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Certification 
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Address of the land 
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government area on Lot 5 DP 829137 owned by EnergyAustralia NSW. The proposal also includes the use 
of an existing coal haul road (Lot 3/DP 829139).  

Description of the development 
EnergyAustralia is seeking approval to construct an asbestos disposal area within Wallerawang Ash 
Repository. This will involve the transport and placement of asbestos waste generated from the demolition of 
Wallerawang Power Station. Specifically, it will include the excavation of six trenches, each about 250 
metres long, 3 metres wide and 3 metres deep. Asbestos waste comprising asbestos containing materials 
and insulation would be disposed in these trenches and the trenches capped (the Proposal). The site is in 
the Lithgow local government area, about 14 kilometres west of Lithgow and 160 kilometres west of Sydney. 

Environmental impact statement 
The Proposal is designated development and the development application for the Proposal is required to be 
accompanied by an environmental impact statement in accordance with Division 4.1 of the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act 1979. 

Declaration 
I certify that I have prepared the contents of this Environmental Impact Statement in response to the 
Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements dated 18 January 2018 and Clauses 6 and 7 of 
Schedule 2 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000. To the best of my knowledge, 
the information contained in the Environmental Impact Statement is not false or misleading and all available 
information that is relevant to the environmental assessment has been assessed. 

Signature: 
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Executive summary 
Introduction 
In November 2014, EnergyAustralia announced that it would close Wallerawang Power Station (WWPS) due 
to ongoing lower energy demand, lack of access to competitively priced coal and high operating costs. 
EnergyAustralia has commenced the decommissioning, demolition and rehabilitation of the power station, 
which is known as the WWPS Closure Project. 

EnergyAustralia propose to construct and operate a new asbestos disposal area (the ‘Proposal’) that would 
have sufficient capacity to receive all the asbestos waste that is expected to be generated during the WWPS 
Closure Project. 

The Proposal 
The proposed asbestos disposal area would be located on EnergyAustralia-owned land at Wallerawang Ash 
Repository, which is located about 2.5 kilometres north-east of WWPS. Wallerawang Ash Repository 
comprises Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam, Lidsdale Cut landfill area and 
the closed and current asbestos disposal areas. The site would comprise six parallel, 250-metre long 
trenches excavated three-metres apart. Each trench would be about three-metres wide and three-metres 
deep. The trenches would be excavated progressively as the need arises. 

Need for the Proposal 
The WWPS Closure Project will generate asbestos waste comprising asbestos containing materials and 
insulation that would need to be safely disposed of. It is estimated that about 7,000 cubic metres of asbestos 
waste would be generated during the demolition of the WWPS, which would require a landfill with about 
11,000 cubic metres of capacity when packing inefficiencies are factored in. There are two existing asbestos 
disposal areas adjacent the Wallerawang Ash Repository, however, one of these disposal areas was closed 
in 1989 and the current disposal area is nearing capacity. The Proposal also minimises public health risks 
and provides for the safe disposal of asbestos waste.  

Therefore, there is a need for a new location to dispose of asbestos waste generated by the WWPS Closure 
Project. 

Options considered 
EnergyAustralia has investigated five alternative sites in detail including a base case to dispose of asbestos 
waste generated by the WWPS Closure Project. Three of these alternatives were to dispose of the waste on-
site, while one alternative was to dispose of it off-site at the nearest existing waste facilities that are licenced 
to received asbestos waste. 

The performance of the alternatives was compared in terms of their engineering feasibility, cost, 
environmental and social impacts. The Proposal provided the best overall performance and is the preferred 
asbestos disposal site. 

Two design options were investigated for the excavation of the asbestos disposal area which included: large-
area and trench-and-fill methods. The trench-and-fill method has the advantage of allowing the landfill 
operator to minimise the area of disturbed ground at any one time by only excavating a length of trench 
sufficient to receive the volume of asbestos waste being generated by the WWPS Closure Project at that 
time. The main disadvantage of the trench-and-fill method is that it requires a larger area of land than the 
large-area method due to the undisturbed strips of land left between the parallel trenches. However, there is 
sufficient land of low biodiversity value at the preferred asbestos disposal area for the trench-and-fill method. 
Therefore, the trench-and-fill method would provide a better environmental outcome and is the preferred 
design option. 
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Statutory framework 
The Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) regulates development in NSW. Under 
this Act, the Proposal is classified as ‘designated development’ as it meets the trigger levels in Clause 32, 
Schedule 3 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 (EP&A Regulation).as the 
Proposal is within a Sydney Drinking Water catchment. Accordingly, approval for the Proposal is required 
under Division 4.1 of the Act. 

Section 4.12(8) of the EP&A Act requires a development application for designated development to be 
accompanied by an environmental impact statement (EIS). In accordance with Clause 3, Schedule 2 of the 
EP&A Regulation, EnergyAustralia applied to the Secretary of the Department of Planning and Environment 
to obtain environmental assessment requirements for the Proposal. The Secretary’s Environmental 
Assessment Requirements (SEARs) were issued on 18 January 2018. This EIS has been prepared in 
accordance with the SEARs and pursuant to relevant provisions of Schedule 2 of the EP&A Regulation and 
the Department’s Register of Development Assessment Guidelines. 

Community and stakeholder consultation 
The following key stakeholders have been consulted during preparation of this EIS: 

 Lithgow City Council 

 Department of Planning and Environment 

 Environment Protection Authority 

 Office of Environment and Heritage 

 Department of Primary Industries 

 SafeWork NSW 

 WaterNSW 

 Rural Fire Service 

 Western Region Community Reference Group 

 the surrounding landowners and occupiers within 500 metres of the Proposal. 

 

EnergyAustralia would continue to consult with these stakeholders as part of the WWPS Closure Project. 

Environmental impacts 
The potential environmental impacts of the proposed asbestos disposal area include: 

 clearing less than 2 hectares of degraded vegetation that contains a mixture of exotic and disturbance-
tolerant native species. No threatened species would be affected. The only native tree that is likely to be 
affected is a single Silver Wattle (Acacia dealbata), which is a common and widespread species. The 
dominant shrub across the site is Common Cassinia (Cassinia aculeata), which is also a widespread 
species common on degraded or waste ground. It is not expected that the removal of vegetation would 
result in any negative impacts to the ecological values of the area 

 vegetation removal, topsoil stripping and excavation of trenches would expose soils, which would 
increase the risk of soil erosion. Soil erosion can adversely impact the surrounding environment including 
being transported to downstream aquatic environments and affecting terrestrial vegetation. This risk 
would be reduced by only clearing the site progressively in line with the rate at which the WWPS Closure 
Project generates a need for landfill capacity at the site, to minimise the area of disturbed ground at any 
one time. Appropriate erosion and sediment controls would be implemented in accordance with Managing 
Urban Stormwater: Soils and Construction (Landcom 2004) 

 air quality modelling of the Proposal predicts that concentrations of total suspended particulates and 
asbestos at the nearest sensitive receiver would comply with the relevant Environment Protection 
Authority criteria without mitigation. However as the area has existing high background levels of 
particulate matter, cumulative concentrations of particulate matter emissions would exceed the 24-hour 
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averaging period criterion. Level 2 watering, requiring greater than two litres of water per square metre 
per hour, would be implemented to achieve compliance with the criterion. 

 the Proposal would cause a minor change to the visual character of the locality due to a perimeter fence 
and signage, which would remain in place permanently to prevent unauthorised access to the site or 
disturbance of the land. The final capping layer would result in a slight change to the topography of the 
site, however, this would not be visible from the nearest sensitive receivers, particularly once vegetation 
planted as part of the rehabilitation of the site becomes established 

 the Proposal, in the context of the wider WWPS Closure Project, would provide economic benefits 
through expenditure and engagement of local businesses during the demolition period, and long-term 
amenity benefits by removing large, unused and redundant infrastructure and creating an opportunity for 
future alternative uses of the site. 

 

Justification and conclusion 
The Proposal is required to dispose of asbestos waste that will be generated by the WWPS Closure Project. 
A range of options for disposing of asbestos waste were considered to identify the best performing option 
against environmental, social and economic factors. The proposed asbestos disposal area at Wallerawang 
Ash Repository was identified as having fewer social and environmental impacts on the surrounding 
community compared to other feasible alternatives including: 

 The Proposal also complies with the proximity principle under the Protection of the Environment 
Operations (Waste) Regulation 2014. 

 The risk to public health would be minimised by avoiding the need to transport asbestos waste on the 
public road network.   

 It would avoid overwhelming nearby local licenced waste facilities, which have a limited capacity to 
receive asbestos waste.   

 The Proposal site is a previously disturbed area with minimal native vegetation.  

 The Proposal would have minimal impact on the community due to the large distance between the 
proposed asbestos disposal area and the nearest sensitive receivers.  
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1 Introduction 
This environmental impact statement (EIS) has been prepared by Aurecon, on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd (EnergyAustralia), in accordance with Schedule 2 of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Regulation 2000 (EP&A Regulation). It accompanies a development application to Lithgow City 
Council for the proposed construction and operation of a new asbestos disposal area at Wallerawang Ash 
Repository (the ‘Proposal’) that would be used to dispose of asbestos waste from the demolition of 
Wallerawang Power Station (WWPS). 

The EIS describes the proposed asbestos disposal area, outlines relevant statutory provisions, identifies the 
key issues and comprehensively assesses the potential environmental impacts of the Proposal. It also 
describes a range of measures that would be implemented by EnergyAustralia to mitigate these potential 
impacts. 

1.1 Background 
WWPS is a coal-fired power station owned by EnergyAustralia. WWPS is located next to the township of 
Wallerawang, about 14 kilometres north-west of Lithgow and 160 kilometres west of Sydney (see 
Figure 1-1). In November 2014, EnergyAustralia announced it would permanently close WWPS due to 
ongoing reduced energy demand, lack of access to competitively priced coal and high operating costs. 
WWPS has since been deregistered as an electricity generation facility and EnergyAustralia has commenced 
its decommissioning, demolition and rehabilitation, which is referred to as the WWPS Closure Project. 

The WWPS Closure Project will generate asbestos waste comprising asbestos containing materials and 
insulation that will require disposal. In the past, asbestos waste generated at the site has been disposed of at 
two on-site asbestos disposal areas. One of these asbestos disposal areas reached capacity in 1989 and is 
no longer in use (the ‘closed’ asbestos disposal area). The other asbestos disposal area is nearing capacity 
(the ‘current’ asbestos disposal area). Therefore, EnergyAustralia proposes to construct and operate a new 
asbestos disposal area (the ‘Proposal’) to enable the on-site disposal of asbestos waste generated by the 
WWPS Closure Project. 

1.2 Site context 
The WWPS site covers an area of about 80 hectares and is bounded by Castlereagh Highway to the north, 
the Main Western Railway Line to the south and Main Street to the west. Coxs River bisects the site and 
continues southward into Lake Wallace, a man-made reservoir that was used to provide cooling water to the 
WWPS. 

The WWPS site has been progressively developed since its initial construction in 1957. It is a highly modified 
industrial site with few remaining natural features. Land use next to the WWPS site includes two active and 
one decommissioned switchyards owned by TransGrid. TransGrid also operate several transmission lines in 
the area, for which there are easements and right of access corridors. Most of the other land adjoining the 
WWPS site is owned by EnergyAustralia and forms a buffer zone. 

Coal-fired power stations produce fly ash as a dust by-product from the burning of coal. Fly ash generated at 
WWPS was disposed at Wallerawang Ash Repository, which is located about 2.5 kilometres north-east of 
WWPS. Wallerawang Ash Repository comprises Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam, Lidsdale Cut landfill area and the closed and current asbestos disposal areas. WWPS and 
Wallerawang Ash Repository are connected by wet ash and return water pipelines and Angus Place Coal 
Haul Road, which pass under the Castlereagh Highway. 

Mount Piper Power Station is located about five kilometres to the north-west of the WWPS site and is also 
owned by EnergyAustralia. 

The key features of the WWPS site and Wallerawang Ash Repository are shown in Figure 1-2. 
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Figure 1-1 Proposal locality 
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Figure 1-2 Key features of WWPS and Wallerawang Ash Repository 
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1.2.1 Closed asbestos disposal area 
The closed asbestos disposal area is located on the northern side of Lidsdale Cut within Wallerawang Ash 
Repository. The site is an old coal mine void and has been used to dispose of about 1000-1500 cubic metres 
of asbestos waste. Asbestos waste was double-plastic bagged or wrapped in plastic prior to disposal. 
Disposal of asbestos waste at the site ceased in August 1989. The site was capped in 1995 with about three 
metres of capping overburden. The site is currently under care and maintenance by EnergyAustralia. 

1.2.2 Current asbestos disposal area 
The current asbestos disposal area is also located within Wallerawang Ash Repository but is south of 
Lidsdale Cut. This site was also an old coal mine void. The current asbestos disposal area has been used 
since August 1989. The disposal area is divided into sections, with disposal of asbestos waste originally 
occurring in the south-western section. Each section has been filled with bags of asbestos waste or asbestos 
waste wrapped in plastic. As each section of the disposal area has reached capacity, it has been backfilled 
with soil from the surrounding overburden. The last asbestos waste to be disposed of in the current asbestos 
disposal area was from the Wallerawang cooling tower. 

Most of the current asbestos disposal area has been preliminarily capped with about 0.5 metres of un-
compacted overburden. Signage and fencing has been installed along the perimeter of the site. The 
remaining capacity of the current asbestos disposal area is about 1200 cubic metres. This is insufficient 
capacity for the disposal of the volume of asbestos waste that is expected to be generated by the WWPS 
Closure Project. 

1.3 Proposal overview 
EnergyAustralia propose to construct and operate a new asbestos disposal area that would have sufficient 
capacity to receive all the asbestos waste that is expected to be generated by the WWPS Closure Project. 

The new asbestos disposal area is proposed within Wallerawang Ash Repository to the south of Kerosene 
Vale Ash Repository and an access road to Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam (see Figure 1-3). The site is 
within Lot 5 of DP829137 and is on land owned by EnergyAustralia that is zoned SP2 Infrastructure – 
Electricity Generating Works in Lithgow Local Environmental Plan 2014. 

The new asbestos disposal area is proposed in a relatively flat area that is mostly cleared. There is some 
sparse vegetation across the area comprising of exotic grasses and shrubs that are of minimal biodiversity 
value (see Section 6.1). There are no trees within the area. 

The proposed asbestos disposal area would have a footprint of up to about 1.8 hectares. It would comprise 
six parallel 250-metre long trenches each three metres wide and three metres deep. Each trench would be 
excavated and filled progressively as the need arises. 

1.4 Proposal objectives 
The overarching objective of the Proposal is to facilitate the WWPS Closure Project by developing a 
convenient location for the safe disposal of asbestos waste. The specific objectives of the Proposal are to 
develop a new asbestos disposal area that: 

 is near to WWPS to minimise haulage of asbestos waste 

 has the capacity to receive all the asbestos waste that is expected to be generated by the WWPS Closure 
Project 

 minimises biodiversity impacts 

 avoids the need for asbestos waste to be transported on public roads 

 is near to the closed and existing asbestos disposal areas, to make the long-term care and maintenance 
of all three sites easier. 
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Figure 1-3 Proposed asbestos disposal area 
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1.5 Purpose and structure of this report 

1.5.1 Purpose 
The purpose of this EIS is to assess the potential environmental impacts of the proposed asbestos disposal 
area. Lithgow City Council is the consent authority and will determine the EIS. 

The Proposal is ‘designated development’ in accordance with Clause 32, Schedule 3 of the EP&A 
Regulation, as the Proposal is within a Sydney Drinking Water catchment. In accordance with Section 
4.12(8) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act), a development application for 
designated development must be accompanied by an EIS. 

In accordance with Clause 3, Schedule 2 of the EP&A Regulation, EnergyAustralia applied to the Secretary 
of the Department of Planning and Environment to obtain environmental assessment requirements for the 
Proposal. The Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARs) were issued on 
18 January 2018. This EIS has been prepared in accordance with the SEARs and pursuant to relevant 
provisions of Schedule 2 of the EP&A Regulation. 

1.5.2 Structure 
This EIS is structured as follows: 

 Chapter 2, The Proposal – Provides a detailed description of the Proposal including its construction and 
operation 

 Chapter 3, Proposal need and alternatives considered – Outlines the need for the Proposal and the 
alternatives that EnergyAustralia has investigated 

 Chapter 4, Statutory framework – Outlines and addresses the legislation and environmental planning 
policies and instruments that are applicable to the Proposal 

 Chapter 5, Consultation – Describes the consultation activities that EnergyAustralia has undertaken to 
brief the community and relevant stakeholders about the Proposal. It also outlines the consultation 
activities that are proposed to be undertaken during public exhibition of this EIS 

 Chapter 6, Environmental assessment – Provides an assessment of the potential impacts of the Proposal 
on the environment and community and identifies measures that EnergyAustralia proposes to implement 
to mitigate these potential impacts 

 Chapter 7, Summary of mitigation measures – A list of all the mitigation measures proposed in Chapter 6 

 Chapter 8, Proposal justification and conclusion – A justification for the development of the Proposal and 
a summary of the key findings of this EIS. 

 

1.6 Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements 
Table 1-1 identifies where in this EIS the SEARs have been addressed. 

 

Table 1-1 Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements: Reference Guide 

Item Details EIS reference 

General requirements 

The EIS must meet the minimum form and content requirements in clauses 6 and 7 of 
Schedule 2 of the EP&A Regulation. 

 

Appendix B 
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Item Details EIS reference 

Key issues 

The EIS must include an assessment of all potential impacts of the proposed development on 
the existing environment (including cumulative impacts if necessary) and develop appropriate 
measures to avoid, minimise, mitigate and/or manage these potential impacts. As part of the 
EIS assessment, the following matters must also be addressed: 

 

 strategic context – including: 

− a detailed justification for the Proposal, including an option analysis and suitability of 
the site for the development 

 
 

Chapter 3 

− a demonstration that the Proposal is consistent with all relevant planning strategies, 
environmental planning instruments, development control plans, or justification for any 
inconsistencies 

− a list of any approvals that must be obtained under any other Act or law before the 
development may lawfully be carried out 

− a description of any additional licence(s) or approval(s) required to carry out the 
proposed development. 

Chapter 4 

 repository design – including: 

− a geotechnical investigation demonstrating the site’s suitability 

 

Section 6.2 

− detailed justification of the preferred treatment option Appendix A 

− a demonstration that the repository technology is capable of achieving the desired 
remediation and environmental outcomes 

Chapter 6 

− a consideration of any potential material incompatibilities that may occur within the 
repository 

Section 2.2.2 

− details of the long-term management and monitoring arrangements for the repository. Section 2.2.3 

 waste management – including: 

− details of the type, quantity and classification of waste to be received at the site 

 
 

Section 3.1.1 

− details of waste handling including, transport, identification, receipt, stockpiling and 
quality control 

Section 2.2 

− comprehensive details of asbestos handling, transport, identification, stockpiling and 
quality control, including an appraisal of the proposal under any relevant asbestos 
related WorkCover, Environment Protection Authority and Lithgow City Council policy 
or guideline 

− details of the resource outputs and any additional processes for residual waste 

− the measures that would be implemented to ensure that the proposed development is 
consistent with the aims, objectives and guidelines in the NSW Waste Avoidance and 
Resource Recovery Strategy 2014-21. 

Sections 2.2 and 2.3 
 
 
 

Section 3.1.1 
 

Section 6.11 

 air quality – including: 

− a description of all potential sources of air emissions 

− an air quality impact assessment in accordance with relevant Environment Protection 
Authority guidelines 

− a description and appraisal of air quality impact mitigation and monitoring measures. 

 
 

Section 6.4 and 
Appendix E 

 hazard and risk – including: 

− the EIS must include a preliminary risk screening completed in accordance with State 
Environmental Planning Policy No. 33 – Hazardous and Offensive Development and 
Applying SEPP 33 (Department of Planning 2011), with a clear indication of class, 
quantity and location of all dangerous goods and hazardous materials associated with 
the development. Should preliminary screening indicate that the project is ‘potentially 

 
 

The need for a 
preliminary hazard 

analysis is addressed 
in Section 4.4.1 
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Item Details EIS reference 

hazardous’ a Preliminary Hazard Analysis must be prepared in accordance with 
Hazardous Industry Planning Advisory Paper No. 6 – Guidelines for Hazard Analysis 
(Department of Planning 2011) and Multi-Level Risk Assessment (Department of 
Planning 2011) 

− any geotechnical limitations that may occur on the site and if necessary, appropriate 
design considerations to address this. 

A human health risk 
assessment is 

attached at 
Appendix D 

 
Section 6.2 

 noise and vibration – including: 

− a description of all potential noise and vibration sources during construction and 
operation, including road traffic noise 

− a noise and vibration assessment in accordance with the relevant Environment 
Protection Authority guidelines 

− a description and appraisal of noise and vibration mitigation and monitoring measures. 

 
 

Section 6.6 and 
Appendix F 

 soil and water – including: 

− a description of local soils, topography, drainage and landscapes 

− characterisation of the nature and extent of any contamination on the site and 
surrounding area 

− a detailed site water balance 

− an assessment of potential impacts on the quality and quantity of surface and 
groundwater resources 

− details of the proposed storm water and wastewater management systems, water 
monitoring program and other measures to mitigate surface water, groundwater, 
sediment and erosion impacts 

− an explanation of how a neutral or beneficial effect on water quality would be achieved 
throughout the construction and operation of the proposed development 

− details of how surface water would be managed during the disposal of asbestos 
material 

− details of water usage for the proposal including existing and proposed water licencing 
requirements in accordance with the Water Act 1912 and/or the Water Management 
Act 2000 

− a conceptual soil and water management plan and operational environmental 
management plan in accordance with the relevant WaterNSW guidelines 

− a description and appraisal of impact mitigation and monitoring measures. 

 
 

Sections 6.2 and 6.3  

 traffic and transport – including: 

− details of road transport routes and access throughout the site 

− road traffic predictions for the development during construction and operation 

− an assessment of impacts to the safety and function of the internal and external road 
network, and the details of any road upgrades required for the development. 

 
 

Section 6.9 

 biodiversity – including a description of any potential vegetation clearing needed to 
undertake the Proposal and any impacts to flora and fauna. 

Section 6.1 and 
Appendix D 

 visual – including an impact assessment at private receptors and public vantage points. Section 6.5 

 heritage – including Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal cultural heritage Sections 6.7 and 6.8 
Appendix H 

Environmental planning instruments and other policies 
The EIS must assess the Proposal against the relevant environmental planning instruments, 
including but not limited to: 

 State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 

 State Environmental Planning Policy (Sydney Drinking Water Catchment) 2011 

Section 4.4 
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Item Details EIS reference 

 State Environmental Planning Policy No 33–Hazardous and Offensive Development 

 State Environmental Planning Policy No 55–Remediation of Land 

 Lithgow Local Environmental Plan 2014 

 relevant development control plans and Section 94 plans. 

Consultation 

During the preparation of the EIS, you must consult the relevant local, State and 
Commonwealth government authorities, service providers and community groups, and 
address any issues they may raise in the EIS. In particular, you should consult with the: 

 Environment Protection Authority 

 Office of Environment and Heritage 

 Department of Primary Industries 

 Department of Primary Industries – Crown Lands 

 WorkCover 

 WaterNSW 

 Rural Fire Service 

 Lithgow City Council 

 Western Community Reference Group 

 the surrounding landowners and occupiers that are likely to be impacted by the Proposal. 

 
Details of the consultation carried out and issues raised must be included in the EIS. 

Chapter 5 

 

1.7 Government agency requirements 
Table 1-2 identifies where in this EIS Government agency requirements have been addressed. 

 

Table 1-2 Government Agency Requirements: Reference Guide 

Item Details EIS reference 

NSW EPA 

Assessment of the management, and disposal of waste at the premises. Sections 2.2, 2.3 and 
3.1.1 

Assessment of the impacts on air quality. Section 6.4 and 
Appendix E 

Assessment of the impacts on water quality and site water management.  Sections 6.3 

Potential noise impacts during the operation.  Section 6.6 and 
Appendix F 

WaterNSW 

The EIS must address clauses 9(1) and (2) and 10(1) of the State Environmental Planning 
Policy (Sydney Drinking Water Catchment) 2011 and clarify and justify how the development 
would have a neutral or beneficial effect on water quality during all phases (construction, 
operation and decommissioning).  

Section 4.4.1 

The EIS must include a description of the development and existing environment and those 
aspects which have the potential to impact on the quality and quantity of surface and 
groundwater at and adjacent to the site, including:  

Section 2 and 
Sections 6.2 and 6.3 
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Item Details EIS reference 

 the landfill design and layout 

 the location and design of any water quality management and erosion & sediment control 
measures 

 a description and location of all on-site water sources, including but not limited to dust 
suppression 

 the location and description of all water monitoring locations/points (surface and ground 
waters) 

 a description and conceptual design of the final landform and rehabilitation measures of 
the landfill site. 

A conceptual soil and water management plan and operational environmental management 
plan. 

Sections 6.2 and 6.3 

Office of Environment and Heritage 
Biodiversity impacts related to the proposed facility are to be assessed in accordance with 
the Biodiversity Assessment Method and appropriately document in line with Office of 
Environment and Heritage requirements.  

Section 6.1 and 
Appendix D 

Assessment of: impacts on flora, fauna, threatened species, populations, communities and 
their habitats. This assessment should include consideration of direct and indirect impacts as 
a result of both construction and operation of the project.  

Section 6.1 and 
Appendix D 

Assessment of impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage objects. This assessment should 
include consideration of direct and indirect impacts as a result of both construction and 
operation of the project. 

Sections 6.7 and 6.8 
Appendix H 

Crown Lands 

Reference Crown lands as an adjoining landholder within the EIS  Section 5.3 
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2 The Proposal 
Chapter 2 provides a detailed description of the Proposal including its construction and operation. 

2.1 Proposal description 
The WWPS Closure Project is expected to generate about 7000 cubic metres of asbestos waste comprising 
asbestos containing materials and insulation (see Section 3.1.1). The proposed asbestos disposal area 
would be sized to bury this volume of asbestos waste beneath a minimum capping layer about 0.5 metres 
deep. 

The WWPS Closure Project is estimated to take about two years to implement and the proposed asbestos 
disposal area would be operational throughout this period. The proposed asbestos disposal area would be 
developed progressively to align with the rate at which the WWPS Closure Project generates asbestos 
waste. 

The key works to construct and operate the proposed asbestos disposal area for which EnergyAustralia is 
seeking approval include: 

 fencing the boundary of the proposed asbestos disposal area and erecting signage at the entrance(s) to 
the area 

 prior to ground disturbance works commencing, installing stormwater management controls to minimise 
erosion and sedimentation at the proposed asbestos disposal area 

 progressively clearing the proposed asbestos disposal area and mulching the removed vegetation 

 progressively stripping topsoil and temporarily stockpiling it nearby 

 progressively excavating trenches and temporarily stockpiling the excavated material. More details on the 
layout of the trenches is provided in Section 2.1.1 

 disposing of asbestos waste into the open trench to within 0.5 metres of the existing ground level 

 backfilling the trench with capping material 

 once all asbestos waste disposal has occurred, placing a mound over the trenches and dressing it with 
topsoil and vegetating it. More details on the final landform are provided in Section 2.1.3. 

 

2.1.1 Layout 
The proposed asbestos disposal area would have a footprint of up to about 1.8 hectares. It would comprise 
six 250-metre long trenches that would be excavated to a depth of about three metres and width of about 
three metres (see Figure 2-1). The trenches would be spaced about three metres apart. If more waste is 
generated by the WWPS Closure Project than currently estimated, additional trenches would be excavated in 
the temporary stockpile area, in the northern section of the footprint of the Proposal. 

The trenches would be excavated progressively and would be filled to a depth of about 2.5 metres with 
bagged or wrapped asbestos waste (see Section 2.2.1). This trench-and-fill method would enable the length 
of open trench to be matched to the volume of asbestos waste being generated by the WWPS Closure 
Project at any one time. This would simplify the day-to-day maintenance of the proposed asbestos disposal 
area by minimising the need for management of erosion and sediment control, soil stockpiles and dust. 

2.1.2 Progressive site rehabilitation 
Temporary rehabilitation of the site would occur progressively as the open trench is backfilled following 
placement of asbestos waste. Temporary rehabilitation of the ground surface would occur once the trench is 
capped with at least 0.5 metres of capping material to achieve the pre-existing ground level. Mulch or topsoil 
seeded with a cover crop or other suitable material would be used to establish a stable surface that would 
reduce the potential for erosion and sedimentation in the period prior to placement of the final capping layer. 
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2.1.3 Final landform 
The final landform would depend on the extent of the footprint of the proposed asbestos disposal area, which 
would in turn depend on the actual volume of asbestos waste disposed. Once the last of the asbestos waste 
has been disposed and that trench capped with at least 0.5 metres of capping material to achieve the pre-
existing ground level, a final capping layer would be applied to the whole area under which asbestos has 
been disposal. This final capping layer would be at least 2.5 metres deep and would be dressed with topsoil 
and vegetated to provide a stable final surface. The edges of the mound would have a gradient (slope) of no 
more than 1V:3H to enable long-term maintenance (see Figure 2-1). 

2.1.4 Earthworks 
Based on the maximum use of the disposal area, it is estimated that about 28,000 cubic metres of material 
would be required to cap each trench to the existing ground level and to form the minimum 2.5-metres deep 
final capping layer. 

Up to about 13,500 cubic metres of material would be excavated to form the trenches. This material is 
assumed to be virgin excavated natural material and would be temporarily stockpiled in the northern portion 
of the site for later reuse as capping material. 

The shortfall of about 15,000 cubic metres of capping material would need to be sourced from off-site. 
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Figure 2-1 Indicative design of the proposed asbestos disposal area 
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2.1.5 Fencing and signage 
The proposed asbestos disposal area would be fenced to delineate the site and prevent unauthorised 
access. Signage would be placed at the site entrance to identify the area and communicate other relevant 
information. 

2.1.6 Water storage areas 
The Proposal does not include the construction of any water storage areas. Any water required to suppress 
dust at the proposed asbestos disposal area would be sourced from existing water storage areas at the 
Wallerawang Ash Repository and WWPS sites. The Proposal would not require the extraction of water from 
waterways. 

2.1.7 Access roads 
Asbestos waste would be transported from the WWPS site to the proposed asbestos disposal area along 
existing internal (private) access roads including the Angus Place Coal Haul Road. The Proposal does not 
include the development of any new access roads. 

No asbestos waste is proposed to be transported on public roads. 

2.1.8 Workforce, plant and equipment 
About 10 people would be employed during construction and operation of the Proposal, including ongoing 
maintenance. 

The following plant and equipment would be used intermittently during construction and operation of the 
proposed asbestos disposal area: 

 articulated dump truck, to transport asbestos waste from WWPS to the proposed asbestos disposal area 

 20-tonne excavator, to excavate, fill and backfill asbestos disposal trenches and to shape the final 
capping layer 

 45-tonne tracked dozer, to clear vegetation and strip topsoil 

 workforce vehicles, to transport people and equipment between WWPS and the proposed asbestos 
disposal area. 

 

Additionally, road trucks would be required to deliver imported fill material to the site for the final capping 
layer. 

Plant and equipment use would vary during the operational phase of the Proposal depending on the timing 
and rate at which the WWPS Closure Project generates asbestos waste. 

2.2 Management of the asbestos waste 
Asbestos waste would be managed in accordance with two separate plans, which would be sub-plans to the 
site management plan: 

 an Asbestos Removal Control Plan that addresses the removal of asbestos during the demolition of 
WWPS 

 an Asbestos Management Plan for the operation, closure and rehabilitation of the proposed asbestos 
disposal area 

 

Each of these plans is described in the following sections. 
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2.2.1 Asbestos Removal Control Plan 
Asbestos removal at WWPS would be undertaken in accordance with an Asbestos Removal Control Plan, 
which would be prepared by the licensed asbestos contractor undertaking the works. The Asbestos Removal 
Control Plan would be prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Code of Practice, How to Safely 
Remove Asbestos (SafeWork NSW 2016b). The Asbestos Removal Control Plan would include measures 
such as: 

 asbestos waste and soiled personal protective equipment would be double-bagged or double-wrapped in 
0.2-millimetre thick heavy duty, low density polyethylene plastic bags or wrapping, marked ‘asbestos 
waste’ and sealed by tape 

 sealing of work areas 

 dust suppression and decontamination procedures for staff and bagged material leaving the removal area 

 environmental and personal air monitoring requirements to ensure the controls that are implemented are 
adequately managing the risk 

 requirements for transporting the asbestos waste from WWPS to the landfill, including that trucks be 
lined, leak proof and always covered. 

 

2.2.2 Asbestos Management Plan 
An Asbestos Management Plan would be produced for the operation, closure and rehabilitation of the 
proposed asbestos disposal area. The plan would address the requirements for the disposal of asbestos 
waste outlined in Section 80 of the Protection of the Environment Operations (Waste) Regulation 2014 and 
would include correct operational procedures and handling and control measures to minimise the health risks 
of the asbestos waste including preventing the generation of dust during the unloading and disposal of 
asbestos waste, procedures for backfilling trenches filled with asbestos waste and environmental and 
personal air monitoring. 

The requirements of the Protection of the Environment Operations (Waste) Regulation 2014 relevant to 
backfilling of trenches filled with asbestos waste that would be addressed in the Asbestos Management Plan 
include: 

 once asbestos waste has been disposed of into the trench, applying an immediate covering of natural site 
soil at a minimum thickness of 150 millimetres 

 at the end of each day, applying a cap of at least 500 millimetres at the top of the trench 

 once all trenches are completed, applying a final capping layer of at least 2.5 metres to form the final 
landform  

 asbestos waste and no other waste materials including incompatible waste materials would be disposed 
of within the disposal area 

 

The Asbestos Management Plan would also include a requirement for a waste register that would record 
details of all asbestos waste received at the site including type, amount, date and burial location. 

Regarding the closure and rehabilitation of the disposal area the Asbestos Management plan would identify 
a range of measures to make sure that the site remains intact and is not subject to any disturbance. 
Measures would include that the site be appropriately fenced and warning signs displayed, appropriate 
design and stabilisation of the capping layer (including a marker layer) and appropriate ongoing monitoring of 
dust and fibres. 

The plan would detail the requirements for the final capping layer, which would include: 

 the design and construction quality requirements for the final capping layer 

 reducing rainwater infiltration into the asbestos waste and thus minimise the generation of leachate 
(infiltration from the base of the final cap should be less than five per cent of the annual rainfall) 

 reducing suspended sediment runoff 
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 minimising odour emissions, dust, litter, the presence of scavengers and vermin, and the risk of fire 

 preparing the site for its future use; this includes protecting people, fauna and flora on or near the site 
from exposure to pollutants still contained in, or escaping from, the landfill. 

 

The Asbestos Management Plan would also specify: 

 the timeframe for implementation of these measures 

 post-closure management and monitoring measures for storm water and dust management and 
maintenance of the integrity of the final capping layer 

 identify any proposed future use of the site 

 be consistent with all applicable conditions of the development consent 

 ensure neighbouring residents are provided with a contact number to obtain information about the site 
and to make complaints 

 ensure waste is not received for disposal at the site after landfill operations cease. 

2.3 Design and operational guidelines 
The following regulations, guidelines and codes of practice apply to the Proposal: 

 Protection of the Environment Operations (Waste) Regulations 2014 

 Environmental Guidelines: Solid Waste Landfills (Environment Protection Authority 2016a) 

 Asbestos Management Plan for Lithgow City Council (Lithgow City Council, 2017) 

 Work Health and Safety Regulations 2011 

 Managing Asbestos In or On Soil (WorkCover NSW 2014) 

 Code of Practice: How to Manage and Control Asbestos in the Workplace (SafeWork NSW 2016a) 

 Code of Practice, How to Safely Remove Asbestos (SafeWork NSW 2016b). 
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3 Proposal need and alternatives considered 
Chapter 3 outlines the need for the Proposal and the alternatives options that EnergyAustralia has 
investigated. 

3.1 Need for the Proposal 
The need for the Proposal is a consequence of the volume of asbestos waste that is expected to be 
generated by the WWPS Closure Project exceeding the remaining capacity of the current asbestos disposal 
area and the requirements of the environment protection licence that EnergyAustralia holds for the operation 
of WWPS. These factors are described in more detail in the following sections. 

3.1.1 Forecast asbestos waste generated by the WWPS Closure Project 
The WWPS Closure Project will generate about 7000 cubic metres (at source) of asbestos waste that will 
require disposal. The asbestos waste generated by the WWPS Closure Project would comprise asbestos 
containing material and insulation material mostly consisting of rockwool and calcium silicate. The contractor 
would manage and handle all insulation waste as asbestos waste. 

Table 3-1 identifies the sources and estimated volume of asbestos waste that would be generated by the 
WWPS Closure Project. 

