample would be beneficial.

All sieving would be conducted with the aid of pressurised water from a water truck or an
appropriate environmental water source. All material would be sieved through 4 mm x 4 mm mesh,
with the use of a top 10 mm x 10 mm mesh when required by the presence of large gravels.

All identified or suspected cultural material recovered from sieving would be retained, bagged and
labelled. Materials which offer the potential for radiometric or other forms of dating may also be
sampled, bagged and removed, where these relate to cultural or key stratigraphic features. In
addition samples of sediment may be taken for the purposes of palaeo-environmental analysis. A
reference collection of natural gravels may be collected to aid in lithic interpretation, where
appropriate.

Following cessation of excavation, the face of one or both sides of the pit would be cleaned and the
stratigraphic and pedological characteristics of the soil profile described and checked with the
separately documented incremental spit descriptions. pH measurements may be taken from
representative pits at various vertical increments down the profile. The soil profile would be
photographed, and where appropriate, also drawn and measured.

Excavation would cease according to an on-site appreciation of the vertical distribution of the
archaeological deposit or when one or more of the following are encountered:

=  Bedrock.

=  Massive clay substrate.

= Large cobbles or gravels preventing further effective excavation.

» The water table.

= Material considered to pose a health or safety risk to field personnel.

In the event that sterile sediment is reached (sterile in this context means the absence of artefactual
material), and an assessment is made that further archaeological material is unlikely but that
exploratory excavation into deeper deposits would aid geomorphological interpretation of the
deposit, then subsequent spits of variable depth may be conducted without sieving of the spoil, and
with basic recording only (this generally occurs within massive clay substrate)

1 This sample volume has been determined over a number of field programs as the most effective in providing a consistent
sample within the constraints of a backhoe/excavator methodology. These constraints include necessary pit dimensions to allow
access and recovery at depths of potentially 1.5 metre or more, and to allow for the discard of contaminated materials.

55 litres of loose sediment represents about 50 litres of /7 situ sediment (allowing for 10 per cent expansion following
excavation). 50 litres of /n situ sediment represents an /7 situ volume of 50,000 cubic cm or 50 per cent of a 100 x 100 x 10 cm
spit volume.
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6) All pits would be backfilled with the remaining excavated and sieved spoil. Where and as necessary,
clean material would be sourced separately to allow backfilling of pits. Topsoil would be placed in

the correct position.

7)  Where necessary pits would be fenced to exclude stock.

Figure B.3 to Figure B.7 provide examples of mechanically excavated pits and field activities

Table B1  Sample size of sediment recovered from each spit relative to spit depth

Spit depth No. of 10 litre Loose volume Equivalent /n situ
interval cm buckets* (litres) volume (litres)
25 14 137 125
5 28 275 25.0
75 41 412 375
10 55 55.0 50.0
125 6.9 68.7 625
15 83 825 75.0
175 94 940 855
20 110 1100 100.0
225 12 120.0 108
25 133 1333 120

*Multiply spit depth (cm) by 0.535 to get no. of required 10 litre buckets
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Figure B2: Indicative pit profile (not to scale) showing sampling methodology and sequence for mechanical pit excavation

Far end iy : \ | ~\\ Ground
level

Pit extension to
allow removal
of loose spoil

; and excavation
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allows personnel
access into pit

Total pit length between 2 m and 4 m
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\ The recovered sieved

Sediment from controlled context, subject to sampling sample is equivalent to

a consistent in situ
volume from an
excavation 1,000 x
500 mm in area

Sediment from uncontrolled context, not subject to sampling

Figure B3:  Example of excavation conducted by a Figure B4:  Transporting excavated deposit
backhoe
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Figure B5:  Wet sieving deposit Figure B.6: Example of mechanically excavated pit

Figure B.7: A radiocarbon date of 14,000 years BP (before
present) was obtained from a hearth located at
depth within a fossil soil layer (or palaeosol) in
this large mechanically excavated pit (Wombeyan
Caves NSW). The palaeosol is evident as a thin
dark layer just above the backhoe bucket

B1.1.3 Hand excavated test pits

1) Mark out and record pit location(s).

The minimum size of an individual pit would be 500 mm x 500 mm, and the maximum size would
be 1000 mm x 1000 mm. The arrangement of by-hand excavation areas would vary according to
the circumstances of the finds which warrant this methodology and the characteristics of the site.
The most probable arrangement within the context of the current test excavation methodology
would be single pits in isolated locations where, and as warranted.

2) Excavate pit.

Pits would be excavated by shovel and trowel using standard by-hand archaeological methodologies
including vertical and horizontal recording of spit levels and sedimentary, cultural and stratigraphic
features. (Figure B.8 provides an example of hand-excavated pits).
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Spit intervals would be 100 mm, except in circumstances where the excavation of cultural features
or stratigraphic units require that this interval to be varied.