 

Table 3-1 Expected sources and estimated volumes of asbestos waste from the WWPS Closure Project 

Material Location Estimated volume 
(cubic metres) 

Galbestos Turbine 35 
Auxiliary bay 10 
Boiler 5 
Office/workshop 15 
Ash plant 10 
Mill/workshop 10 
Workshop 10 
Miscellaneous 20 

Insulation, all types 
(CS (calcium silicate) 
RW (rock wool) 
SMF (synthetic mineral fibres)) 

Furnace roof 115 
Furnace walls 1235 
Economiser  130 
Forced draft fans 230 
Ducting  1280 
Precipitator 800 
Hoppers 380 
Steam system 420 

Concrete bonded asbestos  Ash and water pipes 1200 
Small equipment, or item of plant that 
might be contaminated 

Flanges, valves, small motors and 
actuators 1000 

Total (at source) 6905 
 

The estimated total volume of asbestos waste shown in Table 3-1 is the sum of each source considered in 
isolation. When this waste is wrapped and disposed there would be substantial packing inefficiencies due to 
voids between disposed items, particularly bulky items. To account for this, a 60 per cent packing inefficiency 
factor has been applied to the ‘at source’ forecast to estimate the size of the landfill required to dispose of 
the asbestos waste generated by the WWPS Closure Project. When this factor is applied, a landfill with a 
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capacity of about 11,000 cubic metres is required to disposal of the asbestos waste generated by the WWPS 
Closure Project. 

As discussed in Sections 1.1 and 1.2, the current asbestos disposal area only has capacity to receive about 
1200 cubic metres of asbestos waste before it reaches its design capacity and a final capping layer is 
applied. Therefore, the current asbestos disposal area is incapable of meeting the demand for asbestos 
waste disposal generated by the WWPS Closure Project. 

3.1.2 Environment protection licence requirements 
EnergyAustralia holds Environment Protection Licence (EPL) number 766 for the operation of WWPS. The 
licence addresses the management of asbestos waste: 

 administrative condition A2.1 defines the premises to which the licence applies and it includes WWPS 
and Wallerawang Ash Repository 

 limit condition L4 identifies asbestos as a waste that may be disposed of at the premises, but only at the 
approved asbestos disposal area. Only asbestos waste generated at the premises is permitted to be 
disposed at the premises 

 operational condition O4 requires that asbestos disposal occur in accordance with Clause 42 of the 
Protection of the Environment Operations (Waste) Regulation 2005 (now clause 80 of the Protection of 
the Environment Operations (Waste) Regulation 2014), which stipulates that disposed asbestos waste 
must be covered with virgin excavated natural material as follows: 

− initially (at the time of disposal) to a depth of at least 0.15 metres; and 

− at the end of each day’s operation, to a depth of at least 0.5 metres; and 

− finally, to a depth of at least one metre (in the case of bonded asbestos waste or asbestos-
contaminated soils) or three metres (in the case of friable asbestos material) beneath the final land 
surface of the landfill site. 

 

The requirements of EPL 766 contribute to the need for the Proposal and influence the range of permissible 
alternatives. 

3.1.3 Need for alternative asbestos waste disposal options 
As explained in Section 3.1.1, the current asbestos disposal area has insufficient capacity to receive the 
volume of asbestos waste that is expected to be generated by the WWPS Closure Project. Alternative 
asbestos waste disposal options are therefore required for the WWPS Closure Project. Any alternatives that 
involve on-site asbestos waste disposal would need to satisfy the relevant requirements of EPL 766 outlined 
in Section 3.1.2 as well as the requirements of Section 80 of the Protection of the Environment Operations 
(Waste) Regulation 2014. 

3.2 Alternative asbestos disposal sites 
An Asbestos Disposal Options Assessment (Aurecon 2017) was prepared to describe and evaluate various 
alternatives for the disposal of asbestos waste from the WWPS Closure Project. The assessment considered 
eight different sites (including the base case) for the disposal of asbestos waste generated by the WWPS 
Closure Project (Appendix A). 

A ‘base case’ alternative (Alternative 2) was considered in which only the current asbestos disposal area 
would be used. However, as noted in Section 3.1.1, this site does not have sufficient capacity to receive the 
volume of asbestos waste expected to be generated by the WWPS Closure Project and, therefore, it was 
determined not to be a feasible alternative on its own. The existing approved asbestos disposal area would 
continue to be utilised until it reaches full capacity prior to any future approved site being used. 

Of the considered sites, four sites were determined to be feasible and progressed to an options evaluation 
process: 
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 Alternative 1: Off-site, at the nearest existing waste facilities that are licenced to received asbestos waste, 
which include Lithgow Solid Waste Depot and Bathurst Waste Management Centre 

 Alternative 3: Wallerawang Ash Repository, by extending the current asbestos disposal area to the west 

 Alternative 4: Wallerawang Ash Repository, in the south-eastern corner of Kerosene Vale Ash Repository 
Stage 2B 

 Alternative 5: Wallerawang Ash Repository, in a previously cleared area to the south of the return water 
canal and Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam access road. 

 

The alternative asbestos disposal sites investigated within Wallerawang Ash Repository are shown in 
Figure 3-1. 

Assessment of alternative asbestos disposal sites 
The relative performance of the five alternative asbestos disposal sites was compared against the following 
assessment criteria: 

 engineering feasibility 

 cost 

 environmental and social impacts. 
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Figure 3-1 Alternative asbestos disposal sites investigated within Wallerawang Ash Repository 
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Table 3-2 Assessment of the alternative asbestos disposal sites investigated 

Alternative sites Engineering feasibility Cost Environmental and social impacts 
No. Location 
1 Off-site, at the 

nearest existing 
waste facilities that 
are licenced to 
received asbestos 
waste. 
The waste facilities 
nearest to WWPS 
that are licenced to 
receive asbestos 
waste are Lithgow 
Solid Waste Depot 
and Bathurst Waste 
Management Centre. 

 Lithgow Solid Waste Facility is estimated to have the 
capacity to receive 2000-4000 cubic metres of asbestos 
waste. 

 The capacity of Bathurst Waste Management Centre to 
receive asbestos waste is unknown, but it is estimated to 
be substantially less than 7000 cubic metres. 

 The operators of these facilities may not want the 
available capacity of their asbestos disposal facilities 
taken by a single customer and/or filled within a two-year 
period. 

 As the two nearest waste facilities are not expected to 
have sufficient capacity to receive all the asbestos waste 
generated by the WWPS Closure Project, it is likely that 
some waste would need to be disposed at facilities in the 
Sydney basin. 

 A key benefit of off-site disposal 
facilities is that operation and long-term 
care of the facility would be the 
responsibility of the licensee and not 
EnergyAustralia. However, this cost 
saving is expected to be more than 
offset by the waste fees charged by the 
operators of these facilities to receive 
the waste. 

 There would be substantial transport 
costs, especially for waste disposed in 
the Sydney basin. 

 The combination of transport costs and 
waste fees would make this the most 
expensive alternative. 

 This alternative would require 
substantially more truck haulage than 
most other alternatives, which 
correspondingly greater greenhouse 
gas emissions. 

 This alternative would generate many 
truck trips on public roads, which would 
increase road traffic and road traffic 
noise. 

 If the operators of the nearest waste 
facilities were to accept a volume of 
asbestos waste from the WWPS 
Closure Project equal to the available 
capacity of their facilities, it would leave 
other local generators of asbestos 
waste with few local disposal options. 
As a result, the cost of disposing 
asbestos waste locally may increase, 
possibly substantially. 

3 Extend the current 
asbestos disposal 
area to the west 

 There is sufficient land available west of the current 
asbestos disposal area for an extension that could 
receive the estimated volume of asbestos waste 
generated by the WWPS Closure Project. 

 Further geotechnical investigation would be required to 
confirm the suitability of the land as it has been used for 
mine overburden placement. 

 There would be some cost efficiencies 
from operating and maintaining a single 
asbestos disposal area compared to 
developing a new asbestos disposal 
area. 

 This site is about 200 metres east of 
residences, located on Wolgan Road, 
Lidsdale, and may be partially visible to 
residents. These residences would be 
likely to be impacted by noise and dust 
during construction and operation of the 
asbestos disposal area. 

 The biodiversity impact would likely be 
minimal as the site has been modified 
by historical land clearing and 
recruitment of exotic species. However, 
there is some low-value native 
vegetation present. 
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Alternative sites Engineering feasibility Cost Environmental and social impacts 
No. Location 

 No threatened species were recorded 
within the site, nor is it considered to 
provide potential habitat for threatened 
species due to the high abundance of 
exotic grasses and lack of important 
breeding/ roosting features for fauna.  

 There are no known heritage sites 
within the proposed land and none are 
expected as the site comprises mostly 
historical mine overburden material. 

4 South-eastern corner 
of Kerosene Vale Ash 
Repository Stage 2B 

 The subject area of Kerosene Vale Ash Repository Stage 
2B has been excavated down to relatively hard rock to 
create cover material for KVAR Stage 2A Project. Due to 
the decommissioning of the power station this area is no 
longer required for ash disposal. 

 There is little soft material left in this area and, therefore, 
further excavation is unlikely to be feasible. Rather than 
excavate, an asbestos waste disposal area could be 
developed by building earth or possibly ash bunding to 
create cells or linear trenches for asbestos waste 
disposal. Ash is unlikely to be suitable for main bunding 
and cover material, so imported material would be 
required to cap the area. 

 Arguably the most feasible manner of developing this 
area is to construct a two-metre high bench using 
imported engineered fill material and then excavating up 
to six 250-metre long and three-metre wide trenches. It is 
estimated that about 85,000 cubic metres fill to create a 
bench and capping cover material would be required for 
this option. 

 The site can be isolated from the ash placement area 
which will ensure future identification. There is enough 
space to create a disposal area with sufficient capacity to 
receive all the asbestos waste expected to be generated 
by the WWPS Closure Project. 

 This site is within the Kerosone Vale 
Ash Repository Stage 2 area, which is 
the subject of a planning approval 
under Part 5.1 of the EP&A Act, and a 
modification to this approval would be 
required from the Department of 
Planning and Environment. A variation 
to the waste clauses in EPL 776 would 
also be required. 

 This is an expensive alternative due to 
the engineering challenges and the cost 
of transporting fill material to the site. 

 This alternative would require 
substantially more truck haulage than 
most other alternatives, which 
correspondingly greater greenhouse 
gas emissions. 

 This alternative would generate many 
truck trips on public roads, which would 
increase traffic and road noise. 

 This site is more than one kilometre 
east of the nearest residence. The 
nearest residents are unlikely to be 
impacted by construction and operation 
of an asbestos disposal area at this 
site. 

 This site contains no vegetation and, 
therefore, has negligible direct impact 
to biodiversity. 

 The site has no heritage value. 
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Alternative sites Engineering feasibility Cost Environmental and social impacts 
No. Location 
5 South of the return 

water canal and 
Sawyers Swamp 
Creek Ash Dam 
access road. 

 There is sufficient land available at this site to excavate a 
landfill that could receive the estimated volume of 
asbestos waste generated by the WWPS Closure Project. 

 Geotechnical trial pits were excavated at this site to 
confirm its suitability as an asbestos disposal area. This 
investigation found that the site is generally suitable for 
excavating trenches up to two metres deep. However, the 
southerly sections of the proposed asbestos disposal 
area comprise softer materials and may be less suitable 
for trenches especially after heavy rainfall due to both 
surface drainage and groundwater influences. 

 As a new asbestos disposal area, this 
site would require development 
approval. 

 There would be costs associated with 
establishing, operating and maintaining 
a new asbestos disposal area. 

 This site is located more than 
300 metres from the nearest residence. 
The nearest residents are unlikely to be 
impacted by construction and operation 
of an asbestos disposal area at the site. 

 The site was previously cleared and 
possibly excavated as a source of 
cover material for Kerosene Vale Ash 
Repository and/or Sawyers Swamp 
Creek Ash Dam. There is some sparse 
vegetation across the site comprising 
exotic grasses and shrubs that are of 
minimal biodiversity value. There are no 
trees within the area. 

 There are no known heritage sites and 
none are expected due to previous 
earthworks. 
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Comparison of alternative sites 
The assessment of alternative asbestos disposal sites provided in Table 3-2 was used to compare the 
relative performance of the sites and select a preferred site. This process led to the selection of Alternative 5 
as the preferred asbestos disposal site because: 

 it would avoid the traffic, road noise and greenhouse gas emission impacts associated with Alternatives 1 
and 4 

 it would have negligible environmental and community impacts, particularly compared to Alternative 2, 
which may cause noise, visual and air quality (dust) impacts to nearby residents 

 it would have lower costs than Alternatives 1 and 4 because it would require much less haulage than 
these alternatives and avoid the waste fees that Alternative 1 would incur. Also, the cost of Alternative 5 
is not expected to be significantly greater than that of Alternative 2. 

 

EnergyAustralia has discussed the alternative sites with Lithgow City Council and the Environment 
Protection Authority and both parties indicated their support for Alternative 5 (see Section 5.2). 

3.3 Design options 
Aurecon (2017) also investigated design options for the excavation of the asbestos disposal area. Two 
design options were considered: 

 Large-area method – This method would involve the excavation of a void about 60-metres wide, 60-
metres long and three metres deep, with a capacity of about 11,000 cubic metres. The void would be 
divided up into cells constructed of the excavated material or imported material. 

 Trench-and-fill method – The trench-and-fill method would involve the progressive excavation of a 
series of parallel trenches each three metres wide and three metres deep. Six trenches each about 250-
metres long would be required to provide a landfill with a capacity of about 11,000 cubic metres. 

 

The same method for backfilling the trenches and developing the final landform would apply to both design 
options (see Sections 2.1.2 and 2.1.3). Both design options would be capable of being managed in 
accordance with the requirements of the Protection of the Environment Operations (Waste) Regulation 2014. 

The main advantage of the trench-and-fill method compared to the large-area method is that it would allow 
the operator to minimise the area of disturbed ground at any one time by only excavating a length of trench 
sufficient to receive the volume of asbestos waste being generated by the WWPS Closure Project at that 
time. The main disadvantage of the trench-and-fill method is that it requires a larger area of land than the 
large-area method due to the undisturbed strips of land left between the parallel trenches. However, there is 
sufficient land of low biodiversity value at the preferred asbestos disposal area for the trench-and-fill method. 
Therefore, the trench-and-fill method would provide a better environmental outcome and is the preferred 
design option. 
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4 Statutory framework 
Chapter 4 identifies legislation and environmental planning policies and instruments that are relevant to the 
Proposal. 

4.1 Commonwealth legislation 

4.1.1 Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999  
The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) is the primary 
Commonwealth legislation relating to the environment. Under Part 3 of the EPBC Act, approval from the 
Australian Minister for the Environment and Energy is required for an action that: 

 has, will have, or is likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance 

 is undertaken on Commonwealth land and has, will have, or is likely to have a significant impact on the 
environment 

 is undertaken outside Commonwealth land and has, will have or is likely to have a significant impact on 
the environment of Commonwealth land 

 is undertaken by the Commonwealth and has, will have or is likely to have a significant impact on the 
environment. 

 

Matters of national environmental significance include: 

 world heritage properties 

 national heritage places 

 wetlands of international importance (often called 'Ramsar' wetlands after the international treaty under 
which such wetlands are listed) 

 nationally threatened species and ecological communities 

 migratory species 

 Commonwealth marine areas 

 The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park 

 nuclear actions (including uranium mining) 

 a water resource, in relation to coal seam gas development and large coal mining development. 

 

In addition, approval is required under the EPBC Act for actions taken by the Commonwealth or by anyone 
on Commonwealth land that will have or are likely to have significant impacts on the environment. 

A search of the EPBC Act Protected Matters Search Tool was undertaken on 13 September 2018 within a 
one-kilometre radius of the proposed asbestos disposal area. The results of the search are provided in 
Appendix C and summarised in Table 4-1. 

 

Table 4-1 EPBC Act matters of national environmental significance search results 

Matters of national environmental significance Search results 

World heritage properties None 

National heritage places None 

Wetlands of international importance None 
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Matters of national environmental significance Search results 

The Great Barrier Reef National Marine Park None 

Commonwealth marine areas None 

Listed threatened ecological communities 2 

Listed threatened species 32 

Listed migratory species 12 
 

The search identified that two threatened ecological communities, 32 threatened species and 12 migratory 
species are present within one kilometre of the proposed asbestos disposal area. The site consists of highly 
disturbed vegetation with some disturbance tolerant native species and only one native (non-threatened) tree 
(refer to Section 6-1). As such, there is limited removal of vegetation and biodiversity impacts are unlikely. 

The Proposal is not considered to have an impact on any of the nine matters of national environmental 
significance and, therefore, a referral to the Commonwealth Department of the Environment and Energy 
under the EPBC Act is not required. 

4.1.2 Native Title Act 1993 
The Native Title Act 1993 provides native title claimants and appropriate Aboriginal groups with the 
opportunity to be involved and make comments on proposals that may affect native title. The Australian 
Attorney-General is responsible for administrating the Act. 

Native title may be extinguished by actions such as valid grants of private freehold land or waters, residential 
or commercial leases, community purpose leases, public works and crown land. The Proposal is located on 
freehold land. 

A search of the National Native Title Tribunal register returned one registered native title claim covering the 
entire Lithgow local government area, including the Proposal area: ‘NC2017/001 – Warrabinga-Wiradjuri # 7’. 
This claim was registered on 1 September 2017. 

4.2 NSW planning legislation 

4.2.1 Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 
The EP&A Act regulates development in NSW. Under this Act, the Proposal is classified as designated 
development as it meets the trigger levels in Clause 32, Schedule 3 of the EP&A Regulation as the Proposal 
is within a Sydney Drinking Water catchment. Accordingly, the Proposal requires approval under Division 4.1 
of the Act. 

This EIS will be lodged with Lithgow City Council as part of the development application seeking consent for 
the Proposal under Section 4.12 of the EP&A Act. 

In accordance with Section 8 of Schedule 1 of the EP&A Act, this EIS must be publicly exhibited for at least 
28 days, during which time any person may make a written submission to the consent authority (Lithgow City 
Council) with respect to the development application. Lithgow City Council would then consider the 
submissions as part of its evaluation of the EIS. 

Matters that must be taken into consideration by a consent authority when determining a development 
application under Division 4.1 are detailed in Section 4.15 of the EP&A Act. These matters are listed in 
Table 4-2 together with a reference to where they are addressed in the EIS. 
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Table 4-2 General matters for consideration in determining a development application, EP&A Act, Section 4.15 

General matters for consideration Comment/where addressed in the EIS 

(a) the provisions of:  
(i) any environmental planning instrument, and Section 4.4 
(ii) any proposed instrument that is or has been the subject of public 

consultation under this Act and that has been notified to the consent 
authority (unless the Secretary has notified the consent authority 
that the making of the proposed instrument has been deferred 
indefinitely or has not been approved), and 

There are no draft environmental 
planning instruments that are applicable 

to the Proposal. 

(iii) any development control plan, and Section 4.4.3 

(iiia)  any planning agreement that has been entered into under section 
7.4, or any draft planning agreement that a developer has offered to 
enter into under section 7.4, and 

Not applicable 

(iv) the regulations (to the extent that they prescribe matters for the 
purposes of this paragraph) 

Section 4.2.1 

(b) the likely impacts of that development, including environmental impacts 
on both the natural and built environments, and social and economic 
impacts in the locality, 

Chapter 6 

(c) the suitability of the site for the development, Chapter 3 

(d) any submissions made in accordance with this Act or the regulations, This EIS will be placed on public 
exhibition for community and stakeholder 

feedback. Submissions would be 
considered by Lithgow City Council. 

(e) the public interest. Chapter 3 

 

4.2.2 Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 
The Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 (POEO Act) is the principal legislation governing 
pollution and waste management in NSW. All activities listed in Schedule 1 of the POEO Act require an EPL 
to be obtained prior to commencement of construction. 

As discussed in Section 3.1.2, EnergyAustralia holds EPL 766 to carry out the scheduled activity of 
‘electricity generation’ at WWPS. The licence also applies to other ancillary activities carried on at the 
premises including chemical storage facilities, coal works, crushing, grinding or separating works, energy 
recovery and waste storage. 

Limit condition L4.4 requires that asbestos waste only be disposed ‘at the approved asbestos burial site’. 

4.3 Other relevant NSW legislation 
Other NSW legislation relevant to the Proposal is discussed in Table 4-3. 

 

Table 4-3 Other NSW legislation relevant to the Proposal 

Legislation  Applicable? Comment 

Waste Avoidance and 
Resource Recovery Act 
2001 
(WARR Act) 

Yes The primary aim of the WARR Act is to reduce the volume of waste 
disposed of in NSW and to establish a hierarchy of avoidance, reuse, 
recycling and reprocessing and, as a last resort, disposal. 
The Proposal would generate minor waste streams which would be 
managed in accordance with the waste management hierarchy set out 
in the WARR Act. Section 6.11 provides further details about how the 
Proposal would align with the aims of the WARR Act. 
Note that the asbestos waste that is the subject of the Proposal is 
generated by the WWPS Closure Project and is not considered in this 
EIS in the context of the WARR Act. 
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Legislation  Applicable? Comment 

Rural Fires Act 1997 Yes Section 63 of the Rural Fires Act 1997 requires owners and occupiers 
of land to take practicable steps to prevent the occurrence of bush fires 
on, and to minimise the danger of the spread of a bush fire on or from 
land in their control. 
Bush fire prone lands are generally those forests or grasslands that, by 
virtue of their bushfire hazard and proximity to existing and proposed 
development, hold a significant risk to property in the event of a 
bushfire. 
The proposed asbestos disposal area is mapped as bush fire prone 
land in Lithgow Local Environmental Plan 2014 (Lithgow LEP). As any 
vegetation at the proposed asbestos disposal area would be removed, 
the bushfire hazard would be minimised (refer to Section 6.1).  

Biodiversity Conservation 
Act 2016 
(BC Act) 

No The BC Act provides a framework to avoid, minimise and offset impacts 
on biodiversity. In conjunction with the Local Land Services Amendment 
Act 2016, the BC Act repeals the Native Vegetation Act 2003, the 
Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995, and parts of the National 
Parks and Wildlife Act 1974. The BC Act also repealed Section 5A of 
the EP&A Act which provided for Assessments of Significance. 
Assessments of Significance are now provided in Section 7.3 of the 
BC Act. 
The BC Act introduces the Biodiversity Assessment Method, a 
consistent method for the assessment of biodiversity on a proposed 
development. The Biodiversity Assessment Method must be applied by 
an accredited assessor and a Biodiversity Development Assessment 
Report prepared for all proposals assessed under Division 4.1 of the 
EP&A Act (excluding complying development) that: 

 Exceed the relevant clearing threshold as set out in Section 7.2 of 
the Biodiversity Conservation Regulation 2017 – the Proposal does 
not exceed this threshold as it involves clearing of under one 
hectare of vegetation in a lot that is between 40 and 1,000 hectares 
(the Proposal is located on a lot that is 438.8 hectares) 

 Are located within an area identified on the ‘Biodiversity Values 
Map’ – the Proposal is not in an area identified on this mapping 

 Are located in a declared Area of Outstanding Biodiversity Values. 
The Proposal is not in an Area of Outstanding Biodiversity Value 

 Are considered to “likely to significantly affect threatened species” 
using the test of significance in Section 7.3 of the Act – the Proposal 
is considered unlikely to affect threatened species (refer to 
Section 6.1.2). 

 
The BC Act also introduces the Biodiversity Offset Scheme. The 
scheme applies to the following potentially relevant proposals: 

 Local development assessed under Division 4.1 of the EP&A Act 
that is likely to significantly affect threatened species or triggers the 
Biodiversity Offset Scheme threshold 

 Clearing of native vegetation in urban areas and areas zoned for 
environmental conservation that exceeds the Biodiversity Offset 
Scheme threshold and does not require development consent 

 Clearing of native vegetation that requires approval by the Native 
Vegetation Panel under the Local Land Services Act 2016 

 
The Biodiversity Conservation Regulation 2017 outlines two triggers for 
the Biodiversity Offset Scheme threshold. The first is an area threshold 
based on the amount of land cleared. The second is whether the 
vegetation is mapped under the Sensitive Biodiversity Values Map. As 
discussed above (and within Section 6.2), the Proposal does not 
exceed either of these triggers.  

Contaminated Land 
Management Act 1997 
(CLM Act) 

No The CLM Act provides a regime for investigating and, where 
appropriate, remediating land affected by contamination which 
represents a significant risk of harm to human health or the 
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Legislation  Applicable? Comment 
environment. The CLM Act specifies responsibilities for managing 
contaminated land and the role of the Environment Protection Authority 
in investigation, remediation and management of contaminated sites. 
It is noted that, while contaminated sites (including some closed 
landfills) in NSW are regulated under the CLM Act, active or recently 
closed landfills are managed through the landfill licensing process 
under the POEO Act and the minimum standards in associated 
guidelines. 
The Proposal would not involve the disturbance of a contaminated site 
and will be subject to licencing under the POEO Act and is therefore not 
subject to the CLM Act. 

Water Management Act 
2000 
(WM Act) 

No The WM Act regulates access to and management of water resources 
in NSW. The WM Act controls the extraction of water, how water can be 
used, and the carrying out of activities on or near water sources. 
Further provisions of this act apply to water resources for which a water 
sharing plan has been gazetted.  
The Proposal is in an area covered by the following water sharing 
plans: 

 Water Sharing Plan for the Greater Metropolitan Region 
Groundwater Sources (2011). The water source that is relevant to 
the Proposal is the Sydney Basin Coxs River Groundwater Source 

 Water Sharing Plan for the Greater Metropolitan Region Unregulated 
River Water Sources (2011). The water source that is relevant to the 
Proposal is the Upper Nepean and Upstream Warragamba Water 
Source. The Proposal falls within the Wywandy Management Zone. 

 
Under the WM Act, should water need to be extracted from a surface 
water source defined in these water sharing plans the following 
approvals may need to be obtained:  

 an Access Licence to obtain access to a share of the water source 

 a Water Supply Works Approval to obtain permission to construct 
and operate water supply works (i.e. pumps, bores) for water supply, 
drainage or flood mitigation work.  

 an Aquifer Interference Approval may be required for extraction or 
dewatering activities 

 a Water Use Approval to obtain permission for how the water will be 
used.  

 
The Proposal would not require works within the waterfront area defined 
under WM Act, therefore a Controlled Activity Approval would not be 
required under the WM Act. 
The Proposal is not expected to require dewatering or use of any water 
resources and therefore is not expected to require any other approvals 
under the WM Act. 

4.4 Environmental planning instruments 

4.4.1 State environmental planning policies 

State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 
State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 (ISEPP) aims to facilitate the effective delivery of 
infrastructure across the State. 

Clause 121 of the ISEPP permits development on any land for the purpose of waste or resource 
management facilities to be carried out by a person with consent on land in a prescribed zone. The 
prescribed zones include RU1 Primary production and SP2 Infrastructure. 
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The Proposal would occur on land zoned SP2 Infrastructure. As such, the Proposal is permissible with 
consent. 

State Environmental Planning Policy No 55 – Remediation of Land 
State Environmental Planning Policy No. 55 – Remediation of Land (SEPP 55) promotes the remediation of 
contaminated land to reduce the risk of harm to human health or any other aspect of the environment. SEPP 
55 specifies when consent is required for remediation work and provides considerations for rezoning land 
and determining development applications. The SEPP also requires that remediation work is undertaken in 
accordance with, and meets, certain standards and notification requirements. 

As there is no known contamination issues at the proposed asbestos disposal area, this SEPP is unlikely to 
apply to the Proposal. 

State Environmental Planning Policy (Sydney Drinking Water Catchment) 2011 
State Environmental Planning Policy (Sydney Drinking Water Catchment) 2011 (Sydney Drinking Water 
Catchment SEPP) states that any development within the Sydney drinking water catchment must have a 
neutral or beneficial effect on water quality (known as NorBE). The NorBE assessment needs to be 
undertaken in line with the Neutral or Beneficial Effect on Water Quality Assessment Guidelines 2011 
(Sydney Catchment Authority 2011a) and the Neutral or Beneficial Effect on Water Quality Assessment Tool 
2011 (Sydney Catchment Authority 2011b). This applies to projects that are assessed under Division 4.1 of 
the EP&A Act. 

The Proposal is within the Coxs River catchment and the Warragamba Drinking Water Catchment. 
Consequently, the Sydney Drinking Water Catchment SEPP is applicable to the Proposal. 

Neutral of beneficial effect assessment 
A qualitative NorBE assessment has been undertaken for the Proposal to satisfy the requirements of State 
Environmental Planning Policy (Sydney Drinking Water Catchment) 2011 and is provided in Table 4-4. 

 

Table 4-4 NorBE assessment 

NorBE Assessment – will there be a neutral or beneficial effect on water quality? 
(Assessment must consider surface and ground waters and must consider construction and 

operation stages) 
1. Are there any identifiable 

potential impacts on water 
quality?  
What pollutants are likely? 
Major potential pollutants are 
sediments (fine and coarse), 
nitrogen, phosphorus, 
pathogens and hazardous 
chemicals and contaminates 
such as oil/fuel. 
During construction and/or post   
construction? 

The main potential impacts to surface water quality during 
construction activities would be during transportation, when 
potential spills of waste materials or fuels could occur. 
The main potential impacts to surface water quality during 
operation of the site would be from surface soil erosion and 
discharge into surrounding waterways. 
Potential construction related impacts may be mitigated through 
the implementation of site management plan. 
Potential operational related impacts may be mitigated through 
appropriate design measures and periodic monitoring of the site. 
Potential impacts and mitigation measures are discussed in 
more detail below. If these measures are effectively 
implemented, it is expected that there would be no impacts to 
water quality resulting from the Proposal. 

2. For each pollutant list the 
safeguards needed to prevent 
or mitigate potential impacts on 
water quality (these may be 
WaterNSW endorsed current 

Safeguards that would be implemented to mitigate potential 
impacts on water quality are identified in Table 6-9. 
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NorBE Assessment – will there be a neutral or beneficial effect on water quality? 
(Assessment must consider surface and ground waters and must consider construction and 

operation stages) 
recommended practices 
(CRPs) and/or equally effective 
other practices)? 

The Proposal is near an existing ash repository (Kerosene Vale 
Ash Repository) to the north and WWPS, which have water 
management systems that would capture any run-off. 
Any runoff to the north would be captured by the surface water 
management system at Wallerawang Ash Repository. 
Any runoff to the south would drain to WWPS. 
Due to the nature of the material being deposited at the site 
(asbestos), discharge of water quality pollutants is unlikely due 
to site operation. 
Measures implemented within the proposed asbestos disposal 
area during construction and operational stages include:  

 Construction - best practice handling and storage of fuel and oils (in 
bunded areas) as well as appropriate spill response procedures. 

 Operation - erosion and sediment controls based on the Blue Book 
(Landcom 2004 and DECC 2008b), which are endorsed by 
WaterNSW as ‘current recommended practice’. 

3. Will the safeguards be 
adequate for the time required? 
How will they need to be 
maintained? 

The safeguards to be implemented are standard erosion and 
sediment controls and spill safeguards; and are adequate for the 
nature of the works and the time required on site. 

4. Will all impacts on water 
quality be effectively contained 
on the site by the identified 
safeguards (above) and not 
reach any watercourse, 
waterbody or drainage 
depression? 
Or will impacts on water 
quality be transferred outside 
the site for treatment? 
How? Why? 

All potential impacts from the Proposal are expected to be 
contained within the site through construction and design related 
measures.  
The disposal of all liquids would be undertaken in accordance 
with the site’s EPL. 

5. Is it likely that a neutral or 
beneficial effect on water 
quality will occur? Why? 

The proposed asbestos disposal area is relatively isolated from 
natural waterbodies and surface water features. Given the 
Proposal comprises burial and landfilling of asbestos waste 
within a low sensitivity site, the Proposal is not considered likely 
to cause any impacts to surface water quality when the 
appropriate construction and design related mitigation measures 
are considered. 
Standard safeguards as outlined in Table 6-9 would be 
implemented to minimise the risk of any potential impacts to 
water quality. 
Overall, the Proposal is expected to have a neutral result on 
water quality in surrounding areas in the long term. 

State Environmental Planning Policy No. 33 – Hazardous and Offensive 
Development 
State Environmental Planning Policy No. 33 – Hazardous and Offensive Development (SEPP 33) applies to 
any development proposal that falls under the Policy’s definition of ‘potentially hazardous industry’ or 
‘potentially offensive industry’. Certain activities may involve handling, storing or processing a range of 
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substances which in the absence of locational, technical or operational controls may create an off-site risk or 
offence to people, property or the environment. These activities would be defined as potentially hazardous or 
potentially offensive. 

For development proposals classified as ‘potentially hazardous industry’ the policy establishes a 
comprehensive test by way of a preliminary hazard analysis to determine the risk to people, property and the 
environment at the proposed location and in the presence of controls. 

For developments identified as ‘potentially offensive industry’, the minimum test for such developments is 
meeting the requirements for licensing by the Environment Protection Authority or other relevant authority. If 
a development cannot obtain the necessary pollution control licences or other permits, then it may be 
classified as ‘offensive industry’ and may not be permissible in most zonings. 

The risk screening assessment process for SEPP 33 is outlined in the Hazardous and Offensive 
Development Application Guidelines, Applying SEPP 33 (Department of Planning 2011) and is based on the 
quantity of dangerous goods involved in a proposal. Asbestos is not defined as a dangerous good and, 
therefore, does not trigger the storage threshold levels (SEPP 33 Table 1) or requirement for a preliminary 
hazard analysis. That is, the proposed asbestos disposal area would not be assessed under SEPP 33. 
However, a human health risk assessment has been undertaken to assess the potential risks of the Proposal 
(see Appendix G). 

4.4.2 Lithgow Local Environmental Plan 2014 
Lithgow LEP provides zoning and planning controls for land within Lithgow local government area. 

The proposed asbestos disposal area would be developed on land zoned ‘SP2 Infrastructure – Electricity 
Generating Works’ (see Figure 4-1). The objectives of the SP2 zone are: 

 to provide for infrastructure and related uses 

 to prevent development that is not compatible with or that may detract from the provision of infrastructure 

 to maintain or improve the water quality of receiving water catchments. 

 

Under this zoning, the construction of an asbestos disposal area is not a prohibited activity or an activity that 
is permissible without consent. As such, the Proposal is permissible with consent from Lithgow City Council. 
As shown in Table 4-5, the Proposal is consistent with the aims of Lithgow LEP. 

 

Table 4-5 Consistency of the Proposal with the aims of Lithgow LEP 

Clause 1.2 of Lithgow LEP Consistency of the Proposal with this aim 

(2)  The particular aims of this Plan are as follows: 

(a)  to encourage sustainable and planned 
development that complements the unique character 
and amenity of Lithgow and enhances its towns, 
villages and rural areas, 

The Proposal involves the disposal of asbestos waste to 
support the WWPS Closure Project. The demolition and 
WWPS and rehabilitation of the site will improve the 
amenity of the area. The disposal of asbestos waste on 
EnergyAustralia-owned land associated with WWPS 
would avoid impacts to surrounding community and avoid 
adversely affecting the ability of existing local waste 
facilities to accept asbestos waste from other local waste 
generators. 

(b)  to provide for a range of development opportunities 
that contribute to the social, economic and 
environmental resources of Lithgow in a way that 
allows the needs of present and future generations to 
be met by implementing the principles of ecologically 
sustainable development, 
 

An assessment of the Proposal’s alignment with the 
principles of ecologically sustainable development has 
been undertaken (refer to Section 8.2), which determined 
that the Proposal is consistent with these principles.  
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Clause 1.2 of Lithgow LEP Consistency of the Proposal with this aim 

(c)  to manage, facilitate and encourage sustainable growth and development that: 

(i)  promotes the efficient and effective delivery of 
utilities, infrastructure and service and minimises long-
term costs to government, authorities and the 
community, and 

The Proposal would provide an efficient way of disposing 
of asbestos waste generated by the WWPS Closure 
Project. As noted in Section 3.2, the proposed on-site 
disposal of asbestos waste would avoid overwhelming 
the capacity of local waste facilities to receive asbestos 
waste from local waste generators. 

(ii)  protects, enhances and conserves mineral and 
extractive resources lands, forests and agricultural 
lands and the contributions they make to the local, 
regional and State economy, and 

The Proposal would be developed in accordance with 
relevant guidelines and appropriate management 
measures have been identified to avoid any long-term 
environmental impacts and will not reduce the 
environmental value of the surrounding area. 

(iii)  allows for the orderly growth of land uses while 
minimising conflict between land uses in a zone and 
land uses in adjoining zones, and 

The Proposal would not conflict with any land uses in 
surrounding areas.  

(iv)  encourages a range of housing choices in planned 
urban and rural locations to meet population growth 
and the diverse needs of the community, and 

The Proposal does not involve any residential 
development and will not affect any nearby residences, or 
potential residential development sites.  

(v)  preserves and protects land that has been 
identified for future long term urban development from 
inappropriate fragmentation and development, and 

The Proposal would not involve works within any lands 
that have been identified for future urban development. 

(vi)  protects and enhances environmentally sensitive 
areas, ecological systems, areas of high scenic, 
recreational, landscape or conservation value and 
areas that have the potential to contribute to improved 
environmental outcomes, and 

The Proposal is contained within the overall WWPS site 
and would not affect any environmentally sensitive areas 
or areas of high environmental values. 

(vii)  protects and enhances places and items of 
environmental, archaeological, cultural or heritage 
significance, including Aboriginal relics and places, and 

The Proposal is contained within the overall WWPS site, 
and no impacts to archaeological or cultural heritage sites 
or items are expected. 

(viii)  avoids or minimises the impact of development on 
drinking and environmental water catchments to protect 
and enhance water availability and safety for human 
consumption and the maintenance of environmental 
and recreational values, and 

A neutral or beneficial effect on water quality assessment 
has been conducted for the Proposal and determined that 
it is not expected to cause any reduction of surface water 
quality to local water resources (refer to Section 4.4.1). 

(ix)  strengthens and promotes employment land 
opportunities and appropriate tourism development and 
growth, and 

The Proposal would use labour and plant resources 
employed at WWPS for the WWPS Closure Project, 
providing for extension of employment at the site. 

(x)  creates resilience to natural hazards through local 
land use planning. 

The Proposal would not increase the site’s exposure to, 
or risk associated with natural hazards. 

4.4.3 Lithgow Development Control Plan 
Lithgow City Council has repealed all development control plans as of 20 January 2017. There were no draft 
development control plans in force at the time of preparing this EIS. Therefore, there are no development 
control plans relevant to the Proposal. 
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Figure 4-1 Land use zoning 
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5 Consultation 
Chapter 5 describes the consultation activities that EnergyAustralia has undertaken to brief the community 
and relevant stakeholder about the Proposal. It also outlines the consultation activities that are proposed to 
be undertaken during public exhibition of this EIS. 

5.1 Consultation objectives 
The objectives of stakeholder consultation activities for the Proposal are to: 

 make stakeholders including the community aware of the Proposal and this EIS 

 explain the need for the Proposal and the alternatives sites that EnergyAustralia investigated prior to 
selecting the proposed asbestos disposal area as the preferred site 

 provider stakeholders including the community an opportunity to make enquires and comments about the 
Proposal and for these to be considered during determination of this EIS. 

 

5.2 Consultation on alternative sites 
EnergyAustralia consulted with Lithgow City Council on 16 August 2017 and the Environment Protection 
Authority on 7 September 2017 to confirm the approval pathway for the Proposal and discuss the alternative 
asbestos disposal sites investigated. Both stakeholders indicated their support for the proposed local 
solution for the disposal of asbestos. A meeting was also held with the Department of Planning and 
Environment on 18 October 2017 to discuss the Proposal. 

In addition, EnergyAustralia hosts the Western Region Community Reference Group to share information 
and build relations with the local community. EnergyAustralia has consulted with the group since 2016 
regarding the WWPS Closure Project. EnergyAustralia presented the Proposal to the Community Reference 
Group in August 2017. 

The Western Region Community Reference Group has since been formalised as a Community Consultative 
Committee, which is administered by an independent chairperson in accordance with the Community 
Consultative Committee Guidelines (Department of Planning and Environment 2016). The first meeting of the 
newly formed committee was held on 30 July 2018. EnergyAustralia will continue to provide updates on the 
progress of the Proposal to the committee at its quarterly meetings. 

5.3 Pre-exhibition EIS consultation 
Aurecon, on behalf of EnergyAustralia, engaged with key stakeholders during preparation of this EIS. 
Community and stakeholder engagement was undertaken with the following public authorities and interested 
and affected parties: 

 Lithgow City Council 

 Environment Protection Authority 

 Office of Environment and Heritage 

 Department of Primary Industries – Crown lands  

 SafeWork NSW 

 WaterNSW 

 Rural Fire Service 

 Western Region Community Reference Group 

 surrounding landowners and occupiers within 500 metres of the Proposal. 
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The consultation involved a letter sent to these stakeholders on 07 June 2018 notifying them of the Proposal 
and EnergyAustralia’s intention to submit a development application including this EIS to Lithgow City 
Council. The notification letter provided the following information to stakeholders: 

 the need for the Proposal in the context of the asbestos waste that the WWPS Closure Project is 
expected to generate and the current asbestos disposal area having insufficient capacity to receive this 
waste 

 the Proposal is EnergyAustralia’s preferred location for an asbestos disposal area following its 
investigation of alternative asbestos disposal sites 

 the planning approvals pathway for the Proposal including the need to prepare this EIS. 

 

The letters invited stakeholders to provide comments on the Proposal prior to submission of this EIS. No 
comments were received in response to these letters. 

5.4 Consultation during the EIS public exhibition period 
Lithgow City Council, as the consent authority, will place this EIS on public exhibition and invite comments in 
accordance with the requirements of Section 5.8 of the EP&A Act. Any submissions received during the 
public exhibition period would be considered by Lithgow City Council as part of their determination of this 
EIS. 

For further information on consultation activities undertaken for this EIS or to make a submission, go to 
Council’s website. 

5.5 Consultation during operation 
EnergyAustralia would continue to consult with the stakeholders including the community as part of the 
WWPS Closure Project. 
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6 Environmental assessment 
Chapter 6 provides an assessment of the potential impacts of the Proposal on the environment and 
community and identifies measures that EnergyAustralia proposes to implement to mitigate these potential 
impacts. 

6.1 Biodiversity and bushfire 
An ecological assessment of the Proposal is provided in Appendix D and summarised in the following 
sections. 

6.1.1 Existing environment 
The proposed asbestos disposal area is within a highly disturbed area on modified terrain. 

Lithgow LEP identifies areas directly south and south-east of the proposed asbestos disposal area as an 
‘environmentally sensitive environment – biodiversity’. This mapping corresponds to vegetation associated 
with remnant patches of bushland, none of which occur within the proposed asbestos disposal area. 

The same mapping also shows areas bordering the northern and eastern boundaries of Wallerawang Ash 
Repository as an ‘environmentally sensitive environment – biodiversity’. Some of these areas are within 
Newnes State Forest, which provides considerable resources and habitat for fauna and flora species.  

Bush fire 
Bush fire prone lands are generally those forest or grasslands that, by their bush fire hazard and proximity to 
existing and proposed development, hold a significant risk to property in the event of a bush fire. 

The proposed asbestos disposal area is mapped as ‘Vegetation Buffer’ on Lithgow City Council’s bush fire 
potential area mapping. The Vegetation Buffer delineates a 100-metre external buffer to the Vegetation 
Category 1 Bush Fire Prone Land which is the highest risk vegetation for bush fires. 

EPBC Protected Matters Search Tool 
As noted in Section 4.1.1, a search of the EPBC Act Protected Matters Search Tool was undertaken on 
13 September 2018 within a one-kilometre radius of the proposed asbestos disposal area. The results of the 
search are provided in Appendix C and included: 

 Two threatened ecological communities (Natural Temperate Grassland of the South-Eastern Highlands 
and White Box-Yellow Box-Blakely’s Red Gum Grassy Woodland and Derived Native Grassland) 

 32 threatened species 

 12 migratory species. 

 

Atlas of NSW Wildlife Search 
The Atlas of NSW Wildlife provides a listing of flora and fauna that is protected under the Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 2016. A search for threatened flora and fauna occurring within a 10-kilometre radius of the 
proposed asbestos disposal area was undertaken on 30 October 2017 using the Atlas of NSW Wildlife 
database. The following results were returned: 

 flora: 

− Two endangered species 

− 185 vulnerable species 

 fauna: 
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− 59 endangered species 

− 185 vulnerable species. 

 

Several ecological communities were also identified within 10 kilometres of the proposed asbestos disposal 
area and are listed in Table 6-1. 

 

Table 6-1: Ecological communities within 10 kilometres of the proposed asbestos disposal area 

Common name NSW status Commonwealth 
status 

Blue Mountains Basalt Forest in the Sydney Basin Bioregion Endangered  Endangered  

Blue Mountains Shale Cap Forest in the Sydney Basin Bioregion Endangered Critically 
Endangered 

Blue Mountains Swamps in the Sydney Basin Bioregion Vulnerable  Endangered  

Hunter Valley Footslopes Slaty Gum Woodland in the Sydney Basin Bioregion Vulnerable Critically 
Endangered 

Montane Peatlands and Swamps of the New England Tableland, NSW North 
Coast, Sydney Basin, South East Corner, South Eastern Highlands and 
Australian Alps bioregions 

Endangered Endangered  

Newnes Plateau Shrub Swamp in the Sydney Basin Bioregion Endangered Endangered  

River-Flat Eucalypt Forest on Coastal Floodplains of the New South Wales 
North Coast, Sydney Basin and South East Corner Bioregions 

Endangered -  

Shale Sandstone Transition Forest in the Sydney Basin Bioregion Critically 
Endangered 

Critically 
Endangered 

Southern Sydney sheltered forest on transitional sandstone soils in the Sydney 
Basin Bioregion 

Endangered - 

Sun Valley Cabbage Gum Forest in the Sydney Basin Bioregion Critically 
Endangered 

- 

Swamp Oak Floodplain Forest of the New South Wales North Coast, Sydney 
Basin and South East Corner Bioregions 

Endangered - 

Tableland Basalt Forest in the Sydney Basin and South Eastern Highlands 
Bioregions 

Endangered - 

Western Sydney Dry Rainforest in the Sydney Basin Bioregion Endangered Critically 
Endangered 

White Box Yellow Box Blakely’s Red Gum Woodland Endangered Critically 
Endangered 

 

Field investigation results 
An ecological field survey of the proposed asbestos disposal area was carried out on 04 June 2018 to 
determine whether any threatened species, populations or ecological communities or habitat that would 
support threatened species were present within a study area that encompassed the proposed asbestos 
disposal area and adjoining areas. The field survey identified that the proposed asbestos disposal area is in 
an area of previously disturbed vegetation dominated by low shrubs. There is no overstorey and, apart from 
scattered regrowth Monterey Pines (Pinus radiata) and a single Silver Wattle (Acacia dealbata), trees are 
absent from the site. The dominant vegetation on the site is Common Cassinia (Cassinia aculeate), a 
common native shrub associated with disturbed areas, which forms most of the shrub layer at the site. There 
are also occasional thickets of Blackberry (Rubus fruticosus) within the site. 

The ground layer of vegetation is predominantly exotic weed species such as Phalaris (Phalaris aquatica) 
and Couch (Cynodon dactylon) with a sparse minor component of native grasses including Austral Rush 
(Juncus australis) and Barbed Wire Grass (Cymbopogon refractus). Detailed vegetation surveys of two 
representative plots within the proposed asbestos disposal area found that native grasses cover less than 
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five per cent of the plots. Due to the highly disturbed nature of the vegetation within the proposed asbestos 
disposal area its condition is not considered to be consistent with any threatened ecological community 
currently listed under the EPBC Act or BC Act. 

Exotic species occur across the proposed asbestos disposal area, however, no Weeds of National 
Significance were detected during the field survey. 

No hollow-bearing trees were present within the study area. 

6.1.2 Assessment of impacts 
The proposed asbestos disposal area is in a highly disturbed area with low ecological potential and no 
threatened species or habitat for threatened species. The site has been previously disturbed by industry 
related activities. Exotic grasses and shrubs would be removed during the proposed trenching works. 

The Proposal would involve clearing less than 2 hectares of degraded vegetation that contains a mixture of 
exotic and disturbance-tolerant native species. No threatened species would be affected. The only native 
tree that is likely to be affected is a single Silver Wattle (Acacia dealbata), which is a common and 
widespread species. The dominant shrub across the site is Common Cassinia (Cassinia aculeata), which is 
also a widespread species common on degraded or waste ground. It is not expected that the removal of 
vegetation would result in any negative impacts to the ecological value of the area. 

Excavation activities as well as any accidental hydrocarbon spills (diesel, oils, grease etc.) from supply trucks 
and construction machinery has the potential to impact the downstream aquatic environments. However, the 
adoption of management measures to limit disturbance areas, minimise erosion risk and manage runoff from 
disturbed areas would minimise any impacts to downstream or off-site environments.  

Bush fire risk 
The Proposal would reduce the bush fire risk of the site because it would involve vegetation removal. In 
addition, EnergyAustralia’s existing bush fire management plan would apply to the site.  

6.1.3 Mitigation measures 
Measures that would be implemented to mitigate the potential biodiversity impacts of the Proposal are 
identified in Table 6-2. 

 

Table 6-2 Proposed biodiversity safeguards and mitigation measures 

ID Biodiversity safeguards and mitigation measures 

B-1 Clearing limits shall be demarcated and identified to the personnel undertaking clearing works 
to ensure no clearing occurs outside the boundaries of the proposed asbestos disposal area. 

B-2 As the site is progressively filled with asbestos and backfilled and contoured to the final 
desired landform, the site would be seeded with native grasses as an interim measure prior to 
placement of the final capping layer and rehabilitation of the site. 

B-3 The site shall be managed to avoid the spread of exotic weeds. 
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6.2 Soils, geology and contamination 

6.2.1 Existing environment 

Soil landscape 
The main soil landscape at the proposed asbestos disposal area is mapped as disturbed terrain. Disturbed 
terrain indicates areas that have been mined or filled or have been subjected to other significant soil 
disturbance activities. 

The Cullen Bullen (cb) landscape also occurs within the proposed asbestos disposal area and consists of 
moderately deep (up to one meter) yellow podzolic soils, soloths and yellow leached earths (ERM Hyder 2002). 
Soils associated with this soil landscape are generally limited by high-water erosion risk, hard-setting surface, 
and moderately acidic to neutral conditions. Soil in the region is generally low to very low in nutrients, has a 
low nutrient-storage and water-holding capacity, and low pH buffering. Soils have a low-moderate / moderate-
high runoff potential (hydrologic soil groups B and C), with a slow-moderate / moderate to rapid rate of 
infiltration. 

Table 6-3 summarises the sub-surface ground conditions encountered during test pitting investigations of the 
proposed asbestos disposal area that was undertaken by Aurecon in 2017. 

 

Table 6-3 Sub-surface ground conditions at the proposed asbestos disposal area 

Test Pit ID Surface 
Elevation 

Sub-surface ground conditions at various depths below the surface (metres) 
0 - 0.5 0.5 - 1.0 1.0 - 1.5 1.5 - 2.0 

TP1 917.5 Topsoil: Silty clay Silty clay Silty clay Coal 
TP2 917.5 Topsoil: Silty clay Silty clay Silty clay Siltstone 
TP3 918 Topsoil: Silty clay Silty clay Silty clay Sandstone 
TP4 918 Topsoil: Silty clay Silty clay Sandy clay Sandstone 

 

The geological test pits identified that sub-surface ground conditions generally comprise a layer of topsoil, 
underlain by alluvial and residual clay, and weathered coal or sandstone bedrock. The tests identified 
groundwater in the residual soil in TP3 at 1.9 metres, the remaining test pits were dry on completion. 

Geology 
The Proposal is in the lower portions of the Sawyers Swamp Creek catchment, which forms a drainage sub-
catchment and is characterised by an elongated valley of about nine square kilometres, between the Newnes 
Plateau and Plains of the Central Tablelands of NSW. The Newnes Plateau and Central Tablelands are part 
of the Sydney Basin, a major geological structural basin extending from Muswellbrook to Batemans Bay. This 
forms part of the Great Dividing Range, which was regionally dominated by tectonic influences associated with 
the Lachlan Orogen. Geological units within the region are summarised in Table 6-4. These units dip 
downwards moderately towards the east and at a shallow angle to the north. 

 

Table 6-4 Stratigraphic units in the proposed asbestos disposal area 

Period Group Subgroup Formation Seam 
Regolith / Quaternary Quaternary Quaternary Quaternary Alluvium / Regolith - 
Triassic Narrabeen Group Grose Banks Wall Sandstone - 

Mt York Claystone - 
Burra Moko Head Sandstone - 

 Caley - 
Permian Illawarra Coal Measures Wallerawang Farmers Creek  Katoomba 

Middle River 
Charbon  Denman - 
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Period Group Subgroup Formation Seam 
Irondale Coal Irondale 

Cullen Bullen Lidsdale Lidsdale 
Lithgow Lithgow 
Marrangaroo Conglomerate - 

Nile Subgroup Gundangaroo,  - 
Coorongooba Creek Sandstone, - 
Mt Marsden Claystone - 

Shoalhaven Berry Siltstone - - 
Snapper Point - - 

 

Geological and hydrological processes within the Wallerawang region have shaped both the landscape and 
geological expression of the region. The highest part of the region (the Newnes Plateau – 1100-1200 metres 
Australian Height Datum (AHD)) is characterised by Triassic units of the Narrabeen group, comprising 
sandstones, shales and tuffs. Fluvial erosion of the Newnes Plateau has resulted in the formation of east facing 
valleys and drainage basins, which have cut through the Narrabeen group sandstones to expose the 
underlying softer Permian Illawarra Coal Measures and Shoalhaven group marine sediments. Quaternary 
alluvium is present in isolated pockets along drainage lines, valley basins and low-lying plains of the plateau. 

The characteristic surface geology in much of the region comprises the Shoalhaven group (Berry Formation) 
(Pi), including the Illawarra Coal Measures and outcrops of Narrabeen Sandstone. 

Previous modifications to the landform within Wallerawang Ash Repository, including the development of 
Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam, Kerosene Vale Ash Dam and Kerosene Vale Ash Repository and historic 
wet and dry ash emplacement at these facilities, have changed the catchment morphology of subsurface 
materials near the proposed asbestos disposal area. However, the proposed asbestos disposal area is 
generally unaffected by these activities and natural ground conditions prevail at the site. 

A borehole located about 100 metres east of the proposed asbestos disposal area provides a secondary log 
of ground conditions at the site. This borehole is known as GW109261.1.11 or ‘Bore D2’ and is to a depth of 
18.03 metres (909.98 metres AHD). The borehole log indicates interbedded sandy clay / clayey sands, and 
clays to a depth of about 5.6 metres. Below this depth ground conditions are characterised by interbedded 
siltstone and coals to 8.28 metres, before giving way to interbedded sandstone and coal seams to 18.03 
metres. 

Contamination 
The area to the north of the proposed asbestos disposal area has been used for the purposes of ash storage 
dams and truck haulage of ash between WWPS and the ash dams occurred along roads to the west and north 
of the site. There is the potential for hydrocarbon contamination in the area from trucking and machinery 
operations. However, no signs of surface contamination were identified at the proposed asbestos disposal 
area during site inspections. 

The proposed asbestos disposal area is not known or mapped as having potential for acid sulfate soil 
occurrence. 

6.2.2 Assessment of impacts 
Construction of the proposed asbestos disposal area including vegetation removal, topsoil stripping and 
excavation of trenches would expose soils and increase the risk of soil erosion. Soil erosion can adversely 
impact the surrounding environment including being transported to downstream aquatic environments and 
affecting terrestrial vegetation. 

Rainfall erosivity factor of the site has been determined as 1500 from the Rainfall Erosivity of the Sydney 
1,250,000 Topographic Sheet. The longitudinal slope of the site is about 1.2 per cent. Accordingly, the 
rainfall erosivity (R factor) for the site is low erosion risk. 

                                                      
1 Australian Government: Bureau of Meteorology 
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The soil loss class of the site has been estimated through the revised universal soil loss equation. The 
universal soil loss equation predicts the long-term average annual rate of erosion on a field slope based on 
rainfall pattern, soil type, topography, crop system and management practices. Inputs to the revised 
universal soil loss equation include a rainfall and runoff factor (R factor) of 1500, a soil erodibility factor 
(K factor) of 0.052 (increased to 0.06 due to potential presence of dispersible soils), and a slope length-
gradient factor (LS factor) of 0.19. Based on these inputs, the estimated soil loss for the site is about 
22 tonnes per hectare per year, which classifies the site as Soil Loss Class 1, with a very low erosion hazard. 

Managing Urban Stormwater: Soils and Construction (Landcom 2004) (the ‘Blue Book’) provides guidance 
on when a work sites requires sediment basins and the preparation of a soil and water management plan. 
The total disturbed area of the site (calculated from the site footprint) is about 1.125 hectares. Accordingly, 
the estimated losses from disturbance activities is 25 tonnes per year. Based on this result, the requirement 
in the Blue Book for a sediment basin (150 tonnes) is not triggered. However, as the footprint of the site 
exceeds 2500 square metres, a soil and water management plan is required for the Proposal and should 
include appropriate erosion sediment controls for construction phase activities. 

Review of the rainfall distribution zones map for NSW (Rosewell and Turner 1992) places the site in Rainfall 
Zone 6. Correlation of this zone with the soil loss class (soil loss class 1) indicates that there are no timing 
restrictions on site works. 

There is the potential that construction of the proposed asbestos disposal area could disturb contaminated 
soils. However, as the potential contamination would have been from the refuelling of machinery and vehicles, 
this would be localised contamination and not widespread. If contaminated soil; is encountered during 
construction it could pose a health risk to construction workers, however, any impact is likely to be minor as 
earthmoving equipment would be used to excavate the landfill with minimal direct handling of soil by workers. 

Potential impacts to topsoil and subsoil structure may arise through improper soil handling techniques during 
excavation, temporary stockpiling of soil and asbestos emplacement activities. Poor soil structure can result 
in soil salinity issues, crusting and degradation of surface vegetation, which in turn can lead to soil exposure, 
erosion and land degradation. 

The operation of the proposed asbestos disposal area has the potential to contaminate areas beyond the 
landfill site with asbestos. 

6.2.3 Mitigation measures 
Measures that would be implemented to mitigate the potential soil and water impacts of the Proposal are 
identified in Table 6-5. 

 

Table 6-5 Proposed soils and water safeguards and mitigation measures 

ID Soil and water safeguards and mitigation measures 

SGC-1 A site management plan would be prepared for the Proposal and would include a soil and 
water management sub-plan prepared in accordance with the Blue Book. 

SGC-2 The soil and water management sub-plan shall include requirements to divert all surface 
runoff away from areas of soil disturbance and manage disturbed ground surfaces to prevent 
dust, erosion and sediment runoff. Specific requirements should include: 

 minimise areas of disturbance by only clearing the site progressively in line with the rate at 
which the WWPS Closure Project generates a need for landfill capacity at the site 

 install earth banks upslope of soil stockpiles, trenches and disturbed areas to divert water 
around the work site and thereby minimise water ingress to the site. These diversion 
drains should be sized to discharge the 10-year average recurrence interval rainfall event 
and include check dams and be lined to retard flow and minimise souring of the drains 

 install catch drains downslope of work areas to prevent sediment-laden runoff from the 
site. Catch drains should include overflow outlets with rock filters to enable the passage of 
large flows 
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ID Soil and water safeguards and mitigation measures 

 retain a strip of long grass along the downslope site boundary to filter coarse sediment 
from runoff leaving the site 

 install slope breaks at 80-metre intervals or less 

 strip and stockpile topsoil prior to trench excavation works 

 topsoil stockpiles should not exceed two metres in height 

 stockpile batters shall have a maximum slope of 2:1 

 stockpile excavated materials away from areas affected by concentrated flows or flooding 

 place sediment fences downslope of soil stockpiles 

 cover soil stockpiles with plastic sheeting or, if they will be in place for more than 10 days, 
stabilise them with mulch or a cover crop. 

SGC-3 The soil and water management sub-plan shall include a site-specific erosion and sediment 
control plan that addresses the requirements of SGC-2. The plan shall require erosion and 
sediment controls to be: 

 established prior to construction works commencing 

 inspected and maintained (including removing trapped sediment) on a regular basis and 
after large rain events so they continue to work effectively. Inspections should be recorded 

 maintained in effective working order until the final capping layer has been installed and 
vegetation established upon it. 

 

Site personnel who will be involved in the day-to-day construction and operation of the 
proposed asbestos disposal area shall be made aware of the requirements of the site’s 
erosion and sediment control plan. 

SGC-4 Topsoil should be retained onsite and emplaced over the final capping layer. The final 
capping layer shall be revegetation with endemic grasses and shrubs. Topsoil structure and 
quality should be monitored following emplacement of the final capping layer to ensure no 
degradation of land quality following closure of the site. 

SGC-5 If suspected contamination is found unexpectedly during ground disturbance works, all works 
in the immediate vicinity shall cease. Indication of contaminations could include discoloured 
soil or odour. Following identification of contaminated soils, the materials should be tested 
and disposed of appropriately. 

SGC-6 A fully-stocked spill kit shall be kept on site for the clean-up of any accidental chemical or fuel 
leaks or spills. 

SCG-7 Training in the implementation of the site’s spill response procedures shall be provided to site 
personnel who will be involved in the day-to-day construction and operation of the proposed 
asbestos disposal area. 

 

6.3 Water quality and drainage 

6.3.1 Existing environment 

Groundwater levels 
Regional hydrogeology of the proposed asbestos disposal area is defined by the Angus Place 
Hydrogeological Landscape, which is one of eight hydrogeological landscapes that define the Coxs River 
(Lithgow) Valley. 



 

Project number 253776  File EIS Asbestos Disposal Area_Rev2.docx, 26 October 2018  Revision 2   41 

The Angus Place Hydrogeological Landscape is located on the eastern edge of the Coxs River valley north 
of Lithgow. It consists of Permo-Triassic sandstone, quartz, sandstone-lithic, ironstone and conglomerate 
forming pagodas, rolling irses with lower colluvial and alluvial areas, and alluvial areas along swampy 
drainage lines. Water is understood to infiltrate through the pagoda landscape and plateau surface, at high 
elevations and then move through the fractured sedimentary rock (preferentially through structures such as 
joints, fractures, faults) until it encounters less permeable layers in the stratigraphy, causing water to flow 
laterally and reach the land surface, sometimes emerging at horizontal fractures as cliff-face springs. Some 
of this groundwater may move laterally across bedding in the Illawarra Group, which often sits below ground 
level. Waters also infiltrates through the unconsolidated rocky sediments forming the talus slopes. Lower in 
the landscape, water moves laterally through the colluvial materials, and may emerge in the drainage lines 
as swamps. Wetlands / swamps are commonly located along central drainage lines on the valley floor, but in 
places drainage is incised. 

Groundwater systems are local with short to intermediate flow lengths and are loosely defined by topographic 
catchments. Water quality within these systems is good. Water table depths are intermediate to deep. 
Residence times are short to medium. These landscapes have a fast to medium response time to changes in 
land management. Hydraulic conductivity is high. Transmissivity is moderate. 

Groundwater flow across the proposed asbestos disposal area is complex due to the extensive modifications 
to the drainage basin landform from development of Wallerawang Ash Repository and modification to the 
channel routing of Sawyers Swamp Creek. Recent works indicate that groundwater flow is generally to the 
west across the proposed asbestos disposal area through the Illawarra Coal Measures. 

The nearest representative groundwater monitoring bore comprises GW109261.1.1 (Bore D2) located at the 
easternmost boundary of the site. Recent monitoring records from Bore D2 indicate that groundwater is 
about 7.61 metres below ground level (910.4 metres AHD). The long-term average groundwater level at 
GW109261.1.1 (2010-2018) is about 913 metres AHD and ranges from a minimum of about 909 metres AHD 
(10 metres below ground level) and maximum of about 917 metres AHD (two metres below ground level). 
Long-term groundwater levels are presented in Figure 6-1. 

 
Figure 6-1 Groundwater elevation at Bore D2 from 1988 to 2018 

 

The long-term groundwater-effective rainfall hydrograph for GW109261.1.1 (Bore D2) (Figure 6.2) indicates 
the presence of short-term fluctuations in groundwater levels in response to wet weather events. The 
hydrographs indicate that an effective rainfall (rainfall minus evapotranspiration losses) of 0.15 metres 
(150 millimetres) may trigger a potential short-term rise of up to 5 metres in groundwater elevations. Recent 
anomalous trends of decreasing groundwater levels are observed, despite stable-rising rainfall trends. The 
cause of the anomalous decline in water levels is not yet understood. 
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Figure 6-2 Effective rainfall minus evapotranspiration versus groundwater elevation at Bore D2 from 2013 to 

2018 

 

It is noted that groundwater elevations across the proposed asbestos disposal area are likely to vary with time 
in response to long-term climatic conditions, short-term weather events and anthropogenic activities locally 
affecting groundwater.  

Correlation of groundwater monitoring data with the design of the proposed asbestos disposal area indicates 
that intermittent partial flooding at the base of the landfill may occur in response to significant rainfall events. 
However, average groundwater levels are generally several metres below the base of the proposed repository 
(average 7.61 metres below ground level as noted above) and, therefore, are unlikely to affect the landfill. 
Groundwater monitoring records indicate a long-term decline in groundwater levels at the proposed asbestos 
disposal area, which may further increase separation between the base of the proposed landfill and saturated 
materials. 

Groundwater quality 
Groundwater quality within the Sawyers Swamp Creek catchment is affected by historic land use such as open 
cut and underground coal mining, Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam, Kerosene Vale Ash Dam and Kerosene 
Vale Ash Repository, as well as current operational activities including discharge from Springvale Mine at 
Licenced Discharge Point number 009 (LDP009). 

Groundwater quality in Bore D2 is generally good with most parameters below the adopted ANZECC Water 
Quality Guideline Values except pH, which is below the lower limits. It should be noted that overall catchment 
conditions result in relatively low pH values. Groundwater quality in Bore D2 is potentially affected by discharge 
from Springvale Mine at LDP009, evident through recently reduced concentrations of sulfate and zinc following 
the commencement of discharge from Springvale Mine in 2013. 

Surface water 
The nearest named watercourse to the proposed asbestos disposal area is Sawyers Swamp Creek, which is 
about 850 metres north and west of the site. Sawyers Swamp Creek comprises a modified, naturally ephemeral 
watercourse that drains the Sawyers Swamp Creek catchment in a westerly direction towards the Coxs River 
and onwards to Lake Wallace. 

The path and morphology of Sawyers Swamp Creek have been modified to accommodate emplacement of 
Swamp Creek Ash Dam and Kerosene Vale Ash Dam / Kerosene Vale Ash Repository. Due to these channel 
modifications, Sawyers Swamp Creek flows in a westerly direction to the south of Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash 
Dam before turning northward between the dam and Kerosene Vale Ash Repository. At the northern boundary 
of the ash repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek turns again to the west and resumes its westward course towards 
Coxs River. Dump Creek forms a local tributary to Sawyers Swamp Creek to the west of Lidsdale Cut. 
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Surface water flow conditions in Sawyers Swamp Creek are naturally ephemeral, however, discharge from 
Springvale Mine at LDP009 commenced in 2013 and currently contribute up to 18 megalitres per day to the 
lower reaches of Sawyers Swamp Creek, to the west of and downgradient of Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash 
Dam. Because of Springvale Mine discharge, surface water discharge through Sawyers Swamp Creek 
downgradient of Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam is generally maintained and artificial perennial conditions 
prevail. 

The nearest surface water feature to the proposed asbestos disposal area is the return water canal, which is 
located about 40 metres to the north, between the site and Kerosene Vale Ash Repository. The canal is a 
man-made feature and is used for the temporary storage of overflow waters from Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash 
Dam. Water in the canal is hydraulically isolated from natural watercourses and is pumped back to Sawyers 
Swamp Creek Ash Dam. 

Water quality in the return water canal is of variable quality relative to the ANZECC Water Quality Guideline 
Values and local water quality conditions. Water quality data for the canal indicates concentrations of 
aluminium, boron, cadmium, copper, fluorine, manganese, molybdenum, nickel, selenium and zinc exceed the 
ANZECC Water Quality Guideline Values, whilst pH is below the lower limits. 

Hydrological modelling of drainage at the proposed asbestos disposal area, derived from a digital elevation 
model for the sub-catchment, has identified that the site is on a local topographic high at the top of a sub-
catchment watershed, which drains southward through WWPS and onwards to Coxs River. Site drainage and 
topographic contours derived from the digital elevation model are presented in Figure 6-3. 
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Figure 6-3 Proposed asbestos disposal area drainage and topographic contours 
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First order drainage lines traverse the proposed asbestos disposal area. A drainage divide is present trending 
north-south through the centre of the site. Two second-order drainage lines (drainage gullies) are present to 
the south-east and south-west of the site, which facilitate drainage from the site towards WWPS. Sheet flows 
and minor concentrated flows are likely to affect the site. Like Sawyers Swamp Creek, the unnamed creeks 
downgradient of the site are believed to be ephemeral in nature, discharging only during rainfall events and 
more frequently during the wetter summer months. 

No water quality information is available for these watercourses. However, the water quality for all water 
discharging from and through WWPS is currently managed under EPL 766. 

6.3.2 Site water balance 
A high-level water balance has been prepared for the drainage basin that includes the proposed asbestos 
disposal area to determine the catchment inputs, partitioning, throughflow and outputs of water. The water 
balance includes rainfall, surface run-off and surface water discharge, evapotranspiration, groundwater 
recharge and anthropogenic activities such as local pumping and discharges into the catchment from off-site 
sources. 

Long-term data (1988-2018) for daily rainfall, actual evapotranspiration and calculated runoff in the drainage 
basin was sourced from the Bureau of Meteorology’s Landscape Water Balance Website, which provides 
Australia-wide information on key landscape water balances. This data was correlated with modelling 
estimates for the site runoff coefficient (0.08) and evapotranspiration coefficient (0.35) to determine its 
accuracy. The data was found to closely match modelling estimates for surface water runoff and 
evapotranspiration and was accepted for use in the water balance. 

Groundwater recharge ratios at the site were estimated based on the Water Table Fluctuation Method (Moon 
et al. 2004, Healy and Cook 2002) using groundwater levels in Bore D2 correlated with rainfall. The results 
indicate that groundwater recharge is on average equivalent to about three per cent of total rainfall and 
ranges from a minimum of 0.1 per cent to a maximum of eight per cent. 

The results from water balance modelling for the site are calculated from the site operational area 
(1.7 hectares). Surface water runoff ratio of 0.68 has been determined through soil landscape mapping and 
correlation with Australian Rainfall Runoff (ARR) modelling estimates. Results for the water balance 
assessment were calculated using minimum, maximum and average long-term monthly rainfall values to 
account for the driest, wettest and average conditions for each calendar month and are presented in Table 
6-6 to Table 6-8. 

 

Table 6-6 Site water balance, long-term driest conditions 

Month Total 
precipitation 

(m3) 

Total 
imported 

water 
(m3) 

Actual 
evapotranspiration 

(m3) 

Surface 
water 
runoff 
(m3) 

Groundwater 
recharge 

(m3) 

Soil storage 
(m3) 

January 98.70 0 1280.74 20.71 6.07 -1208.82 
February 70.80 0 1110.18 18.77 7.08 -1065.23 
March 40.77 0 927.55 12.02 0.00 -898.80 
April 30.04 0 888.17 13.41 1.34 -872.88 
May 27.89 0 469.60 11.37 ND -453.08 
June 105.13 0 347.91 11.16 6.57 -260.50 
July 70.80 0 395.01 16.41 0.64 -341.26 
August 25.75 0 509.75 12.66 1.17 -497.83 
September 36.48 0 731.93 11.91 0.61 -707.98 
October 25.75 0 975.58 10.62 0.43 -960.88 
November 141.61 0 1280.32 16.63 0.00 -1155.34 
December 334.71 0 1373.02 19.31 6.69 -1064.31 
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Table 6-7 Site water balance, long-term wettest conditions 

Month Total 
precipitation 

(m3) 

Total 
imported 

water 
(m3) 

Actual 
evapotranspiration 

(m3) 

Surface water 
runoff 
(m3) 

Groundwater 
recharge 

(m3) 

Soil storage 
(m3) 

January 2584.40 0 393.33 1679.86 77.53 -195.16 
February 3376.45 0 322.18 2194.69 101.29 214.12 
March 3172.75 0 189.92 2062.29 95.18 344.43 
April 3304.88 0 298.92 2148.17 99.15 645.20 
May 1450.23 0 201.57 942.65 43.51 179.98 
June 3122.70 0 185.56 2029.76 93.68 815.31 
July 1803.03 0 207.94 1171.97 54.09 350.82 
August 3176.43 0 256.38 2064.68 95.29 678.36 
September 1996.58 0 296.11 1297.77 59.90 96.60 
October 3003.70 0 446.97 1952.41 90.11 130.28 
November 2666.83 0 351.84 1733.44 80.00 -108.59 
December 3412.50 0 369.70 2218.13 102.38 -57.87 

 

Table 6-8 Site water balance, long-term average conditions 

Month Total 
precipitation 

(m3) 

Total 
imported 

water 
(m3) 

Actual 
evapotranspiration 

(m3) 

Surface 
water runoff 

(m3) 

Groundwater 
recharge 

(m3) 

Soil 
storage 

(m3) 

January 1309.53 0 1022.17 851.20 39.29 -603.12 
February 1440.50 0 866.34 936.33 43.22 -405.38 
March 1094.99 0 670.85 711.75 32.85 -320.45 
April 836.80 0 412.35 543.93 25.10 -144.58 
May 664.99 0 284.09 432.25 19.95 -71.30 
June 906.95 0 183.95 589.52 27.21 106.27 
July 852.74 0 226.14 554.29 25.58 46.73 
August 944.04 0 338.09 613.63 28.32 -36.00 
September 903.14 0 542.30 587.04 27.09 -253.30 
October 1061.12 0 830.90 689.73 31.83 -491.34 
November 1299.16 0 961.97 844.46 38.97 -546.25 
December 1389.87 0 1149.87 903.42 41.70 -705.11 

 

The water balance modelling indicates that: 

 on average, there is a seasonal variation in rainfall at the proposed asbestos disposal area, which is 
characterised by wetter summer conditions and drier winter conditions 

 despite wetter conditions during the summer, losses from soil and groundwater storage occur during 
autumn / summer periods due to the lower number of total rainfall days and higher monthly 
evapotranspiration totals exceeding monthly rainfall totals 

 positive gains to soil and groundwater storage occur during the late spring / winter, due to higher number 
of rainfall days and total rainfall exceeding evapotranspiration 

 groundwater levels are generally about seven metres below ground level but may rise to about two 
metres below ground level during significant rainfall. This may result in intermittent partial flooding of the 
base of the disposed asbestos, which would be buried to a depth of three metres below ground level. 
Inflows to the proposed asbestos disposal area may also occur via vertical seepage / lateral migration of 
pore-water in the vadose zone during recharge events. Emplacement of the final capping layer may 
reduce recharge and vertical seepages to the trenches, thereby reducing potential for flooding of the 
disposed asbestos 

 surface water runoff and groundwater recharge generally occur year-round, with higher runoff and 
recharge during autumn / summer periods in correlation with higher total rainfall 
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 year-round gains and losses to soil storage can occur under wettest / driest conditions, however, monthly 
wettest / driest conditions are unlikely to occur for all months within a given year 

 groundwater recharge and surface water runoff can vary by several orders of magnitude between wettest 
and driest conditions 

 no water is imported to the proposed asbestos disposal area. Groundwater flow from the return water canal 
drains to the west and is unlikely to affect groundwater beneath the proposed asbestos disposal area. 