Excavation would cease according to an on-site appreciation of the vertical extent of the
archaeological deposit and the presence of features requiring by-hand excavation.

3) Where cultural features are identified, such as heat treatment pits or hearths, detailed plans would
be drawn and samples of dateable material would be obtained.

4) Other samples may be obtained for the potential analysis of palaeo-environmental indicators such
as pollen, phytoliths and microfauna.

5) All excavated archaeological deposit would be sieved either dry or with the aid of pressurised water
from a water truck. The use of a dry sieving technique would be determined according to an
appreciation of on-site characteristics (such as the potential presence of fragile organic remains). All
material would be sieved through 4 mm x 4 mm mesh, with use of a top larger mesh (10 mm x
10 mm) where appropriate. All identified or suspected cultural material recovered from sieving
would be retained, bagged and labelled.

6) All pits would be backfilled with the remaining excavated and sieved spoil (depending upon
construction requirements).

Figure B8:  Example of hand excavated pits (Barlings Beach NSW)

B.2 Environmental safeguards

Minimal vegetation would be removed to facilitate the testing program.
All pits would be backfilled after completion of excavations at each location.

Sediment barriers would be set up around sieve stations to contain the spread and deposition of water-
borne sediment. Sieve stations would be established in locations and managed so that surface runoff
water does not reach the open water of creeks, rivers, lakes or swamps. A kit suitable for the
containment of spillage of fuel for the water pump would be kept on site during the operations.
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B.3 Lithic analysis methodology

All lithic items would be examined in detail by a lithic specialist Dr Chris Clarkson (or other lithic
specialist, depending on availability), using a low-power binocular microscope and incident illumination
and/or hand lens. Descriptive recording of collected material would be to a level concomitant with the
stated aims of the investigation, and the number of artefacts / type of material recovered.

The primary aim of the analysis of the lithic items retrieved from the test locations would be to assist in
the assessment of the significance of the sites / deposits and to identify appropriate management
strategies.

Raw material type would be recorded for each stone artefact. Attributes for each artefact in the
assemblage would be entered into a relational database and digital photographs may be taken of
selected artefacts, where appropriate. Information for each specimen recorded in the analysis would be
provided in a final report Appendix.

Four basic variables would be recorded for each lithic item:

= Sjze class, in one centimetre units.

=  Weight, as measured with an ISCO balance (precision of +0.005 grams). Lithic item weights of less
than 0.01 grams are accorded this nominal value.

= Stone material type or category. To the extent possible, specific stone types would be identified,
including colour and fabric characteristics. Some stone materials cannot be identified with
confidence, even when magnified and viewed under reflected light. Such materials would be
described as 'unidentified stone type".

» Lithic item type or category (with further details entered into the comments section of the
database).

Observations about notable technological attributes and other pertinent data such as specific
characteristics of the stone material, any evidence of use-wear and potential tool-use residues, would
also be recorded.

B.4 Report

The results of the investigation would be documented in a report, consistent with DECCW report
standards. Appropriate management recommendations based on the results of the field program would
be provided for any sites or Aboriginal objects located in the study area.
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Appendix C Registered Aboriginal Stakeholders
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Appendix C

Registered Aboriginal Stakeholders

Title  First Name Last Company Name Address Line 2
Name
Mr  Shane Acton BLACKBUTT NSW
(little)
Mr  Tony Acton BLACKBUTT NSwW
(little)
Mr  Richard Archibald  Wollongong Northern  BELLAMBI NSwW
District Aboriginal
Corp
Keith and Ball Wadi Wadi FLINDERS NSW
Heather Coomaditchie
Aboriginal Corp
Dean Bell Yurwang Gundna SOUTH WINDSOR  NSW
Consultant
Don Bell FRASER NSW
Ruth and Bell Buru Ngunnwal DUNLOP ACT
Don Traditional Elders
Group
Tyronne Bell DUNLOP ACT
Ms  Djarkin Blair GERRINGONG NSW
Taminya Boota GERRINGONG NSW
Mr Bart Brown KEJ BERKELEY NSW
Mr  Ben Brown Shoalhaven Council of NOWRA NSW
Elders
Ms  Lorraine Brown Coomaditchie United ~ WARRAWONG NSW
Aboriginal Corp
Mr Reuben Brown BERKELEY NSW
Mrs  Coral Campbell PORT KEMBLA NSW
Mr  Allan Carriage Wadi Wadi EAST CORRIMAL NSW
Coomaditchie
Aboriginal Corp
Mr  Greg Coe TARRAWANNA NSW
Mr  Graham Connolly ORIENT POINT NSW
Mr  Greg Davis GERRINGONG NSW
Ms  Lisa Davis WOLLONGONG NSW
Mr  Lyle Davis PRIMBEE NSW
Mr  Richard Davis lllawarra ITEC WOLLONGONG NSW
Mrs  Sheryl Davis FIGTREE NSW
Mr  Jason Davison WORRIGEE NSW
Joyce Donovan GERRINGONG NSW
Mrs  Mavis Errington SANCTUARY NSW
POINT
Ms  Charmain Evans BERKELEY NSW
Mick Farrett GERRINGONG NSW
Rodney Freeman KIAMA DOWNS NSW
Mr  Shannon Glover BERKELEY NSW
Ms  Veronica Graf Aboriginal Liaison SHELLHARBOUR NSW
Officer Shellharbour CITY CENTRE