 

6.3.3 Assessment of Impacts 
There is potential to impact surface water and/or groundwater quality during construction and operation of the 
proposed asbestos disposal area in the absence of effective mitigative controls. Potential risk to water quality 
include: 

 migration of asbestos particles in surface water and groundwater 

 leakages / spills of fuels, oils and other hazardous chemicals from refuelling or maintenance of vehicles or 
equipment to the natural environment 

 erosion of temporary soil / sediment stockpiles and subsequent discharge of excessive sediment loads to 
downgradient sensitive receiving surface waters 

 

Asbestos is a non-putrescible dry waste material that does not dissolve or corrode to generate leachate. Thus, 
there is no significant potential leachate risk from burying asbestos waste. Bonded asbestos material would 
be securely packaged (eg. wrapped or bagged) during transportation and subsequent disposal. Friable 
asbestos material would be transported and disposed of in a sealed container (eg. a bag), which would limit 
interactions with groundwater. Migration of asbestos in groundwater is not considered to occur under natural 
conditions. 

The emplacement of asbestos within trenches is unlikely to have an adverse effect on water quality. 
Construction of the proposed asbestos disposal area would incorporate best practice design measures to 
minimise impacts from storm water runoff / surface drainage to nearby watercourses by implementing the soil 
and water safeguards and mitigation measures identified in Table 6-5. 

The final capping of the proposed asbestos disposal area would be at least 2.5-metres deep, in accordance 
with the Protection of the Environment Operations (Waste) Regulation 2014 and the Environmental 
Guidelines, Solid Waste Landfills (Environment Protection Authority 2016a). This would minimise the 
potential for erosion of the capping layer. The capping layer would also be appropriately stabilised through 
revegetation.  

Potential impacts on surface waters and groundwater once the proposed asbestos disposal area is capped 
and closed include: 

 erosion of the final capping material and subsequent discharge of excessive sediment loads / 
contaminants to downgradient sensitive receiving surface waters 

 seepage of potentially contaminated capping material to groundwater 

 changes to site hydrology resulting in localised ponding / flooding, or increased rainfall runoff and 
sediment discharge volumes to downgradient receiving surface waters. 

 

6.3.4 Mitigation measures 
Measures that would be implemented to mitigate the potential water quality and drainage impacts of the 
Proposal are identified in Table 6-9. 
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Table 6-9 Proposed water quality and drainage safeguards and mitigation measures 

ID Water quality and drainage safeguards and mitigation measures 

WQ-1 Refuelling of plant and equipment would be undertaken at a dedicated area either on 
hardstand or in a suitably bunded area to avoid impacts to surface water and groundwater. 

WQ-2 Ensure potential contaminant sources, onsite activities with potential to cause contamination, 
and any leaks / spills are managed in accordance with the Kerosene Vale Ash Repository 
operational environmental management plan to mitigate potential impacts to surface water / 
groundwater quality. 

WQ-3 Ensure storm water / surface water drainage measures are in place in accordance with 
specifications outlined in the site management plan.  

 

Water quality monitoring program 
Water quality monitoring is currently undertaken for WWPS in accordance with EPL 766 and includes all 
discharges to Coxs River. Environmental water quality monitoring is also managed in accordance with the 
operational environmental management plan for Kerosene Vale Ash Repository. These water quality 
monitoring programs provide adequate coverage of the asbestos disposal area and no further monitoring is 
considered necessary. 

6.4 Air quality 

6.4.1 Existing environment 
A search of the National Pollutant Inventory maintained by the Department of the Environment and Energy 
was undertaken in September 2018 for the suburb of Wallerawang (postcode 2845). The National Pollution 
Inventory contains data on 93 substances across Australia that the Department considers to be serious 
issues due to their possible effect on human health and the environment. 

The search indicates that the existing air quality in Wallerawang is primarily influenced by emissions from 
coal mining, with a total of 70 diffuse and three industry-specific emitted substances identified. Diffuse 
emission sources in the locality include service stations, motor vehicles, barbeques, railways, lawn mowing, 
recreational boating, domestic/commercial solvents and aerosols, windblown dust and bushfires. The most 
commonly reported substances included manganese, mercury and zine emissions from industry and total 
volatile organic compounds, toluene, benzene, xylenes and cadmium from diffuse sources. 

The proposed asbestos disposal area is in a semi-rural area with a small number of nearby residential and 
commercial land uses. The closest residential properties are about 300 metres to the north-west and south-
west of the proposed asbestos disposal area. A mixture of open grassed space, roads and trees are located 
between the site and these residential properties. 

Air quality at the proposed asbestos disposal area is likely to be influenced by the prevailing weather and 
climatic conditions, bushfires, other natural factors such as pollen, Mount Piper Power Station, local coal 
mines and the proposed demolition works at WWPS. 

EPL 766 requires EnergyAustralia to maintain the WWPS site in a condition that minimises or prevents dust 
emissions. 

6.4.2 Assessment of impacts 

Methodology 
Dispersion modelling was undertaken using the AERMOD modelling program to determine the potential air 
quality impacts of the proposed asbestos disposal area. AERMOD is a standard Gaussian plume-based air 
quality dispersion model and is the regulatory model used by the Environment Protection Authority Victoria 
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and United States Environmental Protection Agency. The model creates the likely dispersion plume of a 
pollutant based on meteorology, terrain, and expected source emissions. Modelling of pollutant dispersion 
using a Gaussian approach is a relatively conservative approach. 

Meteorological data (particularly wind and atmospheric stability conditions) was used to model pollutant 
dispersion. The dispersion of pollutants is primarily influenced by: 

 wind speed and direction 

 vertical wind and turbulence intensity profile, which are affected by terrain 

 temperature gradient, which is determined from atmospheric stability (which in turn is determined from 
wind speed, cloud cover and solar radiation) 

 mixing height, which is the depth of the atmospheric boundary layer. 

 

This data was obtained from the weather research forecasting model for the assessment year of 2009. 

Air quality criteria 
Air quality impact assessment criteria for developments in NSW are detailed in Approved Methods for the 
Modelling and Assessment of Air Pollutants in New South Wales (Environment Protection Authority 2016b). 
These criteria are maximum concentrations that must be satisfied at nearby sensitive receptor locations. 
Relevant criteria for this assessment are detailed in Table 6-10. Air pollutants relevant to the Proposal are 
total suspended particles, particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 
10 micrometers (PM10), particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 
2.5 micrometers (PM2.5) and asbestos. 

 
Table 6-10 Relevant air quality criteria for the Proposal 

Pollutant Averaging period Limit 
(micrograms per cubic metre) 

Total suspended particles Annual 90 

PM10 24 hours 50 

Annual 25 

PM2.5 24 hours 25 

Annual 8 

Asbestos 1-hour 180 

Source: Environment Protection Authority (2016b) 

Human health risk assessment 
A human health risk assessment has been prepared to address the potential for the Proposal to result in the 
release of asbestos fibres to the environment including local residences and exposure of site workers. The 
assessment has been prepared in accordance with the Environmental Health Risk Assessment: Guidelines 
for Assessing Human Health Risks from Environmental Hazards (Department of Health 2012) and is 
provided in Appendix G. 

Air quality 
Potential impacts to air quality near the proposed asbestos disposal area include dust emissions from 
vehicles operating on unsealed roads, soil stockpiles and excavation works. 

A detailed air quality assessment of the Proposal is provided in Appendix E. The assessment focusses on 
the potential air quality impact of transporting asbestos waste from WWPS to the proposed asbestos 



 

Project number 253776  File EIS Asbestos Disposal Area_Rev2.docx, 26 October 2018  Revision 2   50 

disposal area. As part of the assessment, modelling was produced to predict incremental and cumulative 
impacts to air quality. 

Several activities relating to demolition of structures at WWPS and handling and storage of asbestos waste 
have the potential to generate dust and asbestos fibre emissions. Key pollutants from these activities are 
total suspended particulates, PM10, PM2.5 and asbestos fibres. 

The nearest sensitive receivers are located on Skelly Road and the modelling predicted that concentrations 
of total suspended particulates and asbestos would comply with the Environment Protection Authority criteria 
without mitigation. However, cumulative concentrations of PM10 were predicted to exceed the 24-hour 
averaging period criterion without mitigation. To comply with this criterion, level 2 water spraying (requiring 
greater than two litres of water per square metre per hour) would be required (refer to Table 6-11). Predicted 
cumulative PM10 annual average concentrations comply with the criterion without mitigation. 

All predicted incremental PM2.5 concentrations also comply with the relevant Environment Protection 
Authority criteria. However, cumulative concentrations of PM2.5 for all modelled scenarios do not comply with 
the criteria. This is because the background levels of PM2.5 are considered high – accounting for 82 per cent 
and 88 per cent of the annual average and 24-hour average criteria, respectively. For the modelled scenario 
of level 2 water spray, the predicted incremental PM2.5 concentrations account for only 30 per cent and one 
per cent of the 24-hour average and annual average criteria, respectively.  

Overall, no exceedances of the total suspended solids and asbestos criteria were predicted for the Proposal, 
however for PM10 and PM2.5, level 2 watering would be required to meet the air quality criteria. As such, the 
impacts of potential emissions on air quality from the proposed asbestos disposal area would be localised 
and temporary, provided that the mitigation measures identified in Section Table 6-12 are implemented. 

 

Table 6-11 Summary of model predicted results assessed at most adversely affected receptor [1]. 

Pollutant Averaging 
Period 

Background 
level 

(micrograms 
per cubic 

metre) 

Per cent of 
criteria as 

background 

Maximum incremental 
predicted impact at sensitive 

receptor 
(micrograms per cubic metre) 

Maximum cumulative 
predicted impact at sensitive 

receptor 
(micrograms per cubic metre) 

No 
mitigation 

Level 1 
water 
spray 

Level 2 
water 
spray 

No 
mitigation 

Level 1 
water 
spray 

Level 2 
water 
spray 

TSP Annual - - 2.5 - - 2.5 - - 

PM10 24 hours 34 68% 38 19 13 72 53 47 

Annual 13.3 53% 0.7 0.3 0.2 14 13.6 13.5 

PM2.5 24 hours 21.9 88% 22.4 11.2 7.8 44 33 30 

Annual 7.9 82% 0.4 0.2 0.1 8.3 8.1 8.0 

Asbestos 1-hour - - 167[2] - - - - - 

Notes 
[1] Most adversely affected receiver located at about 229,077 m E, 6,301,454 m S 
[2] Assessment assumed 50 per cent of PM10 is asbestos. 
 

Human health risk assessment 
The Proposal would not create a significant pathway for potential release of asbestos fibres to the 
environment or nearby residents during normal operation and closure conditions. Should an accident occur 
during operation or closure of the proposed asbestos disposal area, potential release of asbestos fibres is 
unlikely, as the only potential accidents would be discrete spills that could be contained quickly. If asbestos 
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waste is accidently released onto the ground it would be managed in accordance with Managing Asbestos In 
or On Soil (WorkCover NSW 2014). 

An asbestos management plan would be developed to guide the correct procedures including appropriate 
handling and hygiene procedures across the lifecycle of the Proposal to avoid potential impacts. 

With regards to site workers, during normal operation of the proposed asbestos disposal area and the 
closure phase, exposure to asbestos fibres is unlikely. Site workers would be trained to handle asbestos 
products, the asbestos products would be sealed in two protective layers and the appropriate personal 
protective equipment would be worn. In addition, the Proposal would be operated in accordance with 
EPL 766, the Environmental Guidelines: Solid Waste Landfills (Environment Protection Authority 2016a), 
Asbestos Management Plan for Lithgow City Council (Lithgow City Council 2017) and relevant SafeWork 
NSW guidelines. 

6.4.3 Mitigation measures 
Measures that would be implemented to mitigate the potential air quality impacts of the Proposal are 
identified in Table 6-12. 

 

Table 6-12 Proposed air quality environmental safeguards and mitigation measures 

ID Air quality safeguards and mitigation measures 

AQ-1 A site management plan would be prepared for the Proposal and would: 

 identify potential dust sources 

 identify dust-sensitive receptors 

 include an environmental risk assessment that identifies dust as a risk to the local 
environment and nearby sensitive receivers 

 identify measures to comply with the PM10 24-hour averaging period criterion during 
operation of the Proposal, including level 2 watering 

 include an air quality monitoring including particulate matter and asbestos fibres as part of 
the existing Wallerawang Ash Repository monitoring program restrict excavation works to 
days when weather is favourable i.e. avoid strong winds 

 require plant and equipment is to be regularly maintained to minimise exhaust emissions 
and operated in a proper and efficient manner 

 limit vehicle speed on unsealed surfaces to reduce dust 

 restrict heavy vehicles to designated roadways 

 include a progressive stabilisation/ rehabilitation strategy for disturbed surfaces with the 
aim of minimising exposed surfaces. 

6.5 Visual amenity 

6.5.1 Existing environment 
The Proposal is located within land designated for the uses associated with energy generation including coal 
mines, coal fired power stations and the disposal of ash. The location is dominated by the Sawyers Swamp 
Creek Ash Dam, which is a large artificial structure with tall steep sided walls surrounding the operational ash 
dam. Some ponds in the area have been capped and rehabilitated with vegetated natural wetlands. The land 
use of the greater area is located within undulating terrain with a mixture of bushland and State Forest as 
well as residential, commercial and infrastructure related land uses. The proposed site is considered 
generally well screened for Lidsdale residents by a large vegetated buffer that surrounds the area and by the 
favourable topography of the site.  
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The nearest sensitive receivers (residential properties) are located about 300 metres to the west of the 
proposed asbestos disposal area on Skelly Road, with the potential for additional receivers being commuters 
travelling along the Castlereagh Highway.  

6.5.2 Assessment of impacts 
Potential visual impacts to sensitive receivers are unlikely, however, could occur from vegetation removal, an 
increase in vehicular movements on the internal haul road between WWPS and the proposed asbestos 
disposal area as well as dust emissions due to excavation works. Any other changes to the visual 
environment due to the Proposal would be negligible. 

The visual impact of vegetation removal would be minimal because the vegetation proposed to be removed 
is sparse and only includes one small tree, vegetation would be removed progressively, and there is a long 
distance, undulating topography and vegetation screening between the proposed asbestos disposal area 
and nearby sensitive receivers. 

The visual impact of vehicles travelling on the internal haul road between WWPS and the proposed asbestos 
disposal area is also expected to be minimal due to the small number of total trips required and their being 
spread cross the estimated two-year operational phase of the Proposal. 

The Proposal would cause only a minor change to the visual character of the locality. The proposed 
perimeter fence and signage would remain in place permanently to prevent unauthorised access to the site 
or disturbance of the land. The final capping layer would result in a slight change to the topography of the 
site, however, this would not be obvious from the nearest sensitive receivers, particularly once vegetation 
planted as part of the rehabilitation of the site becomes established. 

6.5.3 Mitigation measures 
Measures that would be implemented to mitigate the potential visual amenity impacts of the Proposal are 
identified in Table 6-11. 

 

Table 6-13 Proposed visual amenity environmental safeguards and mitigation measures 

ID Visual amenity safeguards and mitigation measures 

VA-1 Truck and plant movements between WWPS and the proposed asbestos disposal area would 
occur during standard construction hours only, be within standard day time work hours (7am 
to 6pm Monday to Friday and 8am to 1pm on Saturday). 

6.6 Noise and vibration 
An acoustic assessment of the Proposal is provided in Appendix F and summarised in the following sections. 

6.6.1 Existing environment 
Noise sources near the Proposal would include demolition and rehabilitation works associated with the 
WWPS Closure Project, closure and rehabilitation works at Wallerawang Ash Repository, local coal mining 
operations and road traffic on the Castlereagh Highway, Great Western Highway and local roads. 

Sensitive receivers near the Proposal and WWPS have been grouped into three representative noise 
catchment areas (NCAs) that are described in Table 6-14 and shown in Figure 6-4. The nearest sensitive 
receivers to the proposal asbestos disposal area within each noise catchment area are listed in Table 1 and 
comprise detached dwellings and a motel. 
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Figure 6-4 Noise catchment areas and monitoring locations 



 

Project number 253776  File EIS Asbestos Disposal Area_Rev2.docx, 26 October 2018  Revision 2   54 

 

Table 6-14 Sensitive properties nearest to the Proposal within each noise catchment area 

Noise 
catchment 
area 

Description Nearest sensitive receiver to the proposed 
asbestos disposal area 

Address Separation distance 
(metres) 

NCA 1 The area of Lidsdale township away from the 
Castlereagh Highway. The area is centred on 
Wolgan Road. The nearest residential 
properties to the Proposal are on the eastern 
side of the township on Skelly Road, Sawyers 
Road and Neubeck Street.  

10 Skelly Road, Lidsdale 400 

NCA 2 The southern end of Lisdale township and 
northern end of Wallerawang township 
including a portion of WWPS. The Castlereagh 
Highway runs through the centre of the area. 
The area includes residential properties on 
Duncan Street and the southern end of 
Wolgan Road. These dwellings are separated 
from the Proposal by a low hill. 

13 Wolgan Road, Lidsdale 700 

NCA 3 Wallerawang township, extending south from 
WWPS. The area is centred on Main Street. 

Black Gold Motel 
121-123 Main Street, 

Wallerawang 

1950 

 

Eight attended noise monitoring locations and three unattended noise monitoring locations were chosen as 
representative sites for the noise catchment areas and nearest sensitive residential receivers to the 
proposed asbestos disposal area and WWPS and are shown in Figure 6-4. 

Noise monitoring at these locations was conducted on 29 May 2013 and 30 May 2013 during the daytime 
and night time. Noise monitoring results for attended and unattended noise monitoring are provided in 
Table 6-15 and Table 6-16 respectively 

 

Table 6-15 Attended noise monitoring results 

Location Period LAeq# LA90^ LA10* LAmin LAmax 

Noise Catchment Area 1, Lidsdale township 

1A Day 46 39 49 36 62 

Night Equipment malfunctioning 

1B Day 52 37 50 35 71 

Night 43 41 44 40 56 

1C Day 42 39 43 37 69 

Night 41 39 42 38 62 

Noise Catchment Area 2, Castlereagh Highway and WWPS 

2A Day 63 47 63 46 83 

Night 46 46 47 44 61 

2B Day 51 48 52 47 63 
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Location Period LAeq# LA90^ LA10* LAmin LAmax 

Night 47 45 47 44 66 

2C Day 65 56 68 55 83 

Night 58 53 56 52 76 

2D Day 62 55 65 54 80 

Night 56 56 57 55 64 

2E Day 66 66 67 65 68 

Night 67 67 67 66 68 

Noise Catchment Area 3, Wallerawang township 

3A Day 46 44    

Night 42 40    

Notes 
# LAeq refers to A-weighted equivalent continuous sound pressure level over measurement period. It is used to quantify the average 

noise level over a time period. 
^ LA90 refers to the A-weighted noise level which is exceeded for 90 per cent of the measuring period. It is usually used as the 

descriptor for background noise level during the measurement period. 
* LA10 refers to the A-weighted noise level which is exceeded for 10 per cent of the measuring period. It is usually used as the 

descriptor for background noise level during the measurement period. 
 

Table 6-16 Unattended noise monitoring results 

Noise logger location Period LAeq 

(dB(A)) 
Rating background 

level# 

(dB(A)) 

1 (NCA1, Neubert Street, Lidsdale) Day 43 35 

Night 42 36 

2 (NCA 2, corner of Castlereagh 
Highway and Wolgan Road, Lidsdale) 

Day 72 71 

Night 72 72 

3 (NCA3, corner of Heel Street and 
James Parade, Wallerawang) 

Day 55 45 

Night 42 33 

Notes 
# Rating background level is the median value of the measured LA90, 15 minute for the assessment period in accordance with the NSW 

INP 
 

6.6.2 Noise criteria 
The Interim Construction Noise Guideline (Department of Environment and Climate Change 2009) contains 
detailed procedures for the assessment and management of construction noise impacts. Table 6-17 sets out 
the noise management levels for noise at residential land uses and are based on time of day and the 
recommended standard hours identified in the Interim Construction Noise Guideline for construction work: 

 Monday to Friday 7am to 6pm 

 Saturday 8am to 1pm 

 No work on Sundays or public holidays.  
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Works at the proposed asbestos disposal area would occur during the recommended standard hours. 
Therefore, the works have no potential to cause sleep disturbance. 

The rating background level RBL is used when determining the management level. The RBL is the overall 
single-figure background noise level measured in each relevant assessment period (during or outside the 
recommended standard hours). Rating background levels for each noise catchment area are based on the 
unattended noise monitoring and are provided in Table 6-16. 

 

Table 6-17 Construction noise management levels, dB(A) 

Time of day Management level 
LAeq(15min) 

How to apply 

Recommended standard 
hours: 

 Monday to Friday 
7am to 6pm 

 Saturday 
8am to 1pm 

 No work on Sundays or 
public holidays 

Noise affected 
RBL + 10dB 

 The noise affected level represents the point above which 
there may be some community reaction to noise. 

 Where the predicted or measured LAeq (15min) is greater 
than the noise affected level, the proponent should apply 
all feasible and reasonable work practices to meet the 
noise affected level; 

 The proponent should also inform all potentially impacted 
residents of the nature of works to be carried out, the 
expected noise levels and duration as well as contact 
details. 

Highly noise affected 
75dB(A) 

 The highly noise affected level represents the point 
above which there may be strong community reaction to 
noise. 

 Where noise is above this level, the relevant authority 
(consent, determining, regulatory) may require respite 
periods by restricting the hours that the very noisy 
activities can occur, taking into account: 

− Times identified by the community when they are less 
sensitive to noise (such as before and after school for 
works near schools, or mid-morning or mid-afternoon 
for works near residences) 

− If the community is prepared to accept longer period 
of construction in exchange for restrictions on 
construction times. 

Outside recommended 
standard hours 

Noise affected 
RBL + 5 dB(A) 

 a strong justification would typically be required for work 
outside the recommended standard hours 

 the proponent should apply all feasible and reasonable 
work practices to meet the noise affected level 

 where all feasible and reasonable practices have been 
applied and noise is more than 5dB(A) above the noise 
affected level, the proponent should negotiate with the 
community 

 for guidance on negotiating agreements see 
Section 7.2.2 of the Interim Construction Noise Guideline. 

Source: Department of Climate Change and Water (2009) 

Notes 

* Noise levels apply at the property boundary that is most exposed to construction noise, and at a height of 1.5 metres above ground 
level. If the property boundary is more than 30 metres from the residence, the location for measuring or predicting noise levels is at 
the most noise-affected point within 30 metres of the residence. Noise levels may be higher at upper floors of the noise affected 
residence. The difference between internal noise levels and external noise levels is about 10dB with windows open for adequate 
ventilation. 
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6.6.3 Noise management levels 
Noise management level for the operational phase of the proposed asbestos disposal area based on the 
Interim Construction Noise Guideline are provided in Table 6-18. 

 

Table 6-18 Noise management levels for the operational phase of the Proposal 

Noise 
catchment 
area 

Rating background level 
(dB(A)) 

Noise management level 
LAeq (15 min) 

(dB(A)) 

Day Night Recommended 
standard hours 

Mon-Fri: 7am-6pm 
Sat: 8am-1pm 

Outside standard hours 

Day Night 

NCA 1 35 36 45 40 41 

NCA 2 71 72 81 76 77 

NCA3 45 33 55 50 38 

 

6.6.4 Assessment of impacts 
A list of typical construction equipment and mobile plant to be used during asbestos disposal works and their 
sound power levels is provided in Table 6-19. 

 

Table 6-19 Construction plant sound power levels 

Mobile plant Sound power level 
(dB(A)) 

Articulated dump truck x 1 117 

20-tonne excavator x 1 100 

45-tonne tracked dozer x 1 112 

Light vehicle x 1 106 

Source: AS2436-2000 Guide to noise and vibration control on construction demolition and maintenance sites. 

 

Noise levels have been predicted at the nearest sensitive receiver to the proposed asbestos disposal area in 
each noise catchment area and are shown in Table 6-20. The predictions are based on likely construction 
plant working periods for a typical 15-minute period when asbestos disposal works are in progress. The 
predicted noise levels include an attenuation factor of three dB(A) to account for directional loss and barrier 
effect. Noise levels are predicted to comply with the noise management levels in all three noise catchment 
areas. 

It is important to note that the noise predictions are for periods when asbestos disposal works are being 
undertaken at the proposed asbestos disposal area. There are likely to be periods during the WWPS Closure 
Project when asbestos waste is not being generated and, therefore, no works are required at the proposed 
asbestos disposal area. 
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Table 6-20 Predicted noise levels at the nearest sensitive receivers during operation of the Proposal 

Noise catchment area Noise management level 
(standard construction 

hours) 
(dB(A)) 

Predicted noise level 
(dB(A) 

Compliance 

1 45 45 Yes 

2 81 40 Yes 

3 55 31 Yes 

 

The noise assessment has been undertaken as a worst-case scenario, with all plant assumed to be 
operational during the 15-minute period and the separation distance being to the nearest sensitive receiver 
within each noise catchment area. Actual noise levels could be lower than the predicted levels due to factors 
not considered in the model including weather conditions, topography, and shielding provided by vegetation 
and structures. 

Equipment being used for the construction activities are not vibration intensive and therefore will have 
negligible adverse effect on the sensitive receivers. Based on the minimum distance between the plant 
operating at the proposed asbestos disposal area and nearest sensitive receivers, there is negligible 
likelihood of any adverse vibration impact in terms of cosmetic damage or human response. 

6.6.5 Mitigation measures 
Operation of the Proposal would be undertaken in accordance with industry best noise practices. No 
additional mitigation measures would be required. 

6.7 Non-Aboriginal heritage 

6.7.1 Existing environment 
Desktop searches were conducted to identify recorded heritage items near the proposed asbestos disposal 
area. Database searches were undertaken in October 2017 and included: 

 Australian Heritage Database, maintained by the Commonwealth Department of the Environment and 
Energy. The database includes placed on the World Heritage List, National Heritage List, Commonwealth 
heritage List, Register of the National Estate and list of Overseas Places of Historic Significance to 
Australia. 

 State Heritage Inventory, maintained by the Heritage Division of the Office of Environment and Heritage. 
The inventory includes items listed on the State Heritage Register (SHR), State agency heritage and 
conservation registers maintained in accordance with Section 170 of the Heritage Act 1977 and local 
environmental plans. 

 

Non-Aboriginal heritage items identified during the database searches that are located within about 
500 metres of the proposed asbestos disposal area are listed in Table 6-21 and shown in Figure 6-2. 

 

Table 6-21 Non-Aboriginal heritage items near the proposed asbestos disposal area 

Name/address of heritage listing Type of heritage 
listing/register 

Heritage 
significance 

registered on listing 

Distance to the proposed 
asbestos disposal area 

(metres) 

The Cottage (ID: 191) 
Castlereagh Highway, Lidsdale 
(Lot 101, DP 829410) 

Lithgow LEP Local 330 
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Name/address of heritage listing Type of heritage 
listing/register 

Heritage 
significance 

registered on listing 

Distance to the proposed 
asbestos disposal area 

(metres) 

Meadowside (ID: 192) 
200 Castlereagh Highway, Lidsdale 
(Lot 88 DP 1079253) 

Lithgow LEP Local 550 

Uniting Church (ID: 194) 
23 Wolgan Road, Lidsdale 
(Lot 201, DP 1047676) 

Lithgow LEP Local 570 

Cottage (ID: 195) 
25 Wolgan Road, Lidsdale 
(Lot 202, DP 751651) 

Lithgow LEP Local 550 

Cottage and Stone Barn (ID: 196) 
10 Skelly Road, Lidsdale 
(Lot 2, DP 829137) 

Lithgow LEP Local 380 

No potential non-Aboriginal heritage items were identified near or within the proposed asbestos disposal 
area. 

6.7.2 Assessment of impacts 
Given the large distance of the nearest recorded non-Aboriginal heritage item from the proposed asbestos 
disposal area, the Proposal is not expected to result in any direct or indirect impacts to any known heritage 
items. Although the Wallerawang and Lithgow region has been dominated by significant historical European 
culture, the proposed asbestos disposal area has been disturbed by previous works and is not expected to 
contain any undiscovered heritage items. 

However, if an item (or suspected item) of non-Aboriginal heritage is discovered during construction and 
operation of the Proposal, the safeguards provided below would mitigate any potential impact to unidentified 
heritage items. 
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Figure 6-5 Non-Aboriginal heritage 
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6.7.3 Mitigation measures  
Measures that would be implemented to mitigate the potential non-Aboriginal heritage impacts of the 
Proposal are identified in Table 6-22. 

 

Table 6-22 Non-Aboriginal heritage safeguards and mitigation measures 

ID Non-Aboriginal heritage safeguards and mitigation measures 

NA-1 If an item (or suspected item) of non-Aboriginal heritage is discovered, all work near the find 
would cease immediately and would not recommence until the heritage value and associated 
protection and any approval requirements have been determined. EnergyAustralia would 
notify the Office of Environment and Heritage if any item (or suspected item) of non-
Aboriginal heritage is found during construction works to determine the appropriate course of 
action. 

6.8 Aboriginal heritage 

6.8.1 Existing environment 
A search of the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System maintained by the Office of 
Environment and Heritage was undertaken on 26 October 2017 and identified no Aboriginal sites or declared 
Aboriginal places within the proposed asbestos disposal area. One Aboriginal heritage site was identified 
within Lot 5 DP 829137, although this is located more than 1.5 kilometres north-west of the proposed 
asbestos disposal area. 

An Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment was prepared for EnergyAustralia for the WWPS Closure Project 
in January 2018 (Appendix H). This assessment included WWPS and Kerosene Vale Ash Repository and, 
therefore, is relevant to the proposed asbestos disposal area. The assessment noted that the area around 
Kerosene Vale Ash Repository including the proposed asbestos disposal area was highly disturbed, not only 
from the current use as an ash disposal area, but also from previous open cut mining activities.  

6.8.2 Assessment of impacts 
The Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment did not find any heritage sites or potential archaeological 
deposits near the proposed asbestos disposal area. Furthermore, it was determined that the area was 
unlikely to hold any historical archaeological potential or significance. 

Therefore, the Proposal is unlikely to impact any unknown Aboriginal heritage sites. 

6.8.3 Mitigation measures 
Measures that would be implemented to mitigate the potential Aboriginal heritage impacts of the Proposal 
are identified in Table 6-23. 

 

Table 6-23 Proposed Aboriginal heritage environmental safeguards and mitigation measures 

ID Aboriginal heritage safeguards and mitigation measures 

AH-1 If previously undiscovered Aboriginal objects, sites or places (or potential Aboriginal objects, 
sites or places) are discovered during ground disturbance works, all works near the find 
should cease and EnergyAustralia contacted immediately. 

AH-2 Should suspected human skeletal material be identified, all works should cease and the NSW 
Police would be notified immediately. 
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6.9 Traffic and access 

6.9.1 Existing environment 
The proposed asbestos disposal area is accessible from the WWPS site via Angus Place Coal Haul Road, 
an internal haul road (see Figure 1-3). 

Angus Place Coal Haul Road connect WWPS to Wallerawang Ash Repository and Angus Place Colliery. 
This road is a paved two-way road. Haulage of coal on this road between Angus Place Colliery and WWPS 
was approved at a rate of up to 270 50-tonne coal haul trucks per day in the project approval (MP 06_0021) 
for Angus Place Colliery. The project approval for Kerosene Vale Ash Repository (PA 07_0005) also allowed 
for 30 loads (60 truck movements) per day on the road to transport ash from WWPS to Kerosene Vale Ash 
Repository. The approval for Mount Piper Power Station also provides for road haulage of coal between 
WWPS and Mount Piper Power Station. None of these vehicle movements occur now that WWPS has 
ceased operations. 

Current activities at WWPS generate a small volume of traffic and typically include light vehicle movements 
for the small number of staff and contractors who remain working at the site, and one-off movements of 
heavy vehicles transporting salvaged items off-site. 

South of the proposed asbestos disposal area, trucks would turn off the paved haul road to an unsealed 
existing access track to access the area. 

6.9.2 Assessment of impacts 
The Proposal would use plant and equipment that is already operating at WWPS and would result in 
negligible additional traffic outside the overall WWPS site during most of its operational phase. 

There would be up to about 10 truckloads (i.e. 20 truck movements) per day of asbestos waste transported 
between WWPS and the proposed asbestos disposal area when the WWPS Closure Project is generating 
asbestos waste. There would also be up to about 10 light vehicle movements per day between WWPS and 
the proposed asbestos disposal area at these times. 

No traffic movements or impacts are anticipated on public roads during the operation of the Proposal. 
However during the closure and rehabilitation phase about 750 truckloads (i.e. 1500 truck movements) would 
be required to transport capping material to the site. This material may be sourced from the Sydney 
metropolitan area. 

Vehicles travelling between WWPS and the proposed asbestos disposal area would be readily 
accommodated on the Angus Place Coal Haul Road and the unsealed access road to the disposal area. The 
only other vehicles that may be using the haul road during the operation of the proposed asbestos disposal 
area would be associated with the proposed closure and rehabilitation of Wallerawang Ash Repository. 

6.9.3 Mitigation measures 
No mitigation measures are required to minimise impacts to traffic as a result of the Proposal. 

6.10 Socio-economic 

6.10.1 Existing environment 
Lithgow local government area had a population of 21,090 in the 2016 Census. Most of the population live 
within the urban centres of Lithgow (11,530), Wallerawang-Lidsdale (2,059) and Portland (1,944). The 
remainder of the population reside in rural localities and villages. 

Major industries in Lithgow local government area include coal mining, power generation, grazing, forestry 
and tourism. The three most popular industry sectors within the local government area are retail, mining and 
health care and assistance, with these sectors employing 31.3 per cent of the population (Lithgow City 
Council 2012). 
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In comparison to NSW, residents of Lithgow local government area are more likely to be employed in 
technical and trades positions, community and personal services or as machinery operators, drivers or 
labourers. The increase in clerical and administrative workers can be attributed to the establishment of call 
centres in Lithgow (Lithgow City Council 2012). 

The suburb of Wallerawang has a younger population than the wider Lithgow local government area due to a 
higher percentage of children and young people and a lower percentage of people aged 65 years and over. 
Children aged 0 to 14 years made up 22 percent of the population of the suburb of Wallerawang and people 
aged 65 years and over made up 16 percent of the population. The median age in the suburb of 
Wallerawang in the 2016 Census was 40 years, compared to 45 years for the Lithgow local government 
area. 

To encourage young people and families to stay in the Lithgow local government area the community 
identified the need to target the following areas: tertiary education, increased job opportunities, trades/skills 
based training facilities and improved cultural and recreational facilities (Lithgow City Council 2012). 

Lithgow local government area has a strong industrial heritage and still relies heavily on the employment 
base and economic spinoffs of the mining and power generation industries and is therefore subject to the 
vagaries of changes to the domestic and international coal markets and pricing of electricity. 

The population characteristics of the Lithgow local government area between 2006 and 2016 are provided in 
Table 6-24. 

 

Table 6-24 Lithgow local government area time-series socio-economic data, 2006 to 2016 

Selected medians 2006 2011 2016 

Population  19,756 20,160 21,090 

Median age  40 42 45 

Median total personal income ($ 
weekly) 

$353 $450 $510 

Median total family income ($ weekly) $1,028 $1,193 $1,328 

Median total household income ($ 
weekly) 

$741 $895 $987 

Median mortgage repayments ($ 
monthly) 

$1,107 $1,430 $1,387 

Median rent ($ weekly) $135 $170 $230 

Average household size 2.4 2.3 2.3 

Source: ABS Census data: 2006, 2011 and 2016 

 

6.10.2 Assessment of impacts 
WWPS was a major regional employer and the main feature of the township of Wallerawang until its closure 
in 2014. The closure of the plant would have had several social impacts such as loss of employment and 
reduction in trade from visiting service providers. These impacts have now occurred however. 

Generally, the Proposal is not expected to result in socio-economic impacts to surrounding communities. 
Rather, in the context of the wider WWPS Closure Project, the Proposal would provide some economic 
benefits through expenditure and engagement of local businesses during the demolition period, and long-
term amenity benefits by removing large, unused and redundant infrastructure and creating an opportunity 
for future alternative uses of the site. 
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6.10.3 Mitigation measures 
Measures that would be implemented to mitigate the potential socio-economic impacts of the Proposal are 
identified in Table 6-25. 

 

Table 6-25 Proposed socio-economic safeguards and mitigation measures 

ID Socio-economic safeguards and mitigation measures 

SE-1 EnergyAustralia would notify the community prior to the commencement of the demolition 
phase of the WWPS Closure Project including the commencement of operation of the 
proposed asbestos disposal area. The notification would include the start date and estimated 
duration of the demolition works and provide a contact name and number for obtaining further 
information and making complaints. 

SE-2 EnergyAustralia would provide the community with periodic updates on the progress of the 
WWPS Closure Project including the status of operations at the proposed asbestos disposal 
area at the Community Consultative Committee meetings. 

SE-3 A complaints management system shall be maintained for the duration of the WWPS Closure 
Project including the operational phase of the proposed asbestos disposal area. Complaints 
shall be addressed as soon as possible by the project’s environment and community 
coordinator. The complaints management system shall be used to record any concerns 
raised by the community and/or public authorities and any action(s) taken to address the 
issue(s) raised. 

 

6.11 Waste management 

6.11.1 Existing environment 
Operation of the current asbestos waste disposal area does not generate any waste itself. The WWPS 
Closure Project will generate significant quantities of waste during the demolition phase and this is managed 
in a site-wide waste management plan. 

The disposal of waste at WWPS is regulated by the WARR Act. This Act established a hierarchy of waste 
management (avoid, recover, dispose) that encourages the efficient use of resources, aims to minimise or 
avoid environmental harm and provides for continual reduction in the volumes of waste generated. It is noted 
that the Protection of the Environment Operations (Waste) Regulation 2014 and the NSW Waste Avoidance 
and Resource Recovery Strategy 2014-21 (Environment Protection Authority 2014) details that asbestos 
containing materials cannot be re-used or recycled and direct treatment or disposal is the most appropriate 
management option. 

6.11.2 Assessment of impacts 
The Proposal would not generate substantial waste streams itself (rather it is a waste disposal project). Minor 
quantities of waste such as green waste from clearing, unsuitable spoil material and general waste may be 
generated during construction and operation of the Proposal and these would be disposed of through the 
existing waste management facilities at WWPS. The Proposal is not expected to generate any additional 
waste to that which will be generated by the WWPS Closure Project. 

6.11.3 Mitigation measures 
No additional mitigation measures would be required to manage waste generated by the Proposal. 

  



 

Project number 253776  File EIS Asbestos Disposal Area_Rev2.docx, 26 October 2018  Revision 2   65 

7 Summary of mitigation measures 
A range of environmental impacts and recommended management practices have been identified to avoid, 
remedy or mitigate potential impacts as detailed in Chapter 6. Table 7-1 provides a compilation of the 
mitigating measures assessed for each impact identified. 

 

Table 7-1 Compilation of environmental safeguards and mitigation measures 

ID Environment safeguards and mitigation measures 

Biodiversity 

B-1 Clearing limits shall be demarcated and identified to the personnel undertaking clearing works 
to ensure no clearing occurs outside the boundaries of the proposed asbestos disposal area. 

B-2 As the site is progressively filled with asbestos and backfilled and contoured to the final 
desired landform, the site would be seeded with native grasses as an interim measure prior to 
placement of the final capping layer and rehabilitation of the site. 

B-3 The site shall be managed to avoid the spread of exotic weeds. 

Soils, geology and contamination 

SGC-1 A site management plan would be prepared for the Proposal and would include a soil and 
water management sub-plan prepared in accordance with the Blue Book. 

SGC-2 The soil and water management sub-plan shall include requirements to divert all surface 
runoff away from areas of soil disturbance and manage disturbed ground surfaces to prevent 
dust, erosion and sediment runoff. Specific requirements should include: 

 minimise areas of disturbance by only clearing the site progressively in line with the rate at 
which the WWPS Closure Project generates a need for landfill capacity at the site 

 install earth banks upslope of soil stockpiles, trenches and disturbed areas to divert water 
around the work site and thereby minimise water ingress to the site. These diversion 
drains should be sized to discharge the 10-year average recurrence interval rainfall event 
and include check dams and be lined to retard flow and minimise souring of the drains 

 install catch drains downslope of work areas to prevent sediment-laden runoff from the 
site. Catch drains should include overflow outlets with rock filters to enable the passage of 
large flows 

 retain a strip of long grass along the downslope site boundary to filter coarse sediment 
from runoff leaving the site 

 install slope breaks at 80-metre intervals or less 

 strip and stockpile topsoil prior to trench excavation works 

 topsoil stockpiles should not exceed two metres in height 

 stockpile batters shall have a maximum slope of 2:1 

 stockpile excavated materials away from areas affected by concentrated flows or flooding 

 place sediment fences downslope of soil stockpiles 

 cover soil stockpiles with plastic sheeting or, if they will be in place for more than 10 days, 
stabilise them with mulch or a cover crop. 

SGC-3 The soil and water management sub-plan shall include a site-specific erosion and sediment 
control plan that addresses the requirements of SGC-2. The plan shall require erosion and 
sediment controls to be: 

 established prior to construction works commencing 
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ID Environment safeguards and mitigation measures 

 inspected and maintained (including removing trapped sediment) on a regular basis and 
after large rain events so they continue to work effectively. Inspections should be recorded 

 maintained in effective working order until the final capping layer has been installed and 
vegetation established upon it. 

 

Site personnel who will be involved in the day-to-day construction and operation of the 
proposed asbestos disposal area shall be made aware of the requirements of the site’s 
erosion and sediment control plan. 

SGC-4 Topsoil should be retained onsite and emplaced over the final capping layer. The final 
capping layer shall be revegetation with endemic grasses and shrubs. Topsoil structure and 
quality should be monitored following emplacement of the final capping layer to ensure no 
degradation of land quality following closure of the site. 

SGC-5 If suspected contamination is found unexpectedly during ground disturbance works, all works 
in the immediate vicinity shall cease. Indication of contaminations could include discoloured 
soil or odour. Following identification of contaminated soils, the materials should be tested 
and disposed of appropriately. 

SGC-6 A fully-stocked spill kit shall be kept on site for the clean-up of any accidental chemical or fuel 
leaks or spills. 

SCG-7 Training in the implementation of the site’s spill response procedures shall be provided to site 
personnel who will be involved in the day-to-day construction and operation of the proposed 
asbestos disposal area. 

Water quality and drainage 

WQ-1 Refuelling of plant and equipment would be undertaken at a dedicated area either on 
hardstand or in a suitably bunded area to avoid impacts to surface water and groundwater. 

WQ-2 Ensure potential contaminant sources, onsite activities with potential to cause contamination, 
and any leaks / spills are managed in accordance with the Kerosene Vale Ash Repository 
operational environmental management plan to mitigate potential impacts to surface water / 
groundwater quality. 

WQ-3 Ensure storm water / surface water drainage measures are in place in accordance with 
specifications outlined in the site management plan.  

Air quality 

AQ-1 A site management plan would be prepared for the Proposal and would: 

 identify potential dust sources 

 identify dust-sensitive receptors 

 include an environmental risk assessment that identifies dust as a risk to the local 
environment and nearby sensitive receivers 

 identify measures to comply with the PM10 24-hour averaging period criterion during 
operation of the Proposal, including level 2 watering 

 include an air quality monitoring including particulate matter and asbestos fibres as part of 
the existing Wallerawang Ash Repository monitoring program restrict excavation works to 
days when weather is favourable i.e. avoid strong winds 

 require plant and equipment is to be regularly maintained to minimise exhaust emissions 
and operated in a proper and efficient manner 

 limit vehicle speed on unsealed surfaces to reduce dust 

 restrict heavy vehicles to designated roadways 
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ID Environment safeguards and mitigation measures 

 include a progressive stabilisation/ rehabilitation strategy for disturbed surfaces with the 
aim of minimising exposed surfaces. 

Visual amenity 

VA-1 Truck and plant movements between WWPS and the proposed asbestos disposal area would 
occur during standard construction hours only, be within standard day time work hours (7am 
to 6pm Monday to Friday and 8am to 1pm on Saturday). 

Non-Aboriginal heritage 

NA-1 If an item (or suspected item) of non-Aboriginal heritage is discovered, all work near the find 
would cease immediately and would not recommence until the heritage value and associated 
protection and any approval requirements have been determined. EnergyAustralia would 
notify the Office of Environment and Heritage if any item (or suspected item) of non-
Aboriginal heritage is found during construction works to determine the appropriate course of 
action. 

Aboriginal heritage 

AH-1 If previously undiscovered Aboriginal objects, sites or places (or potential Aboriginal objects, 
sites or places) are discovered during ground disturbance works, all works near the find 
should cease and EnergyAustralia contacted immediately. 

AH-2 Should suspected human skeletal material be identified, all works should cease and the NSW 
Police would be notified immediately. 

Socio-economic 

SE-1 EnergyAustralia would notify the community prior to the commencement of the demolition 
phase of the WWPS Closure Project including the commencement of operation of the 
proposed asbestos disposal area. The notification would include the start date and estimated 
duration of the demolition works and provide a contact name and number for obtaining further 
information and making complaints. 

SE-2 EnergyAustralia would provide the community with periodic updates on the progress of the 
WWPS Closure Project including the status of operations at the proposed asbestos disposal 
area at the Community Consultative Committee meetings. 

SE-3 A complaints management system shall be maintained for the duration of the WWPS Closure 
Project including the operational phase of the proposed asbestos disposal area. Complaints 
shall be addressed as soon as possible by the project’s environment and community 
coordinator. The complaints management system shall be used to record any concerns 
raised by the community and/or public authorities and any action(s) taken to address the 
issue(s) raised. 
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8 Proposal justification and conclusion 

8.1 Justification of the Proposal 
The Proposal is required to dispose of asbestos waste that will be generated by the WWPS Closure Project. 
A range of options for disposing of asbestos waste were considered to identify the best performing option 
against environmental, social and economic factors. A site at Wallerawang Ash Repository was identified as 
having fewer social and environmental impacts on the surrounding community compared to other feasible 
alternatives. The proposed asbestos disposal area is a previously disturbed area with minimal native 
vegetation. The Proposal would have minimal impact on the community due to the large distance between 
the proposed asbestos disposal area and the nearest sensitive receivers. 

8.2 Objects of the EP&A Act 
Table 8-1 provides a summary of the overall proposal (including the EIS proposal) against the objects of the 
EP&A Act.  

 

Table 8-1 Objects of the EP&A Act 

Object Comment 
1.3 (a) To promote the social and economic 

welfare of the community and a better 
environment by the proper 
management, development and 
conservation of the State’s natural and 
other resources, 

The Proposal is required to safely dispose of asbestos 
waste generated by the WWPS Project. The 
environmental safeguards and management measures 
identified in Table 7-1 would be implemented to avoid 
and minimise the potential environmental impacts of 
the Proposal. 

1.3 (b) To facilitate ecologically sustainable 
development by integrating relevant 
economic, environmental and social 
considerations in decision-making 
about environmental planning and 
assessment, 

Ecologically sustainable development is considered in 
Sections 8.2.1 to 8.2.4. Economic, environmental and 
social considerations were included in the decision-
making to select a preferred alternative for the disposal 
of asbestos waste generated by the WWPS Closure 
Project, see Section 3.2. 

1.3 (c) To promote the orderly and economic 
use and development of land, 

The Proposal forms part of the WWPS Closure 
Project, which would result in long-terms benefits to 
the local community through the demolition and 
rehabilitation of WWPS to enable the use of the site for 
other purposes. 

1.3 (d) To promote the delivery and 
maintenance of affordable housing, 

The Proposal would not impact on any community 
services or facilities. 
Not relevant to the Proposal. 

1.3 (e) To protect the environment, including 
the conservation of threatened and 
other species of native animals and 
plants, ecological communities and 
their habitats, 

The Proposal would not impact threatened species or 
ecological communities. 

1.3 (f) to promote the sustainable 
management of built and cultural 
heritage (including Aboriginal cultural 
heritage), 

Not relevant to the Proposal. 

1.3 (g)  to promote good design and amenity of 
the built environment, 

Not relevant to the Proposal. 

1.3 (h)  to encourage the proper construction 
and maintenance of buildings, 
including the protection of the health 
and safety of their occupants, 

Not relevant to the Proposal. 
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Object Comment 
1.3 (i)  to promote the sharing of the 

responsibility for environmental 
planning and assessment between the 
different levels of government in the 
Stat, 

Not relevant to the Proposal. 

1.3 (j)  to provide increased opportunity for 
community participation in 
environmental planning and 
assessment. 

Consultation with the community and relevant 
government agencies was undertaken during the 
development of the Proposal. Details of this 
consultation are provided in Chapter 5. 

 

An objective of the EP&A Act is to encourage ecologically sustainable development. The principles of 
ecologically sustainable development have been considered throughout development of the Proposal and 
are considered further below. 

8.2.1 The precautionary principle 
The precautionary principle states that ‘if there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of scientific 
certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing measures to prevent environmental degradation’. 

Evaluation and assessment of alternative options have aimed to reduce the risk of serious and irreversible 
impacts on the environment. The proposed asbestos disposal area has been located to minimise 
environmental and social impacts to surrounding landowners. 

Several safeguards have been proposed to minimise potential impacts. These safeguards would be 
implemented during the construction, operation and closure phases of the Proposal, as applicable. No 
safeguards have been postponed because of a lack of scientific certainty. An asbestos management plan 
would be prepared to guide the operational phase of the Proposal. This requirement would ensure the 
Proposal achieves a high-level of environmental performance.  

8.2.2 Intergenerational equity 
The intergenerational equity principle states that ‘the present generation should ensure that the health, 
diversity and productivity of the environment is maintained or enhanced for the benefit of future generations’. 

The Proposal is designed to avoid adverse impact on the health, diversity or productivity of the environment 
for future generations. The Proposal would enable asbestos waste to be safety disposed of and managed 
into the future. 

8.2.3 Conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity 
This principle states that the ‘diversity of genes, species, populations and communities, as well as the 
ecosystems and habitats to which they belong, must be maintained and improved to ensure their survival’. 

A biodiversity assessment undertaken for the Proposal identified that no threatened species would be 
impacted. The Proposal would not have a significant impact on biological diversity and ecological integrity.  

A biodiversity assessment and site-specific safeguards are provided in Section 6.1. 

8.2.4 Improved valuation, pricing and incentive mechanisms  
This principle requires “costs to the environment should be factored into the economic costs of a project”.  

The EIS has examined the environmental consequences of the Proposal and identified safeguards and 
management measures to manage the potential for adverse impacts. The requirement to implement these 
mitigation measures would result in an economic cost to EnergyAustralia.  

The implementation of mitigation measures would increase both the capital and operating costs of the 
Proposal. This signifies that environmental resources have been given appropriate valuation. The Proposal 
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has been developed with an objective of minimising potential impacts on the surrounding environment. This 
indicates that the Proposal has been developed with an environmental objective in mind. 

8.3 Conclusion 
EnergyAustralia proposes to develop a new asbestos disposal area on land owned by EnergyAustralia in the 
Lithgow local government area. 

The Proposal is permissible with consent and is ‘designated development’ in accordance with Clause 32, 
Schedule 3 of EP&A Regulation. In accordance with Section 4.12(8) of the EP&A Act, a development 
application for designated development must be accompanied by an EIS. 

In accordance with Clause 3, Schedule 2 of the EP&A Regulation, EnergyAustralia applied to the Secretary 
of the Department of Planning and Environment to obtain environmental assessment requirements for the 
Proposal. SEARs were issued on 18 January 2018 and this EIS has been prepared to address the SEARs 
and pursuant to relevant provisions of Schedule 2 of the EP&A Regulation. 

The EIS addresses the requirements of the SEARs and identifies and assesses all potential environmental, 
social and economic impacts, both direct and cumulative, of the Proposal. 
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9 Glossary of terms and abbreviations 
Term  Definition 

AHD Australian height datum 

Asbestos waste The asbestos waste generated by the WWPS Closure Project would comprise 
asbestos containing material and insulation material mostly consisting of 
rockwool and calcium silicate. The contractor would manage and handle all 
insulation waste as asbestos waste. 

BC Act Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 

CLM Act Contaminated Land Management Act 1997 

DP Deposited Plan 

EIS Environmental impact statement  

EP&A Act Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979  

EPBC Act Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

EPL Environment Protection Licence  

Lithgow LEP Lithgow Local Environmental Plan 2014 

m Metres 

m3 Cubic metres 

NorBE Neutral or beneficial effect 

NSW New South Wales 

PM10 Particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter 

PM2.5 Particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter 

POEO Act Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 

SEARs Secretary Environmental Assessment Requirements  

SEPP State Environmental Planning Policy  

SEPP 33 State Environmental Planning Policy No. 33 – Hazardous and Offensive 
Development  

SEPP 55 State Environmental Planning Policy No. 55 – Remediation of Land 

WARR Act Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Act 2001  

WM Act Water Management Act 2000  

WWPS Wallerawang Power Station  

WWPS Closure Project The decommissioning, demolition and rehabilitation of Wallerawang Power 
Station 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 
Wallerawang Power Station (WWPS) located near Lithgow was commissioned in the late 1950’s and all of 
the units from the A, B and C Stations (Units 1-8) had asbestos insulation throughout the boilers, plant, 
buildings and equipment. A and B Stations were demolished in the late 1990’s, and there have been 
programs to remove asbestos from the remaining Units 7 and 8. In the past asbestos containing materials 
(ACM) were placed within the “completed/old” asbestos disposal site or within the “active/new” asbestos 
disposal site located within the vicinity of the Kerosene Vale Ash Repository (See Figure 1).   

EnergyAustralia has commissioned Aurecon to act as Owners Engineer for the Decommissioning and 
Demolition of WWPS. Asbestos waste and insulation will be generated from the decommissioning and 
demolition of Units 7 and 8, associated infrastructure and from the removal of the ash and water pipelines 
located between Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam (SSCAD) and WWPS. This Asbestos Disposal Options 
Assessment has been prepared to describe and evaluate various options for the disposal of this ACM to 
assist in the identification of the most beneficial option from an environmental, social and cost perspective.     

1.2 Existing licences and approvals  
EnergyAustralia hold Environment Protection Licence (EPL) No. 766 over the WWPS and Kerosene Vale 
ash repository site, covering ‘electricity generation’ as an activity listed in Schedule 1 of the Protection of the 
Environment Operations Act 1997. The licence also applies to the following ancillary activities: chemical 
storage facilities; coal works; crushing, grinding or separating works; energy recovery; and, waste storage.  

In around 2000 following consultation with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), WWPS’s EPL was 
varied to include conditions for the disposal of onsite generated asbestos waste. Condition L4.3 states that 
“the wastes listed in condition L4.2 must only be disposed of to the Kerosene Vale Ash Repository and 
Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam at Wallerawang Power Station except asbestos which may only be 
disposed of at the approved asbestos burial site”. 

1.3 Project need and justification 
The remaining capacity of the active asbestos repository has been estimated to be about 1,200 cubic metres 
(m3), however the actual volume available will depend on the nature of the ACM (i.e. size, whether it is 
bagged or friable material), operational requirements relating to maintaining a daily cover and the final profile 
adopted. The demolition of the WWPS is anticipated to generate about 7,000 m3 of ACM and insulation. This 
volume exceeds the estimated capacity of the active asbestos disposal site and as such a location for the 
disposal for this material is required.  

Following an assessment of a number of options located both onsite and offsite, it has been proposed that 
EnergyAustralia NSW establish a further asbestos repository within the vicinity of the Kerosene Vale ash 
repository, capable of managing the disposal of about 10,000 m3 of ACM and insulation. There is sufficient 
space available to accommodate a repository of this size on EnergyAustralia NSW owned land and the EPL 
currently permits the disposal of onsite generated asbestos waste.  

1.4 Regulatory Framework 
Asbestos waste is regulated under the Protection of the Environment Operations (POEO) Act 1997 and 
POEO (Waste) Regulation 2014, which are administered by the NSW EPA. Disposal of the material will also 
need to be undertaken in accordance with the requirements of the EPA Environmental Guidelines for Solid 
Waste Landfills (Second Edition, 2016). A list of relevant legislation is provided in Appendix C. 

Schedule 3 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 (EP&A Regulation) defines 
certain projects as ‘designated development’. Clause 32(1)(a)(iv) states that “Waste management facilities or 
works that store, treat, purify or dispose of waste or sort, process, recycle, recover, use or reuse material 
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from waste and (a) that dispose (by landfilling, incinerating, storing, placing or other means) of solid or liquid 
waste (iv) that comprises more than 200 tonnes per year of other waste material”.  

As the proposed asbestos repository is required for the disposal of about 7,000 m3 (planning approval to be 
sought for 10,000 m3) of ACM and insulation over a period of approximately two years, the construction and 
operation of the proposed repository is considered to be designated development.   

Designated development requires assessment under Part 4 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment 
Act 1979 (EP&A Act) through an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) which is assessed by the Western 
Joint Regional Planning Panel. In addition, the EPL may need to be varied to permit the disposal of ACM at 
the proposed repository as well as to allow for the importation of suitable capping material.  

1.5 Stakeholder Consultation 
The following consultation activities have been undertaken for the proposed asbestos repository:  

 A meeting was held with Lithgow City Council on 16 August 2017 to discuss the proposal and approvals 
process. Council indicated support for the proposal at this meeting.  

 A meeting and inspection of the proposed asbestos landfill site was undertaken with the NSW 
Environment Protection Authority (EPA) on 7 September 2017. The purpose of this meeting was to 
discuss the different options for the proposal and the site’s environmental protection licence. The EPA 
indicated support for the proposal at this meeting. 

 The proposal was presented to the Western Community Reference Group at its meetings in June and 
August 2017. This group meets quarterly at Mt Piper Power Station and includes members such as: 
environmental groups, local residents and community groups.  

2 Approved asbestos disposal sites 
The location of the existing “old” and “new” asbestos disposal sites is shown on Figure 1. Both sites are 
located on Lot 2 DP1139982 (See Figure 2), which is zoned SP2 Infrastructure.  

2.1 Old asbestos repository 
The old asbestos repository is located on the western side of Angus Place Coal Haul Road just north of the 
Lidsdale Cut. The site was closed as a repository in August 1989 and was capped in 1995 with three metres 
of capping overburden. The site is currently under care and maintenance. It is understood that about 1,000-
1,500 m3 of ACM was disposed in the mine void, with the asbestos materials being double-plastic bagged or 
wrapped in plastic prior to disposal1.   

The old asbestos disposal area has been rehabilitated and fencing has been installed around the perimeter 
of the site.  

2.2 New / existing asbestos repository 
The new or existing asbestos repository is also located on the western side of the Angus Place Coal Haul, 
but south of Lidsdale Cut in an old coal mine void. This repository has been used since August 1989.  

The new asbestos repository was divided into sections, starting from the south west side. Each section was 
filled with bags containing asbestos or plastic wrapped items containing ACM and as each area reached 
capacity, was backfilled with soil from the surrounding overburden. The last known asbestos to be dumped 
into this area was from the Wallerawang cooling tower2 (Delta Electricity, Draft Land Management Plan, 
2012). 

Most of the asbestos disposal area has been capped with 0.5 metres of un-compacted overburden. Signage 
and fencing has been installed around the perimeter of the site.  

                                                      
1 GHD (2009):Asbestos Waste Disposal Area Lot 1 in DP 568264 – Environmental Management Plan, June 2009 
2 Delta Electricity (2012): Draft Land Management Plan, 2012 
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Figure 1 – Existing (new and old) asbestos repositories (Source GHD, 2009) 

 

 
Figure 2 – Lot 2 DP 1139982 owned by EnergyAustralia NSW 

 

The volume of ACM that the new asbestos repository can still accommodate has not yet been determined. 
This will depend on the nature of the ACM (concrete bonded pipes, large/ small items or bagged/ friable 
material), operational requirements relating to maintaining a daily cover and the ultimate final profile adopted.  
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For the purposes of this options assessment it is estimated that the new /existing asbestos repository can 
accommodate the approximately 1,200 m3 of concrete bonded pipes while still achieving a suitable “flat” final 
profile after capping.  

3 Asbestos waste generation  

3.1 WWPS demolition waste 
The demolition of the WWPS will result in the generation of about 7,000 m3 of ACM and insulation. Table 1 
provides a breakdown of estimated volumes of ACM and insulation material expected to be generated by the 
demolition activities. 

Table 1 – Indicative volumes and types of ACM and insulation from demolition activities 

Material  Location Indicative volume (m3) 

Galbestos(1) Turbine 35 

Auxiliary Bay 10 

Boiler 5 

Office/workshop 15 

Ash plant 10 

Mill/workshop 10 

Workshop 10 

Miscellaneous 20 

Sub Total 1   115 

Insulation, all types (2) (3) 

CS (calcium silicate) 
RW (rock wool) 
SMF (synthetic mineral fibres) 

Furnace roof 115 

Furnace walls 1 115 

Furnace walls 2 500 

Furnace walls 3 620 

Economiser 130 

FD Fans (h) 120 

FD Fans (v) 110 

Ducting 820 

Precipitator roof 200 

Precipitator walls 600 

Hoppers 380 

Ducting 460 

Steam System Piping 270 

Steam System Heaters 150 

Sub Total 2  4,590 

Concrete bonded asbestos ash & water pipes  1,200 

Small equipment, or item of plant that might be 
contaminated (4) 

Flanges, valves, small motors, 
actuators 1,000(5) 

Total for all Asbestos   6,905 

Note: (1) Galbestos – sheets will be stacked 
 (2) Volume estimates were done utilising a nominal thickness of 150 mm. These estimates might reduce if insulation thickness 

is found to be less than 150 mm. 
 (3)  Insulation is considered to be disposed of as asbestos 
 (4) These items are increasing as asbestos assessment is carried out. It is possible that the volume of these hard parts might 

be accommodated with the insulation disposal. 
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 (5) Estimated to be about 20% of Sub Totals 1 and 2 

3.2 Springvale to Mt Piper water project  
EnergyAustraIia NSW and Centennial Coal propose to transfer and treat the water from the existing 
underground mine dewatering facilities at Springvale Coal Mine for reuse at the Mount Piper Power Station 
(MPPS). Following the recommendation by the Department of Planning and Environment (DPE) that the 
project be approved, the Planning Assessment Commission (PAC) approved the project on 19 June 2017.  

The project requires the construction of a pipeline to transfer the mine water from the existing sedimentation 
ponds adjacent to the SSCAD to the proposed water treatment plant at MPPS. The new pipeline will be 
constructed within the existing pipeline corridor from the SSCAD to WWPS.  Existing water and ash pipelines 
will be removed prior to the appointment of the WWPS demolition principal contractor.  

Two of the four existing ash pipelines are constructed of concrete bonded asbestos and are approximately 
2,800 metres in length (from SSCAD to the WWPS). In addition, there is a 600 mm diameter 950 metre long 
concrete bonded asbestos water pipeline. The disposal of these asbestos concrete pipes will result in about 
1,200 m3 of ACM. It is proposed that these asbestos pipes are disposed of in the new/ existing asbestos 
disposal area, described in Section 2.2. 

4 Proposed asbestos repository design options 
Two asbestos repository design options can be considered. 

4.1 Design Option 1: Large area method 
This option would require the excavation or use of a void of approximately 7,500 m3 (50 m x 50 m x 3 m). 
The disposal site would be divided up into cells constructed of the excavated material, imported material or 
possibly ash, into which the bagged ACM would be sequentially tipped.  

To allow the site to be managed in accordance with the requirements of the POEO (Waste) Regulation 2014 
and the various relevant guidelines, it is proposed that asbestos is tipped into a cell with the active face 
covered overnight with 0.3 metres of cover material. This operation would be repeated until the cell is 
complete. Once the cells are full and the final height is reached, a final cover of three metres would be 
placed. If the site is excavated, this material would provide the majority of the cover material required for the 
operation, but additional cover material will need to be sourced from elsewhere to ensure the three metre 
final cover is attained. If an area that has already been excavated is used, then all the operational and final 
cover material would need to be imported.   

4.2 Design Option 2: Trench-and-fill 
The trench-and-fill method would involve the progressive excavation of a series of parallel trenches each 
about 2-3 metres wide and 2-3 metres deep. Alternatively, if an area that has already been excavated is 
selected, trenches would be created by constructing an engineered fill platform prior to excavating trenches 
into the fill. The trenches would be backfilled with 1-2 metres of bagged asbestos or wrapped items 
containing asbestos and the excavated material would be used as cover material. This operation would be 
repeated and would achieve three metres of cover over the ACM such that the final landform would form a 
small mound.  

The excavation would provide the majority of the cover material required for the operation, but additional 
cover material will need to be sourced from elsewhere to ensure that the final cover is attained.  Alternatively, 
where the area has already been excavated, all the material for the berms/ engineered fill platform, 
operational and final cover would need to be imported.  

The trench-and-fill method will allow the operator to configure the design to best manage the size, volume or 
type (eg galbestos sheets vs small valves) of asbestos material being disposed of at the time. This system is 
flexible and can easily accommodate any increase or decrease in total volume of ACM. As the trench-and-fill 
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design option would require a larger footprint area compared to the large area design option, it is assumed 
that this system will be adopted and would form the basis for any approval. Proposed asbestos disposal 
options 

Eight disposal options were considered when compiling this document. Three of the options were only 
considered at a very high level and were precluded as not being favourable. These options are: 

 Disposal within Pond D (adjacent to the dam wall) of SSCAD 

This option was not considered favourable due to the likelihood of the wet ash substrate making it 
difficult to create contained cells to appropriately manage the ACM. In addition, this could have 
implications for dewatering and future rehabilitation of SSCAD (including de-prescribing in terms of dam 
safety), and would impact the approvals and programs of the separate power station demolition and ash 
dam rehabilitation contracts. 

 New disposal site within the WWPS property 

This option would preclude an area of land for the possible future repurposing or alternative industrial 
development at the power station site. The area not suitable for industrial development is flood prone 
and not suitable for asbestos disposal.   

 Disposal in the SSCAD/KVAR return water canal 

The return canal is already an excavated trench of adequate capacity. This option has been precluded 
as the canal is still likely to be required during closure activities and is likely to form part of the 
stormwater management system from Kerosene Vale Ash Repository (KVAR) once rehabilitation of 
KVAR has been completed. 

The following five options/locations are considered further in this document. 

 Option 1: Disposal of ACM and insulation at a licenced facility offsite  
 Option 2: Disposal at the new/ existing asbestos repository  
 Option 3: Extend the new/ existing asbestos repository towards the west 
 Option 4: Disposal south east corner of KVAR Stage 2B 
 Option 5: Disposal south of the return water canal 
 

Based on the estimated remaining volume in the new/ existing asbestos repository, an asbestos repository of 
about 5,700 m3 will still be required for the disposal of the remaining ACM and insulation material. To ensure 
that sufficient capacity is available within the selected option, a conservative estimate of 7,000 m3 has been 
used to size and assess the various options, although any approvals would likely seek approval for 
10,000 m3. 

4.3 Option 1: Disposal of ACM and insulation at a licenced 
facility offsite 

4.3.1 Option description  
There are two waste facilities within the vicinity to WWPS that accept ACM; namely Lithgow Solid Waste 
Depot and Bathurst Waste Management Centre.  

The waste facility in Lithgow is smaller in size with an estimated capacity of between 2,000 m3 and 4,000 m3. 
The waste facility in Bathurst is larger but total capacity is currently unknown, although it is estimated that it 
is significantly less than the required 7,000 m3 of ACM and insulation which may be generated from the 
decommissioning and demolition of the WWPS. 



 

Project number 253776  File 2017-11-23 - Asbestos Options Study DPE Submission R2.1.docx, 23 November 2017  Revision 2   7 

4.3.2 Pros and cons for Option 1 
Cons Pros 

• Inadequate capacity at the Lithgow Waste Depot 
confirmed with Council. 

• Unlikely to be sufficient capacity at the Bathurst 
Waste Management Centre. 

• Cost of transporting and disposal of ACM and 
insulation would be expensive.  

• There are requirements for asbestos transporters 
under the POEO (Waste) Regulation 2014 to 
track loads within NSW of asbestos greater than 
100 kilograms (kg) or 10 square metres (m2). 

• Additional environmental impacts from transport 
(noise, air, traffic) from the approximately 280 
trips to the waste facility.  

• The facilities are already established and 
licenced to take ACM. 

• Facilities are located away from local residents 
currently impacted by WWPS and the new/ 
existing asbestos repository. 

• No approval for the development of a disposal 
site is required. 

• No operational or post closure requirements. 

4.3.3 Conclusion  
This option is likely to be the most expensive disposal option. In addition, as neither facility have enough 
capacity for 7,000 m3 of ACM and insulation, and as the operators are unlikely to want to utilise all the 
capacity to accommodate the WWPS project requirements, this option is probably not feasible.  

More distant options in the Sydney basin are unlikely to be cost effective and would entail additional 
environmental and social impacts associated with transportation.  

Option 1, offsite disposal of the ACM and insulation material, is not considered favourable. 

4.4 Option 2: Disposal at the new / existing asbestos 
repository  

4.4.1 Option description  
This site was originally identified as a potential disposal site for the ACM and insulation from Unit 7 and Unit 
8. The remaining volume at this site is about 1,200 m3 and as such it does not have sufficient capacity to 
accommodate all of the ACM and insulation material likely to be generated (See Table 1).  

With the Springvale to Mt Piper Water Project (See Section 3.2) expected to proceed shortly, the concrete 
bonded asbestos water and ash pipelines would need to be disposed of in the relatively short-term.  The 
pipes are estimated to produce about 1,200 m3 of asbestos material, leaving little remaining volume for the 
other ACM and insulation requiring disposal.  

Once this repository has reached capacity, it would need to be closed in accordance with the requirements of 
the EPA Environmental Guidelines for Solid Waste Landfills (Second Edition, 2016) (See Appendix C).  

4.4.2 Pros and cons for Option 2 
Cons Pros 

• There is insufficient capacity to accommodate 
the estimated 7,000 m3 ACM and insulation 
requiring disposal. 

• The facility is already established and licenced, and could 
be used for the concrete bonded ash and water pipes and 
possibly a limited amount of other ACM that may be 
generated prior to the principal demolition contractor being 
appointed.  

• The site is located close to WWPS (about 2 km) and has 
good vehicular access. 

• Due to the location of the repository, the site is concealed 
from local residents. 

• While a draft closure plan exists, further disposal at the site 
is possible and cost effective.  
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4.4.3 Conclusion  
This facility has limited remaining capacity, therefore Option 2 is likely to be only feasible for the disposal of a 
portion of the estimated volume of ACM and insulation waste. It is recommended that the new/ existing site 
should be used to dispose of the concrete bonded water and ash pipelines, and other ACM generated in the 
short term. An additional repository will need to be established for the remaining volume of ACM and 
insulation requiring disposal. While it is likely that considerably more than 1,200 m3 of ACM could be 
accommodated if the final landform of the site was mounded above the surrounding topography, this would 
present some operational challenges.  

4.5 Option 3: Extend the new / existing asbestos repository 
towards the west 

4.5.1 Option description  
As shown in SKT-CC-0004 (Appendix A) there is sufficient land available adjacent to the existing asbestos 
repository to accommodate an extension to the west on relatively flat land. 

Land zoning 
This site is also located on Lot 2 DP1139982 and is also zoned SP Infrastructure. This activity is likely to be 
permissible with consent under the Lithgow Local Environmental Plan 2014 (LLEP) and Development 
Approval would need to be sought from Lithgow City Council to establish this asbestos repository. 

Ecological value 
The vegetation within this site has been modified by historical land clearing and recruitment of exotic 
species. African Love Grass Eragrostis curvula is the dominant understorey species across the site, along 
with Blackberry Rubus fruticosus, St John’s Wort Hypericum perforatum, Fleabane Conyza bonariensis and 
Paspalum Grass Paspalum dilatum. Where present, native canopy species include Inland Scribbly Gum 
Eucalyptus rossii, Candlebark E. rubida and Brittle Gum E. mannifera. These trees have naturally 
regenerated following the past clearing of the site. As such, they are typically of a juvenile to sub-mature age 
class with a diameter at breast height (DBH) of 15 cm to 45 cm.  

No threatened plants were recorded within the site, nor is it considered to provide potential habitat for 
threatened plants due to the high abundance of exotic grasses. No threatened fauna species were recorded, 
nor were there any important breeding/roosting features (such as tree hollows, waterbodies, nests etc.). It is 
possible that the trees may provide some foraging resources for threatened birds, bats and arboreal 
mammals that are likely to occur in the broader region. The presence of higher value, more intact bushland 
remnants immediately to the south west and north mean it is unlikely that any threatened species would be 
reliant on the vegetation within the site.  

Heritage value 
There are no known heritage sites within the proposed land and none are expected as the site comprises 
mostly historical mine overburden material. 

Social impacts 
This site is about 200 metres east of the residences, located on Wolgan Road. These residences are likely to 
be impacted by noise and dust during construction and operation of the asbestos repository. While 
construction will occur over a short period of time, the site will likely be operational for a period of two years, 
while WWPS is being demolished. Operational impacts will result from regular truck movements as well as 
potential dust issues from the placement of cover material. 
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4.5.2 Repository design 
Either the large area method or the trench-and-fill method (See Section 4) could be used at this location, 
although the trench-and-fill method appears more favourable (See SKT-CC-0004, Appendix A). 

4.5.3 Pros and cons for Option 3 
Cons Pros 

• Ecological value - some native vegetation of low 
value exists within this area.  

• The site is located about 200 metre east of the 
residences located along Wolgan Road.  

• Potential community opposition to asbestos 
repository and its encroachment towards 
residents. 