city council
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Title  First Name Company Name Address Line 2
Mr  Robert Harvey FLINDERS NSW
Mr  Steve Henry BARRACK HEIGHTS NSW
Ms  Holly Herring Yurwang Gundana SOUTH WINDSOR  NSW
Consultant
Mrs  Adele Hyslop Jerrinja LALC CULBURRA BEACH NSW
Bronson Ireland COORANBONG NSW
Mrs  Judith Ireland DUNLOP ACT
Ms  Nicole Ireland- EROWAL BAY NSW
Vuaceva
Mrs  Gwenda Jarrett GERRINGONG NSW
Mr  Kelvin Jarrett GERRINGONG NSW
Mr Mick jarrett GERRINGONG NSW
Mr  Stan Jarrett Gerringong Aboriginal  GERRINGONG NSwW
Housing Corp.
Ms Wendy Kelley BERKELEY NSW
Mr  Roy Kennedy THIRROUL NSW
Ms Julie Luland PORT KEMBLA NSW
Mr Damien Maher- BLACKBUTT NSW
Pagett
Mr  Steven Marsden ALBION PARK NSW
Ms  Elizabeth Miller BERKELEY NSW
Mr  Robert Miller BERKELEY NSW
Mr  Anthony Moore FLINDERS NSW
Mr  Chris Moran
Mr  Donald Moran ARMIDALE NSW
Mr  Edward Moran KEMPSEY NSW
Mr Kim Moran BELLAMBI NSW
Mr  William Moran ALBURY NSW
Mr  Robert Moylan Coomaditchie United =~ WARRAWONG NSW
Aboriginal Corp
Mr Mattew Naylor BERKELEY NSW
Mr  Robert Naylor BERKELEY NSW
Mr  Glenn Pagett BARRACK HEIGHTS NSW
Mr  John Pagett KEMBLAWARRA NSW
Mr  Rick Pagett BARRACK HEIGHTS NSW
Mr  Shayne Pegett PORT KEMBLA NSW
Ms  Sheree Rankmore lllawarra Aboriginal WOLLONGONG NSW
Corp
Ms  Angela Reid GERRINGONG NSW
Ms  Sharrallyn Robinson lllawarra Local DAPTO NSW
Aboriginal Land
Council
Jenny Sajkovic Wollongong NIAC BLACKBUTT NSW
Phoebe Sajkovic Wollongong NIAC WARILLA NSW
Mr  Grant Sarra Grant Sarra KARALEE QLD
Consultancy Service
Sonny Simms NOWRA LALC NOWRA NSW
Mr  Mah Spanda WOONONA NSW
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Title  First Name Last Company Name Address Line 2

Name
Mr  Clayton and Stewart GERRINGONG NSW
Jodie
Mr  Elliott Stewart GERRINGONG NSW
Ms  Gwendoline Stewart GERRINGONG NSW
Ms  Lila Stewart GERRINGONG NSW
Mr  Roy Stewart WARILLA NSW
Ms  Kristy Thomas Coomaditchie United =~ WARRAWONG NSW
Aborigional Corp
Mr Noel Webster NOWRA NSW
Mr Kone Williams BERKELEY NSW
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Appendix D Protocols to be followed in the event of an
unanticipated discovery or the detection of
suspected human remains
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Appendix D Protocols to be followed in the event of an unanticipated discovery or the

D1

detection of suspected human remains

Protocol to follow in the event that Aboriginal object(s) or historical relics (other
than human remains) are encountered and no Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit has
been approved

In the event that object(s) which are suspected of being Aboriginal object(s) or relic(s) are encountered
during development works, then the following protocol would be followed:

1)

2)
3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

Cease any further excavation or ground disturbance, in the area of the find(s).

a) The discoverer of the find(s) would notify machinery operators in the immediate vicinity of the
find(s) so that work can be temporarily halted.

b) The site supervisor and the Principal would be informed of the find(s).
Do not remove any find(s) or unnecessarily disturb the area of the find(s).

Ensure that the area of the find(s) is adequately marked as a no-go area for machinery or further
disturbance, and that the potential for accidental impact is avoided.