• Potential social impacts from noise and dust and 
social anxiety due to the establishment of a new 
asbestos waste facility. 

• Site may be partially visible to some residents. 
• An informal walking/ cycling track used (illegally) 

by the community traverses the site.  
• Development Approval/ Designated Development 

required from local council/ Joint Regional 
Planning Panel for the establishment of the 
repository.  

• Potential council opposition due to the close 
proximity to the local residences.  

• A geotechnical investigation (a few trial pits) is 
required to confirm the suitability of the ground 
for excavation as the area appears to be mine 
overburden placement. 

• The land is owned by EnergyAustralia NSW and 
is already zoned SP2 Infrastructure – the activity 
will be permissible with consent  

• Road access available 
• Sufficient land available to extend the existing 

approved repository. Anticipate a footprint of 
about 2,500 m2 (50 m x 50 m) for the large area 
method to provide sufficient capacity for all ACM/ 
and insulation. A slightly larger footprint of about 
2,900 m2 would be required for the trench-and-fill 
method (nine trenches at 110 m x 3 m per 
trench).  

• Easy asbestos management process, if trenching 
operation is used. 

• Extension of the new/ existing repository 
advantageous compared to creating another 
stand-alone repository.  

• The site is located close to WWPS (about 2 km) 
and has vehicular access. 

• Sufficient capacity for the disposal of all ACM and 
insulation from WWPS demolition.  

4.5.4 Conclusion  
Sufficient capacity is available to manage all of the ACM and insulation from WWPS. From a social 
perspective however, this site is located close to the residences of Lidsdale and as such, the extension of the 
existing repository to the west could be met with significant community and Council opposition due to noise, 
vibration, visual and psychological impacts during the construction and operation of the site.  

Development Approval would be required from Lithgow City Council for the extension of the existing 
approved repository. 

Due to potential social impacts and community concerns, Option 3 is not considered favourable. 

4.6 Option 4: East corner of KVAR Stage 2B  

4.6.1 Option description  
The site has been approved and prepared to receive ash and excavated down to relatively hard rock to 
create cover material for KVAR Stage 2A. Due to the decommissioning of the power station this area is no 
longer required for ash disposal. As a result, the site is highly disturbed. The site is accessible via a number 
of access tracks which have previously been used for ash placement and cover material operations. 

The site can be isolated from the ash placement area which will ensure future identification. There is enough 
space to create a repository with sufficient capacity to receive all the ACM and insulation from the 
decommissioning and demolition. 
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Land zoning 
This site is located on Lot 5 DP829137, which is owned by EnergyAustralia NSW and is zoned SP 
Infrastructure. As the site forms part of the footprint of the existing KVAR Stage 2 Part 5.1 approval, a 
modification to the Department of Planning and Environment (DPE) is likely to be required.  

In addition the waste disposal clauses in the WWPS EPL would need to be amended to allow asbestos to be 
disposed of within this area. Lithgow City Council would also need to be notified of the location of the 
asbestos repository.  

Ecological value 
This site contains no vegetation and therefore has no biodiversity value. 

Heritage value  
There is no heritage value associated with this site.  

Social impacts 
This site is located over 2 km east of Lidsdale and as such are unlikely to be impacted by construction and 
operation of the asbestos repository, with the exception of the transport related impacts associated with 
importing some 85,000 m3 of virgin excavated natural material (VENM) from Sydney.  

4.6.2 Repository design 
There is little soft material left in this area and therefore excavation is probably not feasible for either the 
large area method or the trench-and-fill method (Section 4). Rather than excavate, the site would be 
developed by building earth or possibly ash bunding to create cells or linear “trenches” for the disposal of the 
ACM and insulation.  Ash is unlikely to be suitable for main bunding and cover material, so imported material 
would be required.   

Arguably the most feasible manner of developing this area if to construct a two metre high bench using 
imported engineered fill material and then excavating up to six 250 metre long three metre wide trenches. It 
is estimated that about 85,000 m3 fill to create a bench and capping cover material would be required for this 
option (See SKT-CC-0005 in Appendix A). 

Estimated costs 
Based on the proposed bench and trench design, undertaking only the earthworks, including the placing and 
compaction of imported spoil to create the bench and the excavation of the trenches, as well as final capping 
makes this an expensive option. For this option it has been assumed that extensive quantities of VENM from 
tunnel construction in Sydney can be delivered to the site free of charge.  
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4.6.3 Pros and cons for Option 4 
Cons Pros 

• Very little top cover material left which will make 
excavation problematic for excavation.  

• Earth (or possibly ash) bunding would be 
required to create cells or “trenches”, or more 
likely VENM will be used to create a bench into 
which the trenches can be excavated 

• Large volume of VENM will be required to create 
the bench, cover and capping (about 85,000 m3).  

• Social and environmental impacts of transporting 
some 85,000 m3 of VENM from Sydney. 

• This is considered to be an expensive option if 
only the earthworks are taken into account, even 
if based on the assumption that the imported 
material is delivered to site free of charge. This 
cost would increase substantially should the 
imported material need to be purchased. 

• Would likely require a Modification application to 
the Department of Planning and Environment 

• The land is owned by EnergyAustralia NSW and 
is already zoned SP2 Infrastructure – the activity 
will be permissible with consent. 

• Access to the site already exists. 
• Sufficient land available to construct the site. 

Anticipate a footprint of 2,500 m2 (50 m x 50 m) 
to provide sufficient capacity for all ACM and 
insulation.  

• A slightly larger area footprint of about 4,500 m2 
would be required for a trench design option with 
six trenches (250 m x 3 m per trench). 

• Site can be isolated from the ash repository. 
• Highly disturbed site with no heritage or 

ecological value. 
• Located over 2 km from the nearest residences in 

Lidsdale and away from the general public.  
• Low potential social impacts from noise and dust 

and social anxiety due to the establishment of a 
new asbestos waste facility. 

4.6.4 Conclusion  
This option will have minimal social impacts (i.e. noise, dust) during construction and operation, and no 
ecological or heritage impacts. Due to the need to place and compact the imported material to create a 
bench, this option is relatively expensive.  

Approval from the DPE via a Modification of the Stage 2 approval is likely to be required. 

4.7 Option 5: Site south of the return water canal 

4.7.1 Option description  
The site comprises previously cleared land south of the existing return water canal and SSCAD access road. 
The area is relatively flat and lends itself to a trench-and-fill design (See SKT-CC-0005 in Appendix A). 

Land zoning 
This site is located on Lot 5 DP829137, which is owned by EnergyAustralia NSW and is zoned SP 
Infrastructure. This activity is likely to be permissible with consent under the LLEP and Development 
Approval would need to be sought from Lithgow City Council to establish this asbestos repository. As per the 
other options, the EPL may also need to be amended.  

Ecological values 
A review of historical photographs suggests that the site was previously cleared and possibly excavated as a 
source of cover material for Kerosene Vales ash dam (KVAD) / KVAR/ SSCAD. The existing vegetation is 
comprised of a mix of exotic grasses and herbs that have colonised the area. No trees occur within the 
Option 5 area. The vegetation here is considered to provide minimal biodiversity value owing to the level of 
previous disturbance and the lack of foraging or breeding resources for fauna.  

Heritage values 
There are no known heritage sites and none are expected due to previous earthworks. 
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Social impacts 
This site is located over 2 km south east of Lidsdale and as such the local community is unlikely to be 
impacted by construction and operation of the asbestos repository. 

4.7.2 Repository design 
The trench-and-fill method (Section 4.2) is likely to be used at this location. 

Due to some concern with a potentially high water table and to confirm the suitable of the material for trench 
excavation, four geotechnical trial pits within the footprint of Option 5 were excavated (See Appendix B). A 
summary of the geotechnical investigation is provided in Section 4.7.3 and additional information is provided 
in Appendix B. 

Estimated costs 
Based on the proposed trench design, the cost for undertaking the earthworks, including topsoil stripping and 
replacing, trench excavation and placing and compaction of imported spoil for final capping, is considered to 
be cost effective. For this option it has been assumed that the imported VENM for the final capping will be 
delivered to site free of charge. 

4.7.3 Geotechnical  

Subsurface conditions 
Typically, the sub-surface profile intersected in the four test pits consisted of a layer of topsoil, underlain by 
alluvial and residual clay, underlain by weathered coal or sandstone bedrock. The geotechnical logs and 
photographs of the four trial pits are included in Appendix B. The table below summarises the general sub-
surface profile across the four test-pits. 

Table 2 – Sub surface profiles for Option 5 

Soil Unit Depth to top of unit 
(metres bgl) 

Thickness  
(metres) 

Description 

Topsoil 0 0 to 0.3 Silty Clay 

Alluvial 0.15 0.15 to 1.6 Soft to stiff, low plasticity silty clay 

Residual 
Soil 

0.15 0.15 to 2.0 Stiff to hard, medium plasticity silty clay  

Bedrock 1.5 1.5 to 2.2 Varies from extremely weathered, extremely low 
strength coal and sandstone. 

Excavatability of materials 
Four Dynamic Cone Penetration (DCP) tests were undertaken adjacent to each test pit. Very soft to soft 
moist material down to one metre were encountered at TP2 and TP4 while very stiff to hard dry material was 
encountered at TP1 and TP3. From the DCP test results, the excavation of soils is expected to be readily 
carried out with conventional excavation equipment such as using a backhoe or excavator down to 1.5 – 2 
metres.  

Batter slopes 
Once top soil is removed, a vertical temporary cut slope will be stable in dry profile conditions. Where wet 
areas are encountered batter slopes should not exceed a slope of 1:1 (vertical to horizontal). 
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Groundwater 
Groundwater was present in the residual soil in TP3 at 1.9 metres, the remaining test pits were dry on 
completion.  

Conclusions 
The materials within the investigation areas of Option 5 are generally suitable for excavating trenches of 
between 1.5-2 metres deep. The southerly sections of the area comprise softer materials and may be less 
suitable for trenches especially after heavy rainfall due to both surface drainage and groundwater influences.  

4.7.4 Pros and cons for Option 5 
Cons Pros 

• Development Approval / Designated 
Development required from council / Joint 
Regional Planning Panel for the establishment of 
the repository 

• Establishment of another asbestos repository on 
EnergyAustralia NSW landholdings. 

• Some minor earthworks or surface drainage 
works may be required to prevent erosion.  

• The land is owned by EnergyAustralia NSW and 
is already zoned SP2 Infrastructure – the activity 
will be permissible with consent. 

• Access to the site already exists. 
• Sufficient area to construct a trench-and-fill 

disposal site. Anticipate a footprint of 4,500 m2 
for six trenches (250 m x 3 m per trench) to 
provide sufficient capacity for the estimated ACM 
and insulation volume. 

• Minimal earthworks and capping required (about 
20,000 m3 capping material required – excavated 
material would contribute to this). 

• Easy ACM management process due to 
trenching operation. 

• Site can be isolated to ensure it is not disturbed 
in the future. 

• Highly disturbed site with no heritage or 
ecological values. 

• Located over 2 km from the nearest residences in 
Lidsdale and away from the general public.  

• Less potential social impacts from noise and dust 
and social anxiety. 

• Suitability of the location has been determined 
using geotechnical investigations. 

• Unaffected by ash dam precinct rehabilitation 
program.  

• Relatively cost effective to construct and operate.  

4.7.5 Conclusion  
This option will have minimal social impacts (ie noise, dust) during construction and operation due to the 
location of the site being over 2 km from Lidsdale. This site has no ecological or heritage value. A 
geotechnical investigation confirmed the suitability of the ground for excavation. The earthworks component, 
this represents relatively the least cost option.  

Development Approval / Designated Development would be required from Lithgow City Council / Joint 
Regional Planning Panel for the establishment of the repository.  

Option 5 is considered favourable for the establishment of a further new asbestos repository as it has the 
lowest cost and low environmental and social impacts. 
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5 Conclusion and recommendation  
Eight disposal options have been considered when assessing the disposal of ACM from Wallerawang Power 
Station. Three of the options were precluded as not being feasible for various reasons identified in this 
document. Five options were assessed in terms of their engineering feasibility, cost, environmental and 
social impacts.  

The new/ existing asbestos repository (Option 2) has an estimated remaining capacity of 1,200 m3. This will 
allow for the disposal ofthe concrete bonded asbestos ash and water pipes but will not accommodate the 
remaining volume of ACM that requires disposal. An additional repository will need to be established for the 
remaining volume of ACM/insulation.  

For the additional repository, it was concluded that Option 5 is the preferred disposal method due the 
minimal social and ecological impacts and low cost. The location is easily accessible and also has sufficient 
space to accommodate up to 10,000 m3 of ACM. The trench-and-fill design is preferred as it allows the 
operator to efficiently manage the various types and daily volumes of ACM, and can efficiently accommodate 
ACM volumes greater or lesser than the current estimates. Some additional imported material would be 
required for the final capping, although the trench-and-fill design can provide the capping material for 
management of the site during operation. A geotechnical investigation has confirmed the suitability of the 
ground for trench-and-fill design. The minimal amount of earthworks makes this option relatively cost 
effective.  

The construction and operation of the proposed repository is considered to be designated development and 
would require assessment under Part 4 of the EP&A Act through an EIS which is assessed by the Western 
Joint Regional Planning Panel. In addition, the EPL may need to be varied to permit the disposal of ACM at 
the proposed new repository as well as to allow for the importation of VEMN/ capping material.  

Preliminary consultation has been undertaken with Lithgow City Council on 16 August 2017 and the NSW 
EPA on 7 September 2017 to confirm approval expectations and requirements and both parties have 
indicated support for Option 5.  

A preliminary environmental risk assessment was undertaken for Option 5 and is presented in Appendix D. 
The purpose of the risk assessment was to identify the need for detailed impact assessments and it was 
assumed that standard mitigation measures would be implemented, such as restriction of activities to 
standard construction hours and the implementation of erosion and sediment controls. The risk assessment 
identified no high or moderate risks associated with Option 5. 
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Appendix A 
Design Sketches 
 

 



 CLIENT

DATE

 TITLE

 REVISION DETAILSDATEREV APPROVED

REVIEWED

APPROVED

 PROJECT

DRAWN

DESIGNED

PROJECT No. TYPE REVWBS DISC NUMBER

 DRAWING No.

SCALE SIZE

A1

.

WALLARAWANG CLOSURE PROJECT

ASBESTOS / INSULATION
DUMP AREA

OPTIONS 2 & 3

253776 0000 SKT CC 0004 A

PRELIMINARY
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTIONA 06.06.17 ISSUED FOR INFORMATION

Fil
en

am
e:

Pl
ot 

Da
te:

Of
fic

e:
pw

:\\d
es

ign
sh

ar
e.a

u.a
ur

ec
on

.in
fo:

PW
_A

UD
C1

_0
1\D

oc
um

en
ts\

Pr
oje

cts
\25

xx
xx

\25
37

76
 - 

W
all

er
aw

an
g C

los
ur

e P
ro

jec
t\5

 D
eli

ve
r D

es
ign

\50
3 C

AD
D\

Dr
aw

ing
s\S

ke
tch

\25
37

76
-0

00
0-

SK
T-

CC
-0

00
4.d

wg
15

/06
/20

17
 11

:18
:00

 A
M

PLAN
1:2000

A
-

0

SCALE 1:2000

20 40 80m0

SCALE 1:200

2 4 8m

SECTION A
-1:200

ASBESTOS/INSULATION LAYERS

DAILY CAPPING LAYERS

TRENCH 500mm CAPPING LAYER

FINAL 2500mm CAPPING LAYER

3000 WIDE x 3000 DEEP TRENCH
CUT INTO EXISTING GROUND

3000
TYP

EXISTING GROUND LEVEL

FALL
3

1

SPACE FOR ADDITIONAL
TRENCHES AS NEEDED

NEW ASBESTOS REPOSITORY
'OPTION 2'

OLD CAPPED AREA

OPTION 3
9/110m LONG 3m WIDE TRENCHES

REQUIRED FILL FOR CAPPING APPROX 10,120m3



 CLIENT

DATE

 TITLE

 REVISION DETAILSDATEREV APPROVED

REVIEWED

APPROVED

 PROJECT

DRAWN

DESIGNED

PROJECT No. TYPE REVWBS DISC NUMBER

 DRAWING No.

SCALE SIZE

A1

.

WALLARAWANG CLOSURE PROJECT

ASBESTOS / INSULATION
DUMP AREA

OPTIONS 4 & 5

253776 0000 SKT CC 0005 B

PRELIMINARY
NOT FOR CONSTRUCTIONB 15.06.17 TRENCH DEPTHS ALTERED

A 06.06.17 FOR INFORMATION

Fil
en

am
e:

Pl
ot 

Da
te:

Of
fic

e:
pw

:\\d
es

ign
sh

ar
e.a

u.a
ur

ec
on

.in
fo:

PW
_A

UD
C1

_0
1\D

oc
um

en
ts\

Pr
oje

cts
\25

xx
xx

\25
37

76
 - 

W
all

er
aw

an
g C

los
ur

e P
ro

jec
t\5

 D
eli

ve
r D

es
ign

\50
3 C

AD
D\

Dr
aw

ing
s\S

ke
tch

\25
37

76
-0

00
0-

SK
T-

CC
-0

00
5.d

wg
15

/06
/20

17
 11

:18
:00

 A
M

PLAN
1:2000

10:1 RAMP

OPTION 4
6/250m LONG 3m WIDE TRENCHES
CUT INTO BENCH

2m HIGH BENCH FROM
NATURAL GROUND LEVEL
FINAL FILL FOR BENCHING AND
CAPPING APPROX 78,260m3

OPTION 5
6/250m LONG 3m WIDE TRENCHES
REQUIRED FILL FOR CAPPING APPROX 25,250m3

SPACE FOR ADDITIONAL TRENCHES AS NEEDED

A
-

SECTION A
-1:200

ASBESTOS/INSULATION LAYERS
APPROX 1125m3 PER TRENCH
TOTAL = 6750m3

TRENCH 500mm CAPPING LAYER

FINAL 2500mm CAPPING LAYER
APPROX 25,250m3

B
-

SECTION B
-1:200

ASBESTOS/INSULATION LAYERS
APPROX 1125m3 PER TRENCH
TOTAL = 6750m3

TRENCH 500mm CAPPING LAYER

INITIAL 2000m BENCH
APPROX 52,260m3 FILL

FINAL 2500mm CAPPING LAYER
APPROX 26,000m3

3000 WIDE x 2000 DEEP TRENCH
CUT INTO EXISTING GROUND 3000 WIDE x 2000 DEEP TRENCH

CUT INTO PREPARED BENCH

3000
TYP

5000
TYP

EXISTING GROUND LEVEL
EXISTING GROUND LEVEL

FALL

FALL

3
1

3
1

3
1

0

SCALE 1:2000

20 40 80m0

SCALE 1:200

2 4 8m

67470
NOM

26
80

65
NO

M

250000

33
00

0



 

Project number 253776  File 2017-11-23 - Asbestos Options Study DPE Submission R2.1.docx, 23 November 2017  Revision 2   16 

Appendix B 
Option 5 Geotechnical Investigation 
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Appendix C 
Legislative Requirements  

NSW State legislation  

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 
The Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) regulates development in NSW and 
provides the statutory context for Option 5. Under this act, development includes ‘the demolition of a building 
or work’ and ‘the carrying out of a work’, which covers Option 5 as described in Chapter 3. 

Under the EP&A Act, approval for development is available under the following pathways: 

 Part 4 – this part of the act regulates local development by empowering Councils to assess and approve 
development that is not determined to be state significant, or have a significant environmental impact  

 Part 4.1 – this part of the act provides for State Significant Development (SSD) which is assessed by the 
NSW DP&E and determined by the NSW Minister for Planning and Environment  

 Part 5 – this part of the act provides for the assessment and approval of activities that do not require 
Council approval under Part 4. Typically, this includes activities undertaken by public authorities such as 
state owned utility corporations 

 Part 5.1 – this part of the act provides for State Significant Infrastructure (SSI) assessed by DP&E and 
determined by the NSW Minister for Planning and Environment.  

The SRD SEPP provides criteria for SSD and SSI. The proposed asbestos disposal activities do not meet 
any activities defined under this criteria. Therefore, this project is not SSD or SSI. 

Permissibility  
Option 5 is located in Lithgow LGA. Option 5 is located on land zoned SP2 Infrastructure under the Lithgow 
Local Environmental Plan 2014 (LEP). Under this zoning, the construction of a waste storage area is not 
listed as a prohibited activity or an activity that is permissible without consent.  

Integrated development 
Integrated development is development that requires approval under legislation specified in Clause 91 of the 
EP&A Act. This includes approvals under the Protection of the Environment Operations Act (POEO Act), 
Roads Act 1993 and Water Management Act 2000 (WM Act). These are discussed in more detail in the 
following sections.  

Development within 40 metres of the banks of a river is classed as a ‘controlled activity’ under the WM Act 
and requires approval under Section 91 of that act from the NSW Department of Primary Industries – Water. 
As Option 5 is not located within 40 metres of the banks of a river, Option 5 is not classed as integrated 
development. 

Designated Development  
Clause 32, Schedule 3 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 defines certain 
projects as ‘designated development’. These include electricity generating stations and associated water or 
waste storages. Designated development requires assessment under Part 4 of the EP&A Act through an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) which is assessed by the NSW Department of Planning and 
Environment (DP&E).  

Option 5 will not construct a new electricity generating station, however, will result in the development of a 
waste storage area for more than 200 tonnes of waste material from the associated demolition of an 
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electricity generation station (WWPS), therefore the development is classified as designated development 
and an EIS is required for Option 5. 

Other relevant state legislation is discussed in Table A-1.  

Table A-1: Relevant legislation applicable to Option 5  

Legislation  Applicable 
Y/N? 

Comment  

Dam Safety Act 2015 N This act empowers the Dam Safety Committee and lists certain dams 
and prescribes certain dams as ‘declared dams’. The SSCAD is a 
declared dam and requires ongoing safety inspections in accordance 
with the requirements of the Dam Safety Committee. SSCAD will not be 
affected by Option 5.  
Option 5 does not trigger any specified approval requirements under the 
Dam Safety Act 2015 as it will not create any new dams of affect a 
prescribed dam. Liaison with the Dam Safety Committee will not be 
required for the construction of the new asbestos disposal area.  

Contaminated Land 
Management Act 1997 

N The Contaminated Land Management Act 1997 (CLM Act) provides a 
regime for investigating and, where appropriate, remediating land 
affected by contamination which represents a significant risk of harm to 
human health or the environment. The CLM Act specifies 
responsibilities for managing contaminated land and the role of the EPA 
in investigation, remediation and management of contaminated sites. 
It is noted that, while contaminated sites (including some closed 
landfills) in NSW are regulated under the CLM Act, active or recently 
closed landfills are managed through the landfill licensing process 
under the POEO Act and the minimum standards in associated 
guidelines. 
Option 5 will not involve the disturbance of a contaminated site and will 
be subject to licencing under the POEO Act, therefore it is not subject to 
this Act.  

Crown Lands Act 1989 N Option 5 area is not known to contain any crown lands. Therefore, this 
Act does not apply.  

Dangerous Goods (Road & 
Rail Transport) Act 2008 

N Option 5 is not expected to require the transport or use of any quantities 
of dangerous goods requiring a licence under this Act. Therefore, this 
Act does not apply. 

Environmentally Hazardous 
Chemicals Act 1985 

N This Act regulates certain chemicals by prescribing chemical control 
orders and licences. Chemical control orders apply to 

 Aluminium smelter wastes containing fluoride and/or cyanide 

 Dioxin-contaminated waste materials 

 Scheduled chemical wastes 

 Organotin waste materials 

 Polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) waste and materials.  
Option 5 is not expected to require the handling or disposal of any of 
these chemicals. If these chemicals are encountered during the 
demolition process, a licenced chemical waste disposal company would 
be contracted to remove and dispose of them.   

Fisheries Management Act 
1994 

N The Coxs River is located approximately one km to the west of Option 5 
area. Option 5 is not expected to result in any direct impacts to it or any 
other waterways. Approval is therefore not expected to be required 
under this Act.  
Approval will be required under this Act if Option 5 is predicted to result 
in blockage to fish passage in any waterways or any impacts to 
threatened aquatic species or their habitat.  

Heritage Act 1977 N This PEA found that there are five non-Aboriginal heritage items located 
within 500 m of Option 5 area.  
No impacts are expected to occur to these sites and therefore approval 
under this act is not required.  
This Act will apply if a previously unknown non-Aboriginal heritage site 
or object was found within the site during Option 5.  
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Legislation  Applicable 
Y/N? 

Comment  

National Parks and Wildlife 
Act 1974 

N There are no known Aboriginal heritage sites within Option 5 area or its 
immediate vicinity. 
Approval under this Act would be required if any previously unidentified 
Aboriginal heritage sites are found that may be affected by Option 5.  

Native Vegetation Act 2003 N The Act does not apply to areas zoned SP2 Infrastructure. Option 5 is 
unlikely to require clearing of any native vegetation and therefore this 
Act does not apply.  

Protection of the 
Environment Operations Act 
1997 and Regulations 

Y The principal legislation governing pollution and waste management in 
NSW is the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 (POEO 
Act). All scheduled activities as listed in Schedule 1 of the POEO Act 
require an EPL to be obtained prior to commencement of construction 
of the scheduled development work.  
EnergyAustralia holds EPL No. 766 over the WWPS and ash repository 
site, covering ‘electricity generation’ as an activity listed in Schedule 1 
of the POEO Act The licence also applies to the following ancillary 
activities: chemical storage facilities; coal works; crushing, grinding or 
separating works; energy recovery; and, waste storage. 
In 2000, following consultation with the EPA, WWPS’s EPL was varied 
to include conditions for the disposal of onsite generated asbestos 
waste. Condition L4.3 states that “the wastes listed in condition L4.2 
must only be disposed of to the Kerosene Vale Ash Repository and 
Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam at Wallerawang Power Station except 
asbestos which may only be disposed of at the approved asbestos 
burial site”. 
As such, the waste disposal clauses in the WWPS EPL will need to be 
amended to permit the disposal of ACM at the proposed asbestos 
repository as this activity is not currently included in the EPL. Lithgow 
City Council would also need to be notified of the location of the 
proposed asbestos repository. 

Roads Act 1993 N Approval under this Act will be required if Option 5 requires works within 
a public roadway. In this case, a Section 138 approval road would need 
to be obtained from the relevant authority (either LCC or Roads and 
Maritime Services). 
Consent would also be required for the transportation of large items and 
if road closures are required due to the transportation of large items.  
It is not anticipated that Option 5 would require works to be undertaken 
within a public road. However, consent may be required for the 
transportation of large items. 

Sydney Water Act 1994 N Section 78 of the Sydney Water Act 1994 requires notification to be 
provided to Sydney Water for any DA that may adversely affect the 
corporation’s operations. Option 5 area is not within the area covered 
by Sydney Water’s operations or within any areas beyond the 
operational area listed in Sydney Water’s guideline Types of 
development that need a section 73 certificate.  
Option 5 is located within the catchment of Sydney Water’s drinking 
supplies. Issues associated with potential impacts to Sydney’s Drinking 
Water catchments are addressed through State Environmental Planning 
Policy (Sydney Drinking Water Catchment) 2011, which is discussed 
below.  

Biodiversity Conservation 
Act 2016 

N The Biodiversity Conservation Act (BC Act) provides a framework to 
avoid, minimise and offset impacts on biodiversity. In conjunction with 
the Local Land Services Amendment Act 2016, the BC Act repeals the 
Native Vegetation Act 2003, the Threatened Species Conservation Act 
1995 (TSC Act), and parts of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974. 
The BC Act also repealed Section 5A of the EP&A Act which provided 
for Assessments of Significance. Assessments of Significance are now 
provided in Section 7.3 of the BC Act.  
The BC Act introduces the Biodiversity Assessment Method (BAM), a 
consistent method for the assessment of biodiversity on a proposed 
development. The BAM must be applied by an accredited assessor and 
a Biodiversity Development Assessment Report (BDAR) prepared for all 
proposals assessed under Part 4 of the EP&A Act (excluding complying 
development) which: 
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Legislation  Applicable 
Y/N? 

Comment  

 Exceed the relevant clearing threshold as set out in Section 7.2 of 
the Biodiversity Conservation Regulation 2017 (The Regulation) – 
Option 5 does not exceed this threshold as it involves clearing of 
under one hectare of vegetation in a lot that is between 40 and 
1,000 hectares (Option 5 is located on a lot that is 438.8 hectares) 

 Are located within an area identified on the ‘Biodiversity Values 
Map’ – Option 5 is not in an area identified on this mapping 

 Are located in a declared Area of Outstanding Biodiversity Values 
(AOBVs). Note listed areas of declared critical habitat under the now 
repealed TSC Act have become AOBVs under the new legislation – 
Option 5 is not in an AOBV 

 Are considered to “likely to significantly affect threatened species” 
using the test of significance in Section 7.3 of the Act – Option 5 is 
considered unlikely to affect threatened species, ay 

The BC Act also introduces the Biodiversity Offset Scheme (BOS). The 
BOS applies to the following potentially relevant proposals: 

 Local development assessed under Part 4 of the EP&A Act that is 
likely to significantly affect threatened species or triggers the BOS 
threshold 

 Clearing of native vegetation in urban areas and areas zoned for 
environmental conservation that exceeds the BOS threshold and 
does not require development consent 

 Clearing of native vegetation that requires approval by the Native 
Vegetation Panel under the Local Land Services Act 2016 

The Regulation outlines two triggers for the BOS threshold. The first is 
an area threshold based on the amount of land cleared. The second is 
whether the vegetation is mapped under the Sensitive Biodiversity 
Values Map. As discussed above, Option 5 does not exceed either of 
these triggers.  

Waste Avoidance and 
Resource Recovery Act 
2001 

N The primary aim of the Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Act 
2001 (WARR Act) is to reduce the volume of waste disposed of in NSW 
and to establish a hierarchy of avoidance, reuse, recycling and 
reprocessing and disposal.  
The proposed asbestos facility would not, in itself, generate any waste 
materials, rather it would receive waste materials from the WWPS 
demolition project. The WARR Act applies to that project, where 
processes to reuse, recycle and reprocess materials are carried out. 
Materials containing asbestos are generally found to be unsuitable for 
such uses.   

Water Management Act 
2000 (WM Act) 

N The WM Act regulates access to and management of water resources 
in NSW. The WM Act controls the extraction of water, how water can be 
used, and the carrying out of activities on or near water sources. 
Further provisions of this act apply to water resources for which a Water 
Sharing Plan (WSP) has been gazetted.  
Option 5 is located in an area covered by the following WSPs: 

 WSP for the Greater Metropolitan Region Groundwater Sources 
(2011). The water source that is relevant to this project is the Sydney 
Basin Coxs River Groundwater Source 

 WSP for the Greater Metropolitan Region Unregulated River Water 
Sources (2011). The water source that is relevant to this project is 
the Upper Nepean and Upstream Warragamba Water Source. 
Option 5 falls within the Wywandy Management Zone. 

Under the WM Act, should water need to be extracted from a surface 
water source defined in these WSP’s the following approvals may need 
to be obtained:  

 An Access Licence to obtain access to a share of the water source 
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Legislation  Applicable 
Y/N? 

Comment  

 A Water Supply Works Approval to obtain permission to construct 
and operate water supply works (i.e. pumps, bores) for water supply, 
drainage or flood mitigation work.  

 An Aquifer Interference Approval may be required for extraction or 
dewatering activities 

 A Water Use Approval to obtain permission for how the water will be 
used.  

Option 5 would not require works within the waterfront area defined 
under this act, therefore a Controlled Activity Approval would not be 
required under this act.   
The proposal is not expected to require dewatering or use of any water 
resources and therefore is not expected to require any other approvals 
under this Act.   

Rural Fires Act 1997 Y Section 63 of the Rural Fires Act 1997 requires owners and occupiers 
of land to take practicable steps to prevent the occurrence of bush fires 
on, and to minimise the danger of the spread of a bushfire on or from 
land in their control. 
Bushfire prone lands are generally those forests or grasslands that, by 
virtue of their bushfire hazard and proximity to existing and proposed 
development, hold a significant risk to property in the event of a 
bushfire. 
Option 5 area is mapped as bushfire prone land under the LLEP. 

Environmental planning instruments   

State Environmental Planning Policy (Sydney Drinking Water Catchment) 2011 
The SEPP commenced on 1 March 2011 and underlies the EP&A Act. This policy replaced the Drinking 
Water Catchments Regional Environmental Plan No 1. 

The SEPP states that a proposed development within the Sydney Catchment Authority (SCA) drinking water 
catchment must have a neutral or beneficial effect on water quality (NorBE). The NorBE assessment needs 
to be undertaken in line with the Neutral or Beneficial Effect on Water Quality Assessment Guidelines 2011 
(SCA 2011a) and the Neutral or Beneficial Effect on Water Quality Assessment Tool 2011 (SCA 2011b). This 
applies to projects that are being assessed under Part 4 of the EP&A Act.  

Option 5 is located within the catchment of the Coxs River, and is within the boundary of the Warragamba 
Drinking Water Catchment. Consequently, the SEPP (Sydney Drinking Water Catchment) is applicable to 
Option 5.  

State Environmental Planning Policy No. 33 – Hazardous and Offensive 
Development 
State Environmental Planning Policy No. 33 – Hazardous and Offensive Development (SEPP 33) requires 
the consent authority to consider whether an industrial proposal is a potentially hazardous industry or a 
potentially offensive industry. The aim of this policy is to link the permissibility of a proposal to its safety and 
pollution control performance.  

Waste (landfilling/processing) is listed as a potentially offensive development under Appendix 3 of the 
‘Hazardous and Offensive Development Application Guidelines – Applying SEPP 33’. Potentially offensive 
industries generally require licencing under the POEO Act. Option 5 would require modification of the 
existing EPL covering the site.  
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Lithgow Local Environmental Plan 2014 
The Lithgow Local Environmental Plan 2014 (LLEP) provides planning controls for land within the Lithgow 
Local Government Area (LGA), including Option 5 area. Option 5 area is located in zone ‘SP2 Infrastructure’, 
on land designated for ‘Electricity Generating Works’. 

The objectives of the SP2 zone are: 

 To provide for infrastructure and related uses. 

 To prevent development that is not compatible with or that may detract from the provision of 
infrastructure. 

 To maintain or improve the water quality of receiving water catchments. 

Under this zoning, the construction of an asbestos disposal area is not listed as prohibited activity or an 
activity that is permissible without consent. Therefore, Option 5 would require approval from LCC under Part 
4 of the EP&A Act.  

Regulations and guidelines 
The following regulations, guidelines, and codes of practice apply to the management of asbestos and for 
the closure of an asbestos disposal area:  

 Work Health and Safety Regulation 2011 (NSW)  

 Protection of the Environment Operations (Waste) Regulation 2014 (NSW) – noting tracking 
requirements 

 EPA Environmental Guidelines for Solid Waste Landfills (Second Edition, 2016) 

 National Environment Protection (Assessment of Site Contamination) Measure 1999 (National 
Environment Protection Council, 2013) (ASC NEPM, 1999) 

 Guidelines for the Assessment, Remediation and Management of Asbestos- Contaminated Sites in 
Western Australia (Western Australia Department of Health, 2009) 

 Managing Asbestos in or on Soil (WorkCover NSW, 2014) 

 Code of Practice: How to Safely Remove Asbestos (Safe Work Australia, 2011a) 

 Code of Practice: How to Manage and Control Asbestos in the Workplace (Safe Work Australia, 2011b).  

 Asbestos Blue Print – A guide to roles and responsibilities for operational staff of state and local 
government (November 2011) 

Transport control framework3 
Asbestos waste is regulated under the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 (‘the POEO Act’) and 
Protection of the Environment Operations (Waste) Regulation 2005 (‘the Waste Regulation’), which are administered 
by the Environment and Protection Authority.  

The Dangerous Goods (Road and Rail Transport) Regulation 2009, administered by Environment and Protection 
Authority and WorkCover NSW, adopts uniform national requirements for the transport of dangerous goods including 
the requirements of the Australian Dangerous Goods Code (‘the Code’). Asbestos is categorised by the Code as a Class 
9 dangerous good and is subject to special provision 168 which states:  

Asbestos which is immersed or fixed in a natural or artificial binder (such as cement, plastics, asphalt, resins or mineral 
ore) in such a way that no escape of hazardous quantities of respirable asbestos fibres can occur during transport is 
not subject to this Code. Manufactured articles containing asbestos and not meeting this provision are nevertheless 

                                                      
3 Asbestos Blue Print – A guide to roles and responsibilities for operational staff of state and local government (November 2011) 
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not subject to this Code when packed so that no escape of hazardous quantities of respirable asbestos fibres can occur 
during transport. 

Part 7 of the POEO (Waste) Regulation requires that person’s transporting asbestos waste must ensure that:  

 Any part of any vehicle in which the person transports the waste is covered, and leak-proof, during the 
transportation; 

 If the waste consists of bonded asbestos material-it is securely packaged during the transportation; 

 If the waste consists of friable asbestos material-it is kept in a sealed container during transportation; 

 If the waste consists of asbestos-contaminated soils-it is wetted down 

Covering requirements4 
The following section is an extract from the EPA Guideline and refers to the covering requirements for 
special wastes (including asbestos): 

“Specific requirements for landfilling asbestos waste and clinical waste are contained in the Protection of the 
Environment Operations (Waste) Regulation 2014. Under the regulation, asbestos waste must be covered 
with Virgin excavated natural material (VENM) or other material as approved in the Environment Protection 
Licence. The depths of the required covering are:  

 immediate covering with 150 mm of cover  

 500 mm of cover at the end of each day  

 final cover of at least 1000 mm (in the case of bonded asbestos waste or asbestos-contaminated soils) 
or 3000 mm (in the case of friable asbestos material).  

Ideally, asbestos waste should be buried in a separate, dedicated monocell and covered in accordance with 
the above requirements. Where this is not practicable and the asbestos waste is deposited in a cell with 
other wastes, the asbestos deposition area should be as small as possible and located away from areas 
used by customers bringing in other waste streams.  

In all cases, dust generation must be minimised and the occupier must comply with all requirements of the 
NSW WorkCover Authority.  

 

                                                      
4 EPA Environmental Guidelines for Solid Waste Landfills (Second Edition, 2016) 
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Preliminary Environmental Risk Assessment  
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Risk Classifications 

Critical  1-3 
High 4-10 
Moderate 11-15 
Low 16-25 

 
Risk matrix 

Potential Consequences Probability* 

Maximum 
Reasonable 

Consequence 
(MRC) 
Score 

MRC Score Description A 
ALMOST 

CERTAIN to 
happen 

B 
LIKELY to 
happen at 

some 
point 

C 
MODERATE 
possible, it 

might happen 

D 
UNLIKELY 
not likely to 

happen 

E 
RARE 

practically 
impossible Environment Public Safety Social Property/Assets 

1 
Catastrophic 

Irreversible impacts 
either on-site or off-
site; prosecution 

Fatality or multiple 
serious injuries or 
illness 

Widespread social 
impacts relating to 
project 

Destruction of, or serious 
damage to major equipment, 
plant, buildings etc 

1 2 4 7 11 

2 
Major 

Serious impacts; 
significant cost to 
remediate; 
prosecution 

Incapacitating 
injury or long-term 
health problems 

Significant damage to 
reputation of operator 

Serious damage to major 
equipment, plant, buildings 
etc; 
low potential for repair 

3 5 8 12 16 

3 
Moderate 

Moderate impact; 
can be remediated; 
not likely to result in 
prosecution 

Serious injury or 
health impacts 

Organised opposition 
to project; significant 
impact on local 
community  

Damage to major equipment, 
plant, buildings etc; 
potentially repairable at 
substantial cost 

6 9 13 17 20 

4 
Minor 

Minor on-site impact; 
non-reportable 
incident; 
can be remediated 

Injury or illness 
requiring medical 
treatment 

Inconvenience to 
community/ 
landowners 

Damage to equipment, plant, 
buildings etc; 
repairable at significant cost 

10 14 18 21 23 
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5 
Insignificant 

Negligible on-site 
impact, small area 
on-site; 
easily remediated 

First aid injury 
Isolated 
inconvenience to 
individuals 

Minor, easily repaired 
damage to equipment, plant, 
buildings etc 

15 19 22 24 25 

 

Issue Potential impacts Comments Risk assessment* Further assessment required? 

C L R 

Biodiversity   Disturbance of threatened flora 
and/or fauna species. 

The site contains no trees and is covered by 
exotic grass and herbs. The site has been 
previously disturbed, contains minimal fauna 
habitat and has low biodiversity value.   
Option 5 would require disturbance of 
groundcover vegetation for excavation 
activities, although excavated areas would be 
progressively rehabilitated.  

4 D L Potential ecological impacts will be 
described and assessed in the EIS in 
accordance with relevant legislative 
requirements.   Potential impacts on/loss of 

endangered ecological 
communities. 

4 D L 

 Vegetation clearance and loss 
of habitat. 

4 C L 

 Bushfire risk/impacts Option 5 area is mapped as bushfire prone 
land. Potential bushfire risk would be reduced 
through the implementation of management 
measures and ongoing maintenance. 

4 C L A bushfire assessment will be included in 
the EIS in accordance with relevant 
guidelines.  

Soils, geology 
and 
contamination  

 Soil disturbance and 
excavation. 

 Sedimentation of local 
waterways. 

 Erosion of exposed areas. 

Erosion and sedimentation could occur from 
disturbed areas as a result of Option 5. This 
could lead to sedimentation of local waterway 
if not properly controlled.  
Disturbed areas would be progressively 
rehabilitated as Option 5 proceeds.  
The site contains disturbed soils that were 
associated with the construction of adjacent 
ash dams. There are no known or suspected 
sources of contamination at the site.  

4 C L The EIS will assess the potential for soil 
erosion and measures to prevent any 
impacts associated with these issues.  

Hydrology and 
water resources  

Surface water: 

 Changes to surface water and 
flood flows, including alteration 
to natural overland drainage 
flow. 

 Pollution of local waterways  

Option 5 has the potential to affect surface 
water flows by altering drainage lines or 
resulting in water ponding. The site would be 
progressively rehabilitated to ensure it is free 
draining throughout Option 5. 
There is potential for pollutants from 
accidental spills or unsecured waste material 
to be mobilised in surface runoff. Increased 

3 C M Potential hydrology and water resource 
impacts will be described and assessed in 
the EIS.  
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Issue Potential impacts Comments Risk assessment* Further assessment required? 

C L R 

 Impacts to surface water users 

 Soil erosion and sedimentation 
associated with surface flows 
and increased runoff.  

 Surface water capture. 

 Impacts on the Sydney 
Drinking Water Catchment. 

Groundwater: 

 Disturbance of groundwater 
aquifers. 

 Leaching of contaminants to 
groundwater aquifers.  

sediment delivery to waterways can smother 
benthic habitats and organisms, and can 
increase levels of nutrients, or pollutants that 
attached to the sediment particles. Provided 
erosion and sediment controls are 
implemented, the risk of impacts occurring to 
off-site areas is considered to be minimal.  
Excavation works have the potential to result 
in disturbance to the local groundwater 
system, and potential groundwater aquifers. 
Geotechnical tests undertaken at the site 
indicate that the depth to groundwater at the 
site would be well below the excavated depth 
of the disposal tranches. An impervious clay 
layer would separate excavated areas from 
groundwater aquifers and as such, 
groundwater impacts are not expected.  
Option 5 is not expected to require any water 
abstraction from local water resources or 
affect any water users in surrounding areas. 

Air quality  Impacts from dust and 
emissions from vehicles, plant 
and equipment during 
construction, asbestos 
disposal and stockpile 
management operations. 

 Emission of excessive 
concentrations of particulates 
and exhaust fumes from 
vehicles and equipment. 

 Air emissions of asbestos 
materials.  

Option 5 may result in minor impacts to air 
quality through operation of vehicles and 
machinery and limited generation of dust 
from disturbed areas by wind erosion. Such 
impacts are expected to be negligible when 
compared to operations and dust 
management issues at adjacent ash dams. 
The nearest sensitive receivers to the site 
are over 500 metres away and are not 
current affected by dust impacts from WWPS 
operations.  
WWPS has dust management system that 
includes use of water sprays in disturbed 
areas and these would be extended to 
Option 5 if required. Due to the small area of 
disturbance that would occur during 
operation of Option 5 and progressive 
rehabilitation, this is not expected to be 
required however.  
Asbestos materials would be placed in thick 
plastic bags prior to transportation to Option 

3 C M Potential air quality impacts will be 
described and assessed in the EIS through 
a qualitative assessment.    
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Issue Potential impacts Comments Risk assessment* Further assessment required? 

C L R 
5 site. Asbestos materials would be placed in 
a trench and covered immediately after being 
transported to the site. The potential for air 
emissions of asbestos materials is therefore 
expected to be minimal.  

Visual amenity   Visible impact to nearby 
residences through altered 
landform changes and visual 
impacts from exposed 
earthworks and top soil 
stockpiles. 

Option 5 may result in view changes from 
landform changes associated with Option 5, 
although actual landform changes are 
unlikely to be noticeable. Option 5 area is 
shielded from sensitive receivers and public 
areas by topography and vegetation. There 
are view sensitive viewsheds in the 
surrounding area. Any visual impacts from 
Option 5 would be temporary as the site 
would be progressively rehabilitated and 
disturbance areas would be small.  The 
potential for visual impacts is therefore 
considered to be low.  

4 C L A qualitative landscape character and 
visual impact assessment will be 
undertaken to identify sensitive viewsheds 
and visual impacts from Option 5.   

Noise and 
vibration  

 Nosie and vibration impacts on 
sensitive receivers during 
construction and operation. 

The nearest residential properties to Option 5 
are located at Lidsdale about 500 m to the 
west, Springvale 1.8 km to the south, and 
Wallerawang 2.5 km to the south-west  
Six monthly noise monitoring of the KVAR 
ash placement operations has been 
undertaken in accordance with Option 5 
Approval No. 07_0005. These assessments 
have found that noise generated from the 
operations at KVAR do not result in noise 
impacts at the nearest residences.  
Option 5 is not expected to cause any 
additional noise impacts to these residents. 
Option 5 will move asbestos disposal 
operations further away from existing 
residents and will not cause an intensification 
of activities at the overall Wallerawang ash 
disposal areas.  

4 D L 
 

A qualitative assessment of acoustic 
impacts will be prepared for the EIS to 
satisfy the requirements of relevant 
guidelines.  
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Issue Potential impacts Comments Risk assessment* Further assessment required? 

C L R 

Non-Aboriginal 
Heritage 

 Disturbance of significant Non-
Aboriginal heritage sites. 

A search of the following heritage registers, 
databases and schedules was undertaken in 
October 2017, to identify non-Aboriginal 
heritage items within close proximity to 
Option 5 area: 

 Department of the Environment Australian 
Heritage Database 

 NSW State Heritage Register  

 NSW State Heritage Inventory 

 Schedule 5 of the Lithgow LEP 2014. 

No listed heritage structures were found to 
occur within 300 metres of Option 5 area. 
Option 5 is not expected to affect any 
heritage sites.   

4 D L Potential non-Aboriginal heritage impacts 
would be described and assessed in the 
EIS. Due to the low potential for such 
impacts to occur, this would be limited to a 
desktop study.  

Aboriginal 
Heritage  Disturbance of areas or objects 

of Aboriginal cultural 
significance within Option 5 
area. 

A search of the Aboriginal Heritage 
Information Management System (AHIMS), 
undertaken on 26 October 2017, identified no 
Aboriginal sites or declared Aboriginal places 
within the boundary of Option 5 area. One 
Aboriginal heritage site was identified over 
1.5 km to the north-west of Option 5 area, 
although this site would not be affected by 
Option 5. 

Due to the disturbed nature of the site, the 
potential for Aboriginal heritage impacts is 
considered to be low.  

4 C L An assessment of potential project impacts 
on Aboriginal heritage would be 
undertaken as part of the EIS. Given the 
limited potential for Aboriginal heritage 
impacts, this would consist of a due 
diligence assessment following the Due 
Diligence Code of Practice for the 
Protection of Aboriginal Objects in New 
South Wales (DECCW 2010).  

Traffic and 
access 

 Impacts to public roads, 
transport routes or restriction 
of access to private properties.  

 

Option 5 would use existing vehicles and 
machinery employed at WWPS and would 
not result in additional transport activities 
outside the overall WWPS site. 
Option 5 would not affect access to any 
private properties.  

5 E L Potential traffic and access impacts are 
considered to be negligible. On this basis, 
no further assessment of traffic impacts is 
proposed as part of the EIS.  
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Issue Potential impacts Comments Risk assessment* Further assessment required? 

C L R 
No traffic or access issues are expected as a 
result of Option 5.  

Socio-economic   Economic impacts to the 
community and locally based 
businesses.  

 Overall reduction to the quality 
of the area through 
environmental and amenity 
impacts, resulting in a negative 
perception of the area.    

Option 5 would result in continuation of 
asbestos disposal operations at the WWPS 
that occurs in an area that is further removed 
from nearby residences and public areas 
than the previous asbestos disposal site. The 
proposal is not expected to result in any off-
site impacts.  
Option 5 is therefore considered to have 
negligible potential for socio-economic 
impacts.  

5 E L The potential for socio-economic impacts 
to occur from Option 5 is considered to be 
negligible. Further assessment of socio-
economic impacts is considered 
unnecessary.  
 

Waste 
management   Demand on resources during 

construction and operation. 

 Generation of waste materials 
during construction and 
operation that cannot be 
disposed of in the asbestos 
disposal area. 

 Inappropriate management of 
waste, resulting in 
contamination, pollution or 
poor resource efficiency. 

Option 5 is not expected to generate 
substantial waste streams (rather it is a 
waste disposal project). Minor quantities of 
waste such as green waste from clearing, 
unsuitable spoil material and general waste 
may be generated during construction and 
operation of Option 5 and these would be 
disposed of through the existing waste 
management facilities at WWPS. 

5 D L A specific assessment of waste 
management issues is not considered 
necessary as part of the EIS process, 
provided that existing waste management 
activities implemented across the WWPS 
site are used.  
 

* the risk assessment has assumed that standard mitigation measures would be implemented.  
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Appendix B 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 
2000 checklist 
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Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 checklist 
Schedule 2 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 has been assessed below. 
Relevant parts of Schedule 1 have also been addressed. 

 

Form of the environmental impact statement 

Requirement Where addressed in the 
EIS 

An environmental impact statement must contain the following information  
(a) the name, address and professional qualifications of the person by 
whom the statement is prepared, 

Certification page 

(b) the name and address of the responsible person, Certification page 
(c)  the address of the land: 
(i) in respect of which the development application is made, or 
(ii) on which the activity or infrastructure to which the statement 
relates is to be carried out, 

Certification page 

a description of the development, activity or infrastructure to which the 
statement relates, 

Certification page 

an assessment by the person by whom the statement is prepared of the 
environmental impact of the development, activity or infrastructure to which 
the statement relates, dealing with the matters referred to in this Schedule, 
and 

Section 6 

a declaration by the person by whom the statement is prepared to the 
effect that: 
(i) the statement has been prepared in accordance with this 

Schedule, and 
(ii) the statement contains all available information that is relevant to 

the environmental assessment of the development, activity or 
infrastructure to which the statement relates, and 

(iii) that the information contained in the statement is neither false nor 
misleading. 

Certification page 

 

Content of the environmental impact statement 

Requirement Where addressed in the 
EIS 

An environmental impact statement must also contain each of the 
following: 

 

a summary of the environmental impact statement, Executive summary 
a statement of the objectives of the development, activity or infrastructure, Chapter 1 
an analysis of any feasible alternatives to the carrying out of the 
development activity or infrastructure, having regard to its objectives, 
including the consequences of not carrying out the development, activity or 
infrastructure, 

Chapter 3 

an analysis of the development, activity or infrastructure, and 
i) a full description of the development, activity or infrastructure 
 

Chapter 2 

ii) a general description of the environment likely to be affected by the 
development activity or infrastructure, together with a detailed description 
of those aspects of the environment that are likely to be significantly 
affected, and 

Chapter 6 

iii) the likely impact on the environment of the development, activity or 
infrastructure, and 

Chapter 6 
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Requirement Where addressed in the 
EIS 

iv) a full description of the measures proposed to mitigate any adverse 
effects of the development, activity or infrastructure on the environment, 
and 

Chapter 6 

v) a list of any approvals that must be obtained under any other Act or law 
before the development, activity or infrastructure may lawfully be carried 
out, 

Chapter 4 

compilation (in a single section of the environmental impact statement) of 
the measures referred to in item (d)(iv) 

Chapter 7 

the reasons justifying the carrying out of the development, activity or 
infrastructure in the manner proposed, having regard to biophysical, 
economic and social considerations, including the principles of ecologically 
sustainable development set out in subclause (4) of Schedule 2 Part 3 
Section 7. 

Chapters 3 and 8 

Subclause (1) is subject to the environmental assessment requirements 
that relate to the environmental impact statement. 

SEARs are addressed 
throughout the document. 
Refer to Section 1.6 for 
breakdown on where 
SEARs are addressed. 
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Appendix C 
Protected Matters Search Tool 
 

 



EPBC Act Protected Matters Report

This report provides general guidance on matters of national environmental significance and other matters
protected by the EPBC Act in the area you have selected.

Information on the coverage of this report and qualifications on data supporting this report are contained in the
caveat at the end of the report.

Information is available about Environment Assessments and the EPBC Act including significance guidelines,
forms and application process details.

Other Matters Protected by the EPBC Act

Acknowledgements

Buffer: 1.0Km

Matters of NES

Report created: 13/09/18 12:34:17

Coordinates

This map may contain data which are
©Commonwealth of Australia
(Geoscience Australia), ©PSMA 2010

Caveat
Extra Information

Details
Summary

http://www.environment.gov.au/protection/environment-assessments


Summary

This part of the report summarises the matters of national environmental significance that may occur in, or may
relate to, the area you nominated. Further information is available in the detail part of the report, which can be
accessed by scrolling or following the links below. If you are proposing to undertake an activity that may have a
significant impact on one or more matters of national environmental significance then you should consider the
Administrative Guidelines on Significance.

Matters of National Environmental Significance

Listed Threatened Ecological Communities:

Listed Migratory Species:

2

Great Barrier Reef Marine Park:

Wetlands of International Importance:

Listed Threatened Species:

None

32

None

None

National Heritage Places:

Commonwealth Marine Area:

World Heritage Properties:

None

None

12

The EPBC Act protects the environment on Commonwealth land, the environment from the actions taken on
Commonwealth land, and the environment from actions taken by Commonwealth agencies. As heritage values of a
place are part of the 'environment', these aspects of the EPBC Act protect the Commonwealth Heritage values of a
Commonwealth Heritage place. Information on the new heritage laws can be found at
http://www.environment.gov.au/heritage

This part of the report summarises other matters protected under the Act that may relate to the area you nominated.
Approval may be required for a proposed activity that significantly affects the environment on Commonwealth land,
when the action is outside the Commonwealth land, or the environment anywhere when the action is taken on
Commonwealth land. Approval may also be required for the Commonwealth or Commonwealth agencies proposing to
take an action that is likely to have a significant impact on the environment anywhere.

A permit may be required for activities in or on a Commonwealth area that may affect a member of a listed threatened
species or ecological community, a member of a listed migratory species, whales and other cetaceans, or a member of
a listed marine species.

Other Matters Protected by the EPBC Act

None

None

None

Listed Marine Species:

Whales and Other Cetaceans:

19

Commonwealth Heritage Places:

None

None

Critical Habitats:

Commonwealth Land:

Commonwealth Reserves Terrestrial:

NoneAustralian Marine Parks:

Extra Information

This part of the report provides information that may also be relevant to the area you have nominated.

None

NoneState and Territory Reserves:

Nationally Important Wetlands:

NoneRegional Forest Agreements:

Invasive Species: 32

NoneKey Ecological Features (Marine)

http://www.environment.gov.au/protection/environment-assessments
http://www.environment.gov.au/epbc/permits-and-application-forms


Details

Listed Threatened Species [ Resource Information ]
Name Status Type of Presence
Birds

Regent Honeyeater [82338] Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
known to occur within area

Anthochaera phrygia

Curlew Sandpiper [856] Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Calidris ferruginea

Painted Honeyeater [470] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
known to occur within area

Grantiella picta

Swift Parrot [744] Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Lathamus discolor

Eastern Curlew, Far Eastern Curlew [847] Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Numenius madagascariensis

Australian Painted-snipe, Australian Painted Snipe
[77037]

Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Rostratula australis

Fish

Murray Cod [66633] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Maccullochella peelii

Macquarie Perch [66632] Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Macquaria australasica

Australian Grayling [26179] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Prototroctes maraena

Frogs

Giant Burrowing Frog [1973] Vulnerable Species or species
Heleioporus australiacus

For threatened ecological communities where the distribution is well known, maps are derived from recovery
plans, State vegetation maps, remote sensing imagery and other sources. Where threatened ecological
community distributions are less well known, existing vegetation maps and point location data are used to
produce indicative distribution maps.

Listed Threatened Ecological Communities [ Resource Information ]

Name Status Type of Presence
Natural Temperate Grassland of the South Eastern
Highlands

Critically Endangered Community may occur
within area

White Box-Yellow Box-Blakely's Red Gum Grassy
Woodland and Derived Native Grassland

Critically Endangered Community may occur
within area

Matters of National Environmental Significance



Name Status Type of Presence
habitat may occur within
area

Booroolong Frog [1844] Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Litoria booroolongensis

Insects

Bathurst Copper Butterfly, Purple Copper Butterfly,
Bathurst Copper, Bathurst Copper Wing, Bathurst-
Lithgow Copper, Purple Copper [26335]

Vulnerable Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Paralucia spinifera

Mammals

Large-eared Pied Bat, Large Pied Bat [183] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Chalinolobus dwyeri

Spot-tailed Quoll, Spotted-tail Quoll, Tiger Quoll
(southeastern mainland population) [75184]

Endangered Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Dasyurus maculatus  maculatus (SE mainland population)

Greater Glider [254] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Petauroides volans

Brush-tailed Rock-wallaby [225] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Petrogale penicillata

Koala (combined populations of Queensland, New
South Wales and the Australian Capital Territory)
[85104]

Vulnerable Species or species habitat
known to occur within area

Phascolarctos cinereus (combined populations of Qld, NSW and the ACT)

New Holland Mouse, Pookila [96] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Pseudomys novaehollandiae

Grey-headed Flying-fox [186] Vulnerable Foraging, feeding or related
behaviour may occur within
area

Pteropus poliocephalus

Plants

Bynoe's Wattle, Tiny Wattle [8575] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Acacia bynoeana

 [56780] Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Asterolasia elegans

Leafless Tongue-orchid [19533] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Cryptostylis hunteriana

Black Gum [20890] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Eucalyptus aggregata

Silver-leaved Mountain Gum, Silver-leaved Gum
[21537]

Vulnerable Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Eucalyptus pulverulenta

 [4325] Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Euphrasia arguta

Hoary Sunray, Grassland Paper-daisy [56204] Endangered Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Leucochrysum albicans var. tricolor

Omeo Stork's-bill [84065] Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Pelargonium sp. Striatellum (G.W.Carr 10345)



Name Status Type of Presence

 [64942] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Philotheca ericifolia

Tarengo Leek Orchid [55144] Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Prasophyllum petilum

a leek-orchid [81964] Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Prasophyllum sp. Wybong (C.Phelps ORG 5269)

Austral Toadflax, Toadflax [15202] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Thesium australe

Reptiles

Broad-headed Snake [1182] Vulnerable Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Hoplocephalus bungaroides

Listed Migratory Species [ Resource Information ]
* Species is listed under a different scientific name on the EPBC Act - Threatened Species list.
Name Threatened Type of Presence
Migratory Marine Birds

Fork-tailed Swift [678] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Apus pacificus

Migratory Terrestrial Species

White-throated Needletail [682] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Hirundapus caudacutus

Black-faced Monarch [609] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Monarcha melanopsis

Yellow Wagtail [644] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Motacilla flava

Satin Flycatcher [612] Species or species habitat
known to occur within area

Myiagra cyanoleuca

Rufous Fantail [592] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Rhipidura rufifrons

Migratory Wetlands Species

Common Sandpiper [59309] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Actitis hypoleucos

Sharp-tailed Sandpiper [874] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Calidris acuminata

Curlew Sandpiper [856] Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Calidris ferruginea

Pectoral Sandpiper [858] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Calidris melanotos

Latham's Snipe, Japanese Snipe [863] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Gallinago hardwickii



Name Threatened Type of Presence

Eastern Curlew, Far Eastern Curlew [847] Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Numenius madagascariensis

Listed Marine Species [ Resource Information ]
* Species is listed under a different scientific name on the EPBC Act - Threatened Species list.
Name Threatened Type of Presence
Birds

Common Sandpiper [59309] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Actitis hypoleucos

Fork-tailed Swift [678] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Apus pacificus

Great Egret, White Egret [59541] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Ardea alba

Cattle Egret [59542] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Ardea ibis

Sharp-tailed Sandpiper [874] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Calidris acuminata

Curlew Sandpiper [856] Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Calidris ferruginea

Pectoral Sandpiper [858] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Calidris melanotos

Black-eared Cuckoo [705] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Chrysococcyx osculans

Latham's Snipe, Japanese Snipe [863] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Gallinago hardwickii

White-bellied Sea-Eagle [943] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Haliaeetus leucogaster

Other Matters Protected by the EPBC Act



Name Threatened Type of Presence

White-throated Needletail [682] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Hirundapus caudacutus

Swift Parrot [744] Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Lathamus discolor

Rainbow Bee-eater [670] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Merops ornatus

Black-faced Monarch [609] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Monarcha melanopsis

Yellow Wagtail [644] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Motacilla flava

Satin Flycatcher [612] Species or species habitat
known to occur within area

Myiagra cyanoleuca

Eastern Curlew, Far Eastern Curlew [847] Critically Endangered Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Numenius madagascariensis

Rufous Fantail [592] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Rhipidura rufifrons

Painted Snipe [889] Endangered* Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Rostratula benghalensis (sensu lato)

Extra Information

Invasive Species [ Resource Information ]
Weeds reported here are the 20 species of national significance (WoNS), along with other introduced plants
that are considered by the States and Territories to pose a particularly significant threat to biodiversity. The
following feral animals are reported: Goat, Red Fox, Cat, Rabbit, Pig, Water Buffalo and Cane Toad. Maps from
Landscape Health Project, National Land and Water Resouces Audit, 2001.

Name Status Type of Presence
Birds

Common Myna, Indian Myna [387] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Acridotheres tristis

Skylark [656] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Alauda arvensis

Mallard [974] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Anas platyrhynchos



Name Status Type of Presence

European Goldfinch [403] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Carduelis carduelis

Rock Pigeon, Rock Dove, Domestic Pigeon [803] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Columba livia

House Sparrow [405] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Passer domesticus

Red-whiskered Bulbul [631] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Pycnonotus jocosus

Spotted Turtle-Dove  [780] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Streptopelia chinensis

Common Starling [389] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Sturnus vulgaris

Common Blackbird, Eurasian Blackbird [596] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Turdus merula

Mammals

Domestic Cattle [16] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Bos taurus

Domestic Dog [82654] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Canis lupus  familiaris

Goat [2] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Capra hircus

Cat, House Cat, Domestic Cat [19] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Felis catus

Feral deer species in Australia [85733] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Feral deer

Brown Hare [127] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Lepus capensis

House Mouse [120] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Mus musculus

Rabbit, European Rabbit [128] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Oryctolagus cuniculus

Black Rat, Ship Rat [84] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Rattus rattus

Pig [6] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Sus scrofa

Red Fox, Fox [18] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Vulpes vulpes



Name Status Type of Presence
Plants

Broom, English Broom, Scotch Broom, Common
Broom, Scottish Broom, Spanish Broom [5934]

Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Cytisus scoparius

Montpellier Broom, Cape Broom, Canary Broom,
Common Broom, French Broom, Soft Broom [20126]

Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Genista monspessulana

Broom [67538] Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Genista sp. X Genista monspessulana

African Boxthorn, Boxthorn [19235] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Lycium ferocissimum

Chilean Needle grass [67699] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Nassella neesiana

Serrated Tussock, Yass River Tussock, Yass Tussock,
Nassella Tussock (NZ) [18884]

Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Nassella trichotoma

Prickly Pears [82753] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Opuntia spp.

Radiata Pine Monterey Pine, Insignis Pine, Wilding
Pine [20780]

Species or species habitat
may occur within area

Pinus radiata

Blackberry, European Blackberry [68406] Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Rubus fruticosus aggregate

Willows except Weeping Willow, Pussy Willow and
Sterile Pussy Willow [68497]

Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Salix spp. except S.babylonica, S.x calodendron & S.x reichardtii

Fireweed, Madagascar Ragwort, Madagascar
Groundsel [2624]

Species or species habitat
likely to occur within area

Senecio madagascariensis



- non-threatened seabirds which have only been mapped for recorded breeding sites

- migratory species that are very widespread, vagrant, or only occur in small numbers

- some species and ecological communities that have only recently been listed

Not all species listed under the EPBC Act have been mapped (see below) and therefore a report is a general guide only. Where available data
supports mapping, the type of presence that can be determined from the data is indicated in general terms. People using this information in making
a referral may need to consider the qualifications below and may need to seek and consider other information sources.

For threatened ecological communities where the distribution is well known, maps are derived from recovery plans, State vegetation maps, remote
sensing imagery and other sources. Where threatened ecological community distributions are less well known, existing vegetation maps and point
location data are used to produce indicative distribution maps.

- seals which have only been mapped for breeding sites near the Australian continent

Such breeding sites may be important for the protection of the Commonwealth Marine environment.

Threatened, migratory and marine species distributions have been derived through a variety of methods.  Where distributions are well known and if
time permits, maps are derived using either thematic spatial data (i.e. vegetation, soils, geology, elevation, aspect, terrain, etc) together with point
locations and described habitat; or environmental modelling (MAXENT or BIOCLIM habitat modelling) using point locations and environmental data
layers.

The information presented in this report has been provided by a range of data sources as acknowledged at the end of the report.
Caveat

- migratory and

The following species and ecological communities have not been mapped and do not appear in reports produced from this database:

- marine

This report is designed to assist in identifying the locations of places which may be relevant in determining obligations under the Environment
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. It holds mapped locations of World and National Heritage properties, Wetlands of International
and National Importance, Commonwealth and State/Territory reserves, listed threatened, migratory and marine species and listed threatened
ecological communities. Mapping of Commonwealth land is not complete at this stage. Maps have been collated from a range of sources at various
resolutions.

- threatened species listed as extinct or considered as vagrants

- some terrestrial species that overfly the Commonwealth marine area

The following groups have been mapped, but may not cover the complete distribution of the species:

Only selected species covered by the following provisions of the EPBC Act have been mapped:

Where very little information is available for species or large number of maps are required in a short time-frame, maps are derived either from 0.04
or 0.02 decimal degree cells; by an automated process using polygon capture techniques (static two kilometre grid cells, alpha-hull and convex hull);
or captured manually or by using topographic features (national park boundaries, islands, etc).  In the early stages of the distribution mapping
process (1999-early 2000s) distributions were defined by degree blocks, 100K or 250K map sheets to rapidly create distribution maps. More reliable
distribution mapping methods are used to update these distributions as time permits.

-33.3925 150.09083,-33.39306 150.09111,-33.39333 150.09361,-33.39278 150.09361,-33.39222 150.09278,-33.3925 150.09083
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Executive summary 
Background 
Aurecon has been engaged by EnergyAustralia to prepare an ecological assessment for a proposed 
asbestos disposal area on land associated with Wallerawang Power Station (WWPS). The subject area is 
about 1.2 kilometres north-east of WWPS, and 150 metres south of the ash dam where spoil from the 
burning of coal was disposed of. 

Methodology 
The ecological assessment was undertaken by the review of existing databases and a field survey. 

The field survey of the study area was undertaken on 4 June 2018 by Cormac Farrell (Environmental 
Scientist). Vegetation within the study area was surveyed using two vegetation plots within the proposed 
asbestos disposal area, as well as a control plot in nearby remnant forest, supplemented by the random 
meander technique (Cropper 1993) over two-person hours. 

The field survey included a habitat based threatened fauna assessment, as well as a search for threatened 
flora and fauna species in areas of potential habitat. The habitat assessment included recording the quality 
and presence of habitat for threatened fauna (e.g. hollow-bearing trees, fallen logs etc.). 

All the trees with a diameter at breast height greater than 200 millimetres within the proposed compound 
were identified to species level and the attributes recorded. Active searches for fauna scats/scratchings were 
undertaken at the base of all trees to be removed. No fauna or fauna scats or scratchings were recorded 
during the field survey. 

Results 
The database searches identified the following features in proximity to the study area: 

 Forty-seven threatened fauna species listed under the Environmental Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) (excluding fish and marine mammals) and 48 threatened fauna 
species listed under the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 (BC Act) have been previously recorded or 
are predicted to occur within the locality (i.e. within a five-kilometre radius of the study area) 

 Eleven threatened flora species listed under the EPBC Act and three threatened flora species listed under 
the BC Act have been previously recorded or are predicted to occur within the locality 

 Three threatened ecological communities listed under the EPBC Act are predicted to occur within the 
locality. 

No sightings of threatened flora or fauna species have been recorded in the study area.  

The proposed asbestos disposal area comprises disturbed vegetation dominated by low shrubs. There is no 
overstorey, and apart from scattered regrowth Monterey Pines (Pinus radiata) and a single Silver Wattle 
(Acacia dealbata), trees are almost completely absent from the site. The dominant vegetation on the site is 
Common Cassinia (Cassinia aculeate), which is a common native shrub associated with disturbed and waste 
ground. This forms the vast majority of the shrub layer however there there are occasional thickets of 
Blackberry (Rubus fruticosus) within the site. 

The ground layer of vegetation is predominantly exotic weed species such as Phalaris (Phalaris aquatica) 
and Couch (Cynodon dactylon) with a sparse minor component of native grasses including Austral Rush 
(Juncus australis) and Barbed Wire Grass (Cymbopogon refractus). Within the study area, no significant 
habitat resources for threatened species were detected, and apart from opportunistic foraging the site does 
not have any habitat value for native species. 
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Impact 
The assessment determined that: 

 The proposed asbestos disposal area would require clearing of less than two hectares of previously 
disturbed vegetation that includes a mixture of common disturbance-tolerant native species and exotic 
weeds. The area was previously an exotic pine plantation that has been felled, and does not provide any 
significant linkage to important habitats 

 No threatened flora species, threatened fauna species or endangered populations were recorded within 
the proposed asbestos disposal area or the wider study area 

 No threatened flora species, threatened fauna species or endangered populations are considered to have 
a moderate or higher likelihood of occurrence within the proposed asbestos disposal area 

 No breeding or roosting/nesting habitat features (such as hollow-bearing trees) were recorded within the 
study area and none would be removed by the Proposal. 

Recommendations 
The following management and mitigation measures are recommended to minimise the potential biodiversity 
impacts (direct and indirect) of the Proposal: 

 Install temporary delineation or fencing around the proposed asbestos disposal area to avoid inadvertent 
clearing of nearby native vegetation 

 Cleared vegetation is to be removed from site except where mulch can be used for erosion and sediment 
control, weed suppression or similar activities 

 Plant and equipment used during construction should be free from vegetative material and soil that may 
contain weed seeds or soil-borne diseases prior to entering the site. Plant and machinery that is involved 
in earth moving should be washed-down at an appropriate location and cattle grids used that does not 
drain into native vegetation before being transported off site 

 Erosion and sediment control measures are to be implemented during the construction-phase to minimise 
indirect impacts to surrounding vegetation 

 Stockpiles and ancillary facilities should be located within areas to be cleared and at least two metres 
from native vegetation to be retained 

 If fauna is encountered during vegetation clearing activities, it should be allowed to move on at its own 
pace. Injured fauna should be taken to the nearest veterinary clinic for assessment 

 If any threatened fauna are identified during clearing activities, work should cease immediately pending 
further survey or assessment. 
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1 Background and introduction 
 
 

1.1 Background 
Wallerawang Power Station (WWPS) is a coal-fired power station owned by EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd 
(EnergyAustralia) that was commissioned in the late 1950’s and consisted of two units with a combined 
capacity of 1,000 megawatts (MW), with the power station previously capable of supplying around 
950,000 homes in New South Wales (NSW) each year. In the late 1970’s the power station underwent a 
significant overhaul resulting in an additional two 500MW turbines being constructed. WWPS underwent its 
last major refurbishment in the mid-1990s to extend its operational life by another 15 years. 

In November 2014, EnergyAustralia announced that it would be closing WWPS due to ongoing lower energy 
demand, lack of access to competitively priced coal and the power station’s high operating costs. WWPS has 
since been deregistered as an electricity generation facility and EnergyAustralia has commenced its 
decommissioning, demolition and rehabilitation, which is referred to as the WWPS Closure Project. 

The WWPS Closure Project will generate asbestos waste comprising asbestos containing materials and 
insulation, which will require disposal. In the past, asbestos waste has been placed within asbestos disposal 
sites at Wallerawang Ash Repository. However, as one of these disposal areas reached capacity and was 
closed in 1989 and the other is nearing capacity, a new asbestos disposal site is required. 

EnergyAustralia propose to construct a new asbestos disposal area on EnergyAustralia-owned land. The 
proposed asbestos disposal area would provide sufficient capacity to receive asbestos waste generated by 
the WWPS Closure Project. 

EnergyAustralia has engaged Aurecon to prepare an ecological assessment of the proposed asbestos 
disposal area. 

1.2 Licensing 
The field work component of this ecological assessment was conducted in accordance with Scientific 
Licence (SL101374) issued under Section 132(c) of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974. The licence 
permits the undertaking of biodiversity assessments, species impact statements, ecological surveys and 
abiotic sampling as part of flora and fauna survey work. 

1.3 Purpose of this report 
This ecological assessment has been prepared to inform the environmental impact statement of the 
asbestos disposal area that EnergyAustralia proposes to develop to receive waste from the Wallerawang 
Closure Project. 

In accordance with Clause 3, Schedule 2 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000, 
EnergyAustralia applied to the Secretary of the Department of Planning and Environment to obtain 
environmental assessment requirements for the Proposal. The Secretary’s Environmental Assessment 
Requirements were issued on 18 January 2018 under Section 4.12 of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979. The Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements specify that a description 
of any potential vegetation clearing needed to undertake the Proposal and any impacts to flora and fauna is 
included. 

This ecological assessment has been prepared to address the above requirements. 

1.4 Introduction and project description 
The Proposal is located at Wallerawang in the central tablelands of NSW, about 160 kilometres west of 
Sydney. 
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The Proposal includes: 

 removal of vegetation within an area about 260-metres long and 50-metres wide 

 excavation of six trenches each about 250-metres long and three-metres apart. Each trench would be 
about three-metres wide and three-metres deep 

 capping of material with soil to create a final landform 

 rehabilitation to a stable long term vegetated state. 

 

1.5 Study area overview 
A study area was developed for this ecological assessment that included the proposed asbestos disposal 
area and also extended less than 50 metres south into remnant native forest. 

The study area is within Wallerawang Ash Repository and is about 1.2 kilometres north-east of WWPS (refer 
to Figure 1-1). 

To the west of the study area are internal haul roads and disturbed grazing land. To the east is a pine 
plantation that originally extended into the study area. 

 

Table 1-1 Summary of land details 

Lot No. Lot 5 DP829137 

Address Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845 

Site coordinates -33.392646, 150.091846 

Local government area Lithgow 

Catchment management area Warragamba  

Primary existing land use  Energy Generation/Mining 

Current zoning  SP2 Infrastructure 
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Figure 1-1  Key site features 
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Plate 1 Typical vegetation in the proposed asbestos disposal area 

 
Plate 2 Typical vegetation in the proposed asbestos disposal area
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2 Aims and objectives 
The aims and objectives of this ecological assessment are to: 

 Determine whether important environmental values are present at the proposed asbestos disposal area 

 Determine the vegetation community present at the study area and its conservation significance 

 Assess the presence and quality of threatened flora and fauna habitat within the study area  

 Outline any other potential ecological constraints within the study area  

 Identify areas that are potentially unsuitable for use due to listed species, important habitats or potential 
for weed spread.   

 Determine the significance of the proposed impacts on Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) and Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 (BC Act) on listed threatened 
biota 

 Recommend management and mitigation measures to avoid or minimise potential biodiversity impacts 

 Outline any further responsibilities under Commonwealth and State legislation and guidelines. 
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3 Legislative context  

3.1 Commonwealth legislation 

3.1.1 Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 
Under the EPBC Act it is an offence to undertake an action that may have a significant impact on a matter of 
national environmental significance without approval from the Department of the Environment and Energy, 
which administers the Act. Matters of national environmental significance include: 

 World heritage properties 

 National heritage places 

 Wetlands of international significance 

 Great barrier reef marine park 

 Commonwealth marine areas 

 Listed threatened species and ecological communities 

 Listed migratory species 

 Nuclear actions (including uranium mines) 

 A water resource, in relation to coal seam gas development and large coal mining development. 

 

Where it is determined that an action is likely to have a significant impact on matters of national 
environmental significance through the preparation of a Significant Impact Criteria assessment, the action 
must be referred to the Department of the Environment and Energy for further assessment. 

Relevance to the Proposal 

Threatened biota listed under the EPBC Act have been previously recorded or is predicted to occur within 
the locality and may have previously had habitat within the study area. The significance of potential impacts 
on threatened biota considered likely to occur within the study area must therefore be assessed. 

3.2 NSW legislation 

3.2.1 Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 
The BC Act provides a framework to avoid, minimise and offset impacts on biodiversity. The BC Act 
introduces the Biodiversity Assessment Method, a consistent method for the assessment of biodiversity on a 
proposed development. The Biodiversity Assessment Method must be applied by an accredited assessor 
and a Biodiversity Development Assessment Report prepared for all proposals assessed under Part 4 of the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (excluding complying development) which: 

 Exceed the relevant clearing threshold as set out in Section 7.2 of the Biodiversity Conservation 
Regulation 2017 

 Are located within an area identified on the ‘Biodiversity Values Map’ 

 Are located in a declared Area of Outstanding Biodiversity Value. Note that listed areas of declared 
critical habitat under the now repealed Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 have become Areas 
of Outstanding Biodiversity Value under the new legislation. 

 Are considered to “likely to significantly affect threatened species” using the test of significance in Section 
7.3 of the Act. 
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The BC Act also introduces the Biodiversity Offsets Scheme, which applies to the following potentially 
relevant proposals: 

 Local development assessed under Part 4 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 that 
is likely to significantly affect threatened species or triggers the Biodiversity Offsets Scheme threshold 

 Clearing of native vegetation in urban areas and areas zoned for environmental conservation that 
exceeds the Biodiversity Offsets Scheme threshold and does not require development consent 

 Clearing of native vegetation that requires approval by the Native Vegetation Panel under the Local Land 
Services Act 2016. 

 

The Biodiversity Conservation Regulation 2017 outlines two triggers for the Biodiversity Offsets Scheme 
threshold. The first is an area threshold based on the amount of land to be cleared. The second is whether 
the vegetation is mapped under the Sensitive Biodiversity Values Map. 

Relevance to the Proposal 

The proposed clearing does not trigger the Biodiversity Assessment Method based on the area of land to be 
cleared as the threshold for a property greater than 1000 hectares is two hectares of clearing or more. The 
land clearing required for the proposed asbestos disposal area is less than two hectares and is not mapped 
as important habitat under the Biodiversity Values Map. 

Threatened biota listed under the BC Act has been previously recorded or are predicted to occur within the 
locality and may have habitat near to the study area. The significance of potential impacts on threatened 
biota considered likely to occur within the study area must therefore be assessed. 

3.2.2 Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 
The Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 provides the framework for decision-making under 
the NSW planning system. The Act includes in its objectives the proper management of natural resources 
and the protection of the environment, including the protection and conservation of native animals and 
plants, including threatened species, populations and ecological communities and their habitats. 
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4 Methods and survey assessment techniques  
The assessment was undertaken in two stages. A preliminary desktop investigation which involved literature 
and database reviews and a field survey which included site inspections and a plot-based assessment of the 
site to determine the ecological values of the study area.  

4.1 Literature and database review 

4.1.1 NSW Government 
The Atlas of NSW Wildlife (BioNet) is the Office of Environment and Heritage’s database of flora and fauna 
records. A search of BioNet database was undertaken on 2 June 2018 to obtain details of threatened flora 
and fauna sightings within a 10-kilometre radius of the study area. 

The NSW Biodiversity Map was reviewed for the study area on 2 June 2018. 

Endangered ecological community mapping for the Lithgow local government area was reviewed to 
determine whether the site is, or is near, areas mapped as endangered ecological communities. 

4.1.2 Commonwealth Government 
The Department of the Environment and Energy manages the Protected Matters Search Tool, which is used 
to help determine whether matters of national environmental significance or other matters protected under 
the EPBC Act are likely to occur within a locality. A search of the Protected Matters Search Tool using a five-
kilometre radius of the study area was carried out on the 4 June 2018 during field visits and repeated on 
19 June 2018 as part of report preparation. 

4.2 Flora and fauna field survey 
A field investigation of the study area was undertaken on 4 June 2018 by Cormac Farrell (Environmental 
Scientist). The focus of the field investigation was to determine whether the ecological values of the study 
area contain any threatened species, populations or ecological communities (biota), or whether the study 
area supports suitable habitat for threatened biota considered likely to occur. Vegetation within the study 
area was surveyed using two vegetation plots within the proposed asbestos disposal area, as well as a 
control plot in nearby remnant forest, supplemented by the random meander technique (Cropper 1993) over 
two person hours. 

The field survey included a habitat based threatened fauna assessment, as well as a search for threatened 
flora and fauna species in areas of potential habitat. The habitat assessment included recording the quality 
and presence of habitat for threatened fauna such as hollow-bearing trees and fallen logs. 

All trees with a diameter at breast height of greater than 200 millimetres within the proposed compound were 
identified to species level and the attributes recorded. A list of flora recorded during the field survey is 
contained in Appendix C. 

Active searches for fauna scats/scratchings were undertaken at the base of all trees to be removed. No 
fauna or fauna scats or scratchings were recorded during the field survey. 
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5 Results and discussion 

5.1 Literature and database review 
The database searches identified the following features in proximity to the study area: 

 Forty seven threatened fauna species listed under the EPBC Act (excluding fish and marine mammals) 
and 48 threatened fauna species listed under the BC Act have been previously recorded or are predicted 
to occur within the locality (i.e. within a five-kilometre radius of the study area) 

 Eleven threatened flora species listed under the EPBC Act and three threatened flora species listed under 
the BC Act have been previously recorded or are predicted to occur within the locality 

 Three threatened ecological communities listed under the EPBC Act are predicted to occur within the 
locality. 

 

No threatened flora or fauna species have been recorded in the study area. 

5.2 Regional vegetation mapping 
The study area is predominately mapped as exotic pine plantation, which was the previous land use on the 
site. There were still retained stumps and natural regrowth of exotic Pinus radiata across the study area. 
There does not appear to have been any attempt to re-establish native vegetation on the site following 
harvest of the plantation. None of the retained stumps contained hollows. 

 

 
Plate 3 Retained stumps from the previous pine plantation 
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5.3 Field surveys 

5.3.1 Vegetation communities 
The proposed asbestos disposal area is an area of previously disturbed vegetation that is dominated by low 
shrubs. There is no overstorey and, apart from scattered regrowth Monterey Pines (Pinus radiata) and a 
single Silver Wattle (Acacia dealbata), trees are almost completely absent from the site. The dominant 
vegetation on the site is Common Cassinia (Cassinia aculeate) which is a common native shrub associated 
with disturbed and waste ground. This forms the vast majority of the shrub layer however there there are 
occasional thickets of Blackberry (Rubus fruticosus) within the site. 

The ground layer of vegetation is predominantly exotic weed species such as Phalaris (Phalaris aquatica) 
and Couch (Cynodon dactylon) with a sparse minor component of native grasses including Austral Rush 
(Juncus australis) and Barbed Wire Grass (Cymbopogon refractus). On both vegetation plots within the 
proposed asbestos disposal area, native grass cover was less than five percent of the total plot area. 

Status 

Due to the highly disturbed nature of the vegetation within the proposed asbestos disposal area, its condition 
is not considered to be consistent with the endangered ecological communities mapped for the locality or 
any threatened ecological community listed under the EPBC Act or BC Act. 

Exotic species 

Exotic species occur across the proposed asbestos disposal area, however, no Weeds of National 
Significance were detected during field surveys. There are a number of species within the proposed 
asbestos disposal area that are associated with degraded and disturbed ecosystems including: 

 Common Ribwort (Plantago lanceolata) 

 Catsear (Hypochaeris radicata) 

 Red Sorrell (Rumex acetosella) 

 Blackberry (Rubus fruticosus) 

 Scotch Thistle (Onopordum acanthium). 

 

These species occur across the study area, but have not invaded adjacent remnant forest areas. 

5.3.2 Threatened species 
No threatened flora or fauna species were recorded during field surveys. The vegetation recorded at during 
the field survey comprised exotic weeds and disturbance-tolerant shrubs growing on waste ground. 

5.3.3 Habitat assessment 
Under the BC Act, habitat for a threatened species is defined as:  

a) an area periodically or occasionally occupied by a species or ecological community, and;  

b) the biotic and abiotic components of an area.  

In general terms, fauna habitat is often separated into three forms; breeding, foraging and dispersal. 
Breeding habitat may be present in the form of tree hollows (small and large), wet soaks, accumulations of 
leaf litter and detritus, rock outcrops, termite mounds and many other features. 

Foraging habitat is typically comprised of intact areas of native vegetation that provide flower, fruit and seed 
resources for nectivorous and frugivorous birds, bats and arboreal mammals (such as the Greater Glider). In 
turn, these herbivorous species provide feeding resources for raptors, larger reptiles, forest owls and 
terrestrial mammals. Dispersal habitat varies for each group of species but is typically comprised of intact 
vegetation that may or may not comprise foraging habitat, bridging two areas of foraging or breeding habitat. 
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Depending on the level of mobility and home range of the species, this habitat may be highly sensitive to 
disturbance or not sensitive at all. 

Within the study area, no significant habitat resources for threatened species were detected, and apart from 
opportunistic foraging the site does not have any habitat value for native species. 

5.3.4 Tree data table 
Table 5-1 identifies the trees within the proposed asbestos disposal area that would be removed. No native 
trees were detected. As mentioned above, the site was previously an exotic pine plantation that has been 
felled and left fallow. 

 

Table 5-1 Tree data  

Tree 
# 

Species Diameter 
at breast 

height 
(cm) 

Height 
(m) 

Canopy 
spread 

(m) 

Habitat value Removal 

1 Pinus radiata <20cm ~3 ~5 Low – exotic species Yes 

 

No hollow-bearing trees were present within the study area. 
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6 Impact assessment  
The following sections assess the potential biodiversity impacts of the Proposal. 

6.1 Clearing of native vegetation 
The Proposal would require the clearing of less than two hectares of degraded vegetation that contains a 
mixture of exotic and disturbance-tolerant native species. The only native tree that is likely to be affected is a 
single Silver Wattle (Acacia dealbata), which is a common and widespread species. The dominant shrub 
across the site is Common Cassinia (Cassinia aculeata), which is also a widespread species common on 
degraded or waste ground. 

6.2 Loss of threatened species 
No threatened flora or fauna species were recorded within the study area. It is unlikely that any of the 
threatened species previously recorded or predicted to occur in the locality would reside within the study 
area due to the degraded nature of the site and its situation immediately adjacent to a mining waste 
repository. 

6.3 Removal of threatened flora and fauna habitat 
The Proposal would not result in the removal of intact patches of remnant native vegetation. This vegetation 
does not contain any significant habitat features such as specific feed tree species or tree hollows. 
Furthermore, this vegetation is not considered to provide significant foraging resources for any threatened 
species that have been previously recorded in the vicinity or are predicted to occur within the study area. The 
loss of this degraded vegetation would have a negligible impact on vegetation that would remain in the 
locality. 

Based on the marginal nature of this habitat, these species were attributed a low-moderate likelihood of 
occurrence and no significance tests were required or undertaken. 

The Proposal would have a negligible impact on available habitat for threatened biota listed under either the 
BC Act or EPBC Act therefore a biodiversity development assessment report or Referral to the DoE is not 
required. 

6.4 Direct mortality of fauna 
Based on the lack of fauna breeding habitat (for common as well as threatened species), it is unlikely that 
there would be direct mortality of fauna during construction and operation of the proposed asbestos disposal 
area. Any resident fauna are likely to readily move on at their own pace once clearing commences. 
Recommendations to minimise and manage fauna distress and mortality are provided in Section 7. 

6.5 Edge effects 
The study area is located on the edge of an existing ash dam, which has been used to store solid waste from 
the burning of coal. The site was previously cleared, and there was no evidence of exotic species present on 
the site invading nearby remnant native vegetation. Following placement of asbestos waste within the site, a 
final landform will be created to shed water away from the storage area, and the soil will be rehabilitated with 
native species. As a result, no additional edge effects will be created. Notwithstanding, recommendations 
and environmental safeguards to minimise the risks to surrounding vegetation have been made in Section 7. 



 

Project number 253776  File AppD_Wallerawang Asbestos_Ecological_rev2_180921.docxAppD_Wallerawang Asbestos_Ecological_rev2_180921.docx, 2018-09-21  Revision 
2   19 

6.6 Loss of connectivity 
The study area is currently within a highly fragmented landscape with a history of coal mining and power 
generation. No additional tree clearance is expected or likely, and the loss of shrubs and grasses would be 
temporary, as the site would be rehabilitated as part of the storage of asbestos material. Therefore, the 
Proposal would not increase the isolation or fragmentation of vegetation patches in the broader landscape. 

6.7 Sedimentation and erosion 
No waterways traverse the study area and, therefore, sensitive environments for erosion and sedimentation 
are limited. Additional land immediately surrounding the study area is at a low gradient. Recommendations to 
manage erosion and sedimentation have been made in Section 7 and provided these are implemented the 
impacts would be negligible. 

6.8 Key threatening processes 
The Proposal is likely to have a minor contribution to one key threatening process being ‘clearing of native 
vegetation’ (less than two hectares) under the EPBC Act and BC Act. 

The required clearing of this degraded vegetation is negligible at both a local and regional scale based on 
the expanses of intact remnant vegetation to the south of the study area. Recommendations relating to these 
have been made in Section 7. It is unlikely that the Proposal would exacerbate the impact of this key 
threatening process within the study area and, therefore, the risks associated with them are low. 
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7 Recommended management and mitigation 
measures  

The following management and mitigation measures are recommended to minimise the potential ecological 
impacts of the Proposal: 

 Temporary delineation or fencing should be installed around the proposed asbestos disposal area to 
avoid inadvertent clearing of nearby native vegetation 

 Cleared vegetation should be mulched and removed from site, except where the mulch can be used for 
erosion and sediment control, weed suppression or similar activities 

 Plant and equipment used during construction should be free from vegetative material and soil that may 
contain weed seeds or soil-borne diseases prior to entering the site. Plant and machinery that is involved 
in earthmoving should be washed-down at an appropriate location and cattle grids used that does not 
drain into native vegetation before being transported off site 

 Erosion and sediment control measures should be implemented during the construction-phase to 
minimise indirect impacts to surrounding vegetation 

 Stockpiles and ancillary facilities should be located within areas to be cleared and at least two metres 
from native vegetation to be retained 

 If fauna is encountered during vegetation clearing activities, it should be allowed to move on at its own 
pace. Injured fauna should be taken to the nearest veterinary clinic for assessment 

 If any threatened fauna are identified during clearing activities, work should cease immediately pending 
further survey or assessment. 
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8 Conclusions  
This ecological assessment has reviewed and assessed the ecological attributes of the study area and 
potential impacts of the Proposal. The assessment determined that: 

 The proposed asbestos disposal area would require clearing of less than two hectares of previously 
disturbed vegetation that includes a mixture of common disturbance-tolerant native species and exotic 
weeds. The area was previously an exotic pine plantation that has been felled, and does not provide any 
significant linkage to important habitats 

 No threatened flora species, threatened fauna species or endangered populations were recorded within 
the proposed asbestos disposal area or study area 

 No threatened flora species, threatened fauna species or endangered populations are considered to have 
a moderate or higher likelihood of occurrence within the proposed asbestos disposal area 

 No breeding or roosting/nesting habitat features (such as hollow-bearing trees) were recorded within the 
study area and none would be removed by the Proposal. 

 

Providing the recommended management and mitigation measures identified in Section 7 are implemented, 
the Proposal is unlikely to significantly impact any threatened species, endangered populations or ecological 
communities or their habitat. As such, no further ecological assessment is required. 
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10 Acronyms and abbreviations 
Acronym Description 
Asbestos waste The asbestos waste generated by the WWPS Closure Project would comprise asbestos 

containing material and insulation material mostly consisting of rockwool and calcium 
silicate. The contractor would manage and handle all insulation waste as asbestos waste. 

BC Act Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 
BioNet Atlas of NSW Wildlife 
EPBC Act  Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 
NSW New South Wales 
WWPS Wallerawang Power Station  

WWPS Closure 
Project 

The decommissioning, demolition and rehabilitation of Wallerawang Power Station 
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Appendix A – Site photos 
  

 
Plate 4 Study area looking west, showing seedling pines 

 
Plate 5 Study area looking east  

  



 

 

 
Plate 6  Study area included areas with mostly bare ground 

 
Plate 7 The site was dominated by disturbance tolerant species and exotic weeds  
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Appendix B EPBC Protected Matters Search Results 
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Appendix C – Flora recorded within the study area  
Flora species recorded within the study area 

Species Common name Comments 

Eucalyptus macrorhynca Red Stringybark Dominant in remnant areas 

Eucalyptus rubida Candlebark Single tree 

Cassinia aculeata Common Cassinia Dominant across disturbed areas 

Acadia dealbata Silver Wattle Sparse individuals 

Leptospermum juniperium  Prickly Tea-tree Restricted to remnant patches 

Poa sp. Tussock grass Restricted to remnant patches 

Phalaris aquatica* Phalaris Exotic pasture species 

Microleana stipoides Weeping Grass Restricted to remnant patches 

Lomandra longifolia Spiny-headed mat-rush Restricted to remnant patches 

Juncus australis Austral Rush Sparsely present 

Cymbopogon refractus Barbed Wire Grass Sparsely present 

Pinus radiata* Monterey Pine Sparsely present 

Plantago lanceolata* Common Ribwort Sparsely present 

Cynodon dactylon* Couch Sparsely present 

Rubus fruticosus* Blackberry Sparsely present 

Hypochaeris radicata* Catsear Common component  

Rumex acetosella Red Sorell Sparsely present 

Onopordum acanthium Scotch Thistle Sparsely present 

* exotic 
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Executive summary 
Introduction 
Wallerawang Power Station (WWPS) is in Central West NSW, next to the township of Wallerawang, 
approximately 14 kilometres from Lithgow and 160 kilometres west of Sydney. In November 2014, 
EnergyAustralia announced that it would be closing WWPS due to ongoing lower energy demand, lack of 
access to competitively priced coal and high operating costs.  

The decommissioning and demolition of the WWPS would generate asbestos waste and insulation which 
would require disposal. As such, a new asbestos disposal area is required to deal with the generated waste 
from the WWPS demolition. 

This air quality assessment has been developed to support the environmental impact statement for the 
development of the new asbestos disposal area and to address the air quality Secretary Environmental 
Assessment Requirements (SEARs) issued by the Department of Planning and Environment. 

Methodology 
The air quality assessment has been undertaken in accordance with the Approved Methods for the Modelling 
and Assessment of Air Pollutants in NSW (Environment Protection Authority 2016). 

Dispersion modelling was undertaken using the AERMOD modelling program. AERMOD is a standard 
Gaussian-plume based air quality dispersion model and the Victorian Environmental Protection Agency and 
US EPA’s current regulatory model. It creates the likely dispersion plume of a pollutant based on 
meteorology, terrain, and expected source emissions. 

The results of modelling were compared to the emission criteria identified in the Approved Methods for the 
Modelling and Assessment of Air Pollutants in NSW and the distance of the closest sensitive receivers. 

Assessment 
The assessment has found that at the closest sensitive receiver, concentrations of asbestos and TSP comply 
with the criteria without mitigation. However, cumulative concentrations of PM10 exceed the 24-hour 
averaging period criterion without mitigation. To comply with this criterion, level 2 water spraying should be 
undertaken to meet the criterion. However, predicted cumulative PM10 annual average concentrations 
comply with the criterion without mitigation.  

All predicted incremental PM2.5 concentrations comply with the relevant criteria. However, cumulative 
concentrations of PM2.5 do not comply with criteria. This is because the background levels of PM2.5 are 
exceptionally high – accounting for 82 per cent and 88 per cent of the annual average and 24-hour average 
criteria, respectively. Using level 2 water spraying, the predicted incremental PM2.5 concentrations account 
for only 30 per cent and 1 per cent of the 24-hour average and annual average criteria, respectively. As this 
corresponds to a 95th percentile background level, this complies with the criterion.  

Management 
Level 2 watering of unsealed areas (particularly unsealed roads, exposed areas of soil and temporary 
stockpiles) is required to sufficiently mitigate impacts of PM10 and PM2.5 at nearby sensitive receptors. 
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1 Introduction 
This air quality assessment has been prepared by Aurecon, on behalf of EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd 
(EnergyAustralia). It informs an Environmental Impact Statement that is being prepared to accompany a 
development application to Lithgow City Council to construct and operate a proposed asbestos disposal area 
at Wallerawang Ash Repository that would be used to dispose of asbestos waste from the demolition of 
Wallerawang Power Station (WWPS). 

This air quality assessment focuses on the potential air quality effects of loading and transporting asbestos 
waste from WWPS to the proposed asbestos disposal area. 

1.1 Background 
WWPS is a coal-fired power station owned by EnergyAustralia. WWPS is located next to the township of 
Wallerawang, about 14 kilometres north-west of Lithgow and 160 kilometres west of Sydney. In November 
2014, EnergyAustralia announced it would permanently close WWPS due to ongoing reduced energy 
demand, lack of access to competitively priced coal and high operating costs. WWPS has since been 
deregistered as an electricity generation facility and EnergyAustralia has commenced its decommissioning, 
demolition and rehabilitation, which is referred to as the WWPS Closure Project. 

The WWPS Closure Project will generate asbestos waste, comprising asbestos containing materials and 
insulation, which will require disposal. In the past, asbestos waste generated at the site has been disposed 
of at two on-site asbestos disposal areas. One of these asbestos disposal areas reached capacity in 1989 
and is no longer in use (the ‘closed’ asbestos disposal area). The other asbestos disposal area is nearing 
capacity (the ‘current’ asbestos disposal area). Therefore, EnergyAustralia proposes to develop a new 
asbestos disposal area (the ‘Proposal’) to enable the on-site disposal of asbestos waste generated by the 
WWPS Closure Project. 

1.2 Site context 
The WWPS site covers an area of about 80 hectares and is bounded by Castlereagh Highway to the north, 
the Main Western Railway Line to the south and Main Street to the west. Coxs River bisects the site and 
continues southward into Lake Wallace, a man-made reservoir that was used to provide cooling water to the 
WWPS. 

The WWPS site has been progressively developed since its initial construction in 1957. It is a highly modified 
industrial site with few remaining natural features. Land use next to the WWPS site includes two active and 
one decommissioned switchyards owned by TransGrid. TransGrid also operate several transmission lines in 
the area, for which there are easements and right of access corridors. Most of the other land adjoining the 
WWPS site is owned by EnergyAustralia and forms a buffer zone. 

Coal-fired power stations produce fly ash as a dust by-product from the burning of coal. Fly ash generated at 
WWPS was disposed at Wallerawang Ash Repository, which is located about 2.5 kilometres north-east of 
WWPS. Wallerawang Ash Repository comprises Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam, Lidsdale Cut landfill area and the closed and current asbestos disposal areas. WWPS and 
Wallerawang Ash Repository are connected by wet ash and return water pipelines and Angus Place Coal 
Haul Road, which pass under the Castlereagh Highway. 

Mount Piper Power Station is located about five kilometres to the north-west of the WWPS site and is also 
owned by EnergyAustralia. 

The key features of the WWPS site and Wallerawang Ash Repository are shown in Figure 1-1. 
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Figure 1-1 Key features of WWPS and Wallerawang Ash Repository 
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1.3 Purpose of this report 
This acoustic assessment has been prepared to inform the Environmental Impact Statement of the asbestos 
disposal area that EnergyAustralia proposes to develop to receive waste from the Wallerawang Closure 
Project. 

In accordance with Clause 3, Schedule 2 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000, 
EnergyAustralia applied to the Secretary of the Department of Planning and Environment to obtain 
environmental assessment requirements for the Proposal. The Secretary’s Environmental Assessment 
Requirements (SEARs) were issued on 18 January 2018 under Section 4.12 of the Environmental Planning 
and Assessment Act 1979. The SEARs require that the following air quality matters be addressed: 

 a description of all potential sources of air emissions 

 an air quality impact assessment in accordance with relevant EPA guidelines 

 a description and appraisal of air quality impact mitigation and monitoring measures. 

 

This acoustic assessment has been prepared to address the above SEARs. 
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2 Emissions inventory 
A number of activities relating to demolition of structures at WWPS and handling and storage of the 
asbestos-containing materials (ACM) have the potential to generate emissions of both dust and asbestos. 
Key pollutants from these activities are total suspended particulates (TSP), particulate matter with 
aerodynamic diameter ≤ 10 µm (PM10), and particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter ≤ 2.5 µm (PM2.5). 

To understand the severity of air quality impacts at sensitive receiver locations, an emissions inventory of 
TSP and PM10 emissions was developed based on emission factors for construction activities. It should be 
noted that emission factors are only available for TSP and PM10. Several assumptions were made to 
estimate PM2.5 and asbestos emissions from those for PM10.  

The emissions inventory is summarised in Table 2-1. Pollutant emissions produced by the demolition of the 
WWPS are expected to be primarily particulate matter produced by the following sources: 

 Loading of demolition material at power station into trucks 

 Wheel erosion from trucks driving on unsealed roads at the dump site 

 Wind erosion of the proposed asbestos disposal area 

 Unloading of demolition materials at the proposed asbestos disposal area. 

 

2.1 Emission factors 
In the absence of on-site data such as moisture and silt content, conservative default emission factors are 
provided by the US EPA AP-42 and the NPI Emission Estimation Manuals for a variety of construction 
related activities. Default values were adopted for this assessment and are detailed in Table 2-1.  

It is understood that handling of ACM requires stringent management controls to contain the ACM. This can 
involve containing the structure within an enclosure to prevent atmospheric emissions, removal of pieces of 
ACM into purpose-built wrap to be immediately sealed and treated as asbestos waste and use of 
decontamination units (Asbestos Safety and Eradication Agency 2017). Because of these stringent 
management controls inherently required for the handling of asbestos which effectively limit emissions to the 
atmosphere, the emission factors adopted for this assessment are considered very conservative. 

2.2 Emission rates 
The following assumptions were used to estimate pollutant emission rates from the default emission factors: 

 Assumed hauling truck capacity of 100 tonnes 

 Demolition operations occur for 8 hours per day 

 ACM demolition works occur over a 10-day period 

 Asbestos (conservatively) accounts for 50 per cent of PM10 emissions from truck loading and wind erosion 
(asbestos emissions are not applicable for wheel generated dust emissions) 

 Default emission factors were considered appropriate and adopted for this assessment 

 The portion of PM10 emissions as PM2.5 was assumed to be equivalent to the ratio of annual average 
concentrations of PM10 and PM2.5 detailed in Table 4-3 (59 per cent) 

 Level 1 watering refers to application of 2 litres/m2/hr, which equates to a reduction in emissions of 50 per 
cent (NPI, 2012) 

 Level 2 watering refers to application of greater than 2 litres/m2/hr, which equates to a reduction in 
emissions of 75 per cent (National Pollutant Inventory (NPI), 2012). 
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Table 2-1 Summary of modelled dust-generating activities and corresponding emission rates 

Construction 
Activity 

Units Emission Factor Emissions per day Model Emission rate Source 

TSP PM10 TSP 
(kg/day) 

PM10 
(kg/day) 

TSP 
(g/s) 

PM10 
(g/s) 

Dust – no mitigation 

Transfer of material 
to and from truck 

kg/t/h 0.00032 0.00015 0.107 0.05 0.0044 0.002 US EPA AP-42, 
Chapter 13.2.4-
3, equation 1. 

Wind erosion of 
exposed soil 

Kg/ha/h 0.4 0.2 7.92 3.96 0.092 0.05 NPI (2012) 

Wheel generated 
dust on unpaved 
roads 

Kg/VKT 4.23 1.25 8.46 2.09 
 

0.294 0.07 US EPA AP-42, 
Chapter 13.2.2-
3, equation 1b, 
NPI (2012) 

Dust – level 1 watering 

Transfer of material 
to and from truck 

kg/t/h - 0.00015 - 0.05 - 0.002 US EPA AP-42, 
Chapter 13.2.4-
3, equation 1. 

Wind erosion of 
exposed soil 

Kg/ha/h - 0.1 - 1.98 - 0.025 NPI (2012) 

Wheel generated 
dust on unpaved 
roads 

Kg/VKT - 0.625 - 1.045 - 0.035 US EPA AP-42, 
Chapter 13.2.2-
3, equation 1b, 
NPI (2012) 

Dust – level 2 watering 

Transfer of material 
to and from truck 

kg/t/h - 0.00015 - 0.05 - 0.002 US EPA AP-42, 
Chapter 13.2.4-
3, equation 1. 

Wind erosion of 
exposed soil 

Kg/ha/h - 0.1 - 1.98 - 0.025 NPI (2012) 

Wheel generated 
dust on unpaved 
roads 

Kg/VKT - 0.313 - 0.5225 - 0.0175 US EPA AP-42, 
Chapter 13.2.2-
3, equation 1b, 
NPI (2012) 

Asbestos 

Transfer of material 
to and from truck 

kg/t/h - 0.00015 - 0.05 - 0.002 US EPA AP-42, 
Chapter 13.2.4-
3, equation 1. 

Wind erosion of 
exposed soil 

Kg/ha/h - 0.2 - 3.96 - 0.05 NPI (2012) 

Wheel generated 
dust on unpaved 
roads 

Kg/VKT - 0 - - - - US EPA AP-42, 
Chapter 13.2.2-
3, equation 1b, 
NPI (2012) 
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3 Legislative requirements 
For air quality assessments of developments in NSW, statutory methods that are to be used to model and 
assess emissions of pollutants from stationary sources are detailed in Approved Methods for the Modelling 
and Assessment of Air Pollutants in NSW (Environment Protection Authority 2016). The Protection of the 
Environment Operations (Clean Air) Regulation 2010 also refers to this document. The Clean Air Regulation 
provides regulatory measures to control emissions from a number of sources in NSW. 

3.1 Approved Methods 2016 
There are two levels of assessments described in Approved Methods for the Modelling and Assessment of 
Air Pollutants in NSW (Environment Protection Authority 2016): 

 Level 1 assessments are most conservative, requiring use of maximum predicted incremental 
concentrations with the maximum background level for the assessment year applied to determine and 
assess the maximum cumulative concentration against relevant assessment criteria. A level 1 
assessment is considered a screening-level dispersion modelling technique using worst-case input data. 

 Level 2 assessments tend to be less conservative as they use hourly varying background levels 
concurrent with hourly varying predicted incremental concentrations, whereby the maximum predicted 
cumulative impact is assessed against the criteria. A level 2 assessment is considered a refined 
dispersion modelling technique using site-specific input data.   

 

For this assessment, a Level 1 approach has been adopted to provide a conservative (worst case) 
assessment, that uses a maximum background concentration and incremental increases was adopted.. 

3.2 Assessment criteria 
Air quality impact assessment criteria for developments in NSW are detailed in Approved Methods for the 
Modelling and Assessment of Air Pollutants in NSW (Environment Protection Authority 2016). These criteria 
are the maximum concentrations which must be satisfied at nearby sensitive receptor locations. Relevant 
criteria for this assessment are detailed in Table 3-1. Due to the nature of the proposed activities, relevant 
pollutants are TSP, PM10, PM2.5, and asbestos. 

The Approved Methods describes a sensitive receptor as the following: 

‘A location where people are likely to work or reside…may include a dwelling, school, hospital, office or 
public recreational area.’ 

Sensitive receptors near WWPS are predominantly residences, with a local school and pre-school.  

 
Table 3-1 Relevant criteria for this impact assessment 

Pollutant Averaging period Limit (μg/m3) 

TSP Annual 90 

PM10 24 hours 50 

Annual 25 

PM2.5 24 hours 25 

Annual 8 

Asbestos 1-hour 180 

Source: Environment Protection Authority (2016) 
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4 Existing environment 

4.1 Terrain 
The town of Wallerawang lies in a valley next to the Newnes plateau. WWPS is north-east of the town and to 
the north of Lake Wallace. The proposed asbestos disposal area is at the mouth of a valley, on the site of an 
old coal mine. 

The mountainous region surrounding the relatively flat town of Wallerawang is expected to affect the 
dispersion of pollutants. 

4.2 Sensitive receptors 
A common methodology adopted for air quality assessments is to estimate pollutant concentrations at 
discrete locations (termed sensitive receptors) which are considered representative of public exposure in the 
area being investigated. The concentrations estimated at these receptor locations are then compared 
against relevant air quality criteria. The document ‘Approved Methods for the modelling of assessment of air 
pollutants in NSW’ describes a sensitive receptor as the following:  

‘A location where people are likely to work or reside…may include a dwelling, school, hospital, office or 
public recreational area.’ 

A range of representative sensitive receptors have been selected in the region surrounding WWPS, and are 
shown in Figure 4-1 and Table 4-1. Wallerawang has a low population density, with the town proper being 
located about one-kilometre south-west of WWPS. There is also low density residential housing along 
Wolgan road, to the north of WWPS and only 500 metres from the proposed asbestos disposal area. 
Sensitive receptors have therefore been selected predominately at these residences given their proximity to 
the proposed asbestos disposal area. 

 

Table 4-1 Sensitive receptors near the proposed asbestos disposal area and WWPS 

No. Address Land use 
1 135 Wolgan Road, Lidsdale Residence 
2 103 Wolgan Road, Lidsdale Residence 
3 69 Wolgan Road; residence Residence 
4 21 Neubeck Street; residence Residence 
5 5 Neubeck Street; residence Residence 
6 40 Skelly Road; residence Residence 
7 11 Duncan Street; residence Residence 
8 70 Skelly Road; residence Residence 
9 United Petrol Station Commercial 
10 St John the Evangelist Church Place of Worship 
11 Black Gold Motel Commercial accommodation 
12 Pied Piper Preschool Educational 
13 Lake Wallace Camping Recreational 
14 Wallerawang Public School Educational 
15 14 Springvale Lane, Springvale Residence 
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Figure 4-1 Sensitive receptors near the proposed asbestos disposal area and WWPS 
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4.3 Meteorology 
The existing climate was characterised from historical observations of a range of meteorological parameters 
collected by the Bureau of Meteorology at Mount Boyce. Monitoring at Mount Boyce weather station 
commenced in 1994. Recorded parameters include temperature, wind speed, wind direction, and rainfall at 
hourly intervals. Climatic data for the study area is provided in Table 4-2. Temperature, wind speed and 
relative humidity values are provided as monthly averages. Rainfall data is provided as mean monthly rainfall 
days and monthly rainfall. 

From Figure 4-3 it is evident that most rainfall occurs from November to June. Rainfall helps to disperse 
particulate matter, meaning construction dust impacts are of most concern