Note the location and nature of the finds, and report the find to:

a) Relevant project personnel responsible for project and construction direction and
management.

b) With regard to suspected Aboriginal objects, report the find to the DECCW.

c) With regard to suspected (non-Aboriginal) relics, the Heritage Branch of the Department of
Planning.

Where feasible, ensure that any excavation remains open so that the finds can be recorded and
verified. An excavation may be backfilled if this is necessary to comply with work safety
requirements, and where this action has been approved by DECCW - for Aboriginal objects, or
the Heritage Branch of the Department of Planning — for relics. An excavation that remains open
should only be left unattended if it is safe and adequate protective fencing is installed around it.

Following consultation with the relevant statutory authority (DECCW or Department of Planning),
and, where advised, any other relevant stakeholder groups, the significance of the finds should be
assessed and an appropriate management strategy followed. Depending on project resources and
the nature of the find(s), this process may require input from a consulting heritage specialist.

Development works in the area of the find(s) may re-commence, if and when outlined by the
management strategy, developed in consultation with, and approved by the relevant statutory
authority.

If human skeletal material is encountered, the protocol for the discovery of human remains should
be followed (see Section D.2).
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D.2 Protocol to follow in the event of the discovery of suspected human remains

The following protocol would be actioned if suspected human remains are revealed during development
activities or excavations:

1) Al works must halt in the immediate area of the find(s) and any further disturbance to the area of
the find(s) prevented.

a) The discoverer of the find(s) would notify machinery operators in the immediate vicinity of the
find(s) so that work can be halted; and

b) The site supervisor and the Principal / Project Manager would be informed of the find(s).

2) |If there is substantial doubt regarding a human origin for the remains, then consider if it is possible
to gain a qualified opinion within a short period of time. If feasible, gain a qualified opinion (this can
circumvent proceeding further along the protocol for remains which are not human). If conducted,
this opinion must be gained without further disturbance to the find(s) or the immediate area of the
find(s). (Be aware that the site may be considered a crime scene that retains forensic evidence). If a
quick opinion cannot be gained, or the identification is positive, then proceed to the next step.

3) Immediately notify the following of the discovery:
a) The local Police (this is required by law).
b) A DECCW Archaeologist or Aboriginal Heritage Officer from South Branch, Queanbeyan.
c) Representative(s) from the RTA Aboriginal Focus Group.
d) The project archaeologist (if not already notified).

4) Co-operate and be advised by the Police and/or coroner with regard to further actions and
requirements concerning the find area. If required, facilitate the definitive identification of the
material by a qualified person (if not already completed).

5) In the event that the Police or coroner instigate an investigation, construction works are not to
resume in the designated area until approval in writing is gained from the NSW Police.

6) In the event that the Police and/or Coroner advise that they do not have a continuing or statutory
role in the management of the finds then proceed with the following steps.

7) If the finds are not human in origin but are considered to be archaeological material relating to
Aboriginal occupation then proceed with protocol for the discovery of Aboriginal objects (other
than human remains).

8) If the finds are Aboriginal or probably Aboriginal in origin:

a) Ascertain the requirements of DECCW, the Heritage Branch (Department of Planning), the
Project Manager, and the views of the Aboriginal Focus Group, and the project archaeologist.

b) Based on the above, determine and conduct an appropriate course of action. Possible
strategies could include one or more of the following:

- Avoiding further disturbance to the find and conserving the remains i situ.

- Conducting archaeological salvage of the finds following receipt of any required statutory
approvals.

- Scientific description (including excavation where necessary), and possibly also analysis of
the remains prior to reburial.

- Recovering samples for dating and other analyses.

- Subsequent reburial at another place and in an appropriate manner determined by the
Aboriginal Focus Group.

9) If the finds are non-Aboriginal in origin:

a) Ascertain the requirements of the Heritage Branch (Department of Planning), Project Manager,
and the views of any relevant community stakeholders and the project archaeologist.

b) Based on the above, determine and conduct an appropriate course of action. Possible
strategies could include one or more of the following:
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- Avoiding further disturbance to the find and conserving the remains / situ.

- Conducting archaeological salvage of the finds following receipt of any required statutory
approvals.

- Scientific description (including excavation where necessary), and possibly also analysis of
the remains prior to reburial.

- Recovering samples for dating and other analyses.

- Subsequent reburial at another place and in an appropriate manner determined in
consultation with the Heritage Branch and other relevant stakeholders.

10) Construction related works in the area of the remains (designated area) may not resume until the
proponent (RTA) receives written approval in writing from the relevant statutory authority: from
the Police or Coroner in the event of an investigation, from DECCW in the case of Aboriginal
remains outside of the jurisdiction of the Police or Coroner, and from the Heritage Branch of the
Department of Planning in the case of non-Aboriginal remains outside of the jurisdiction of the
Police or Coroner.
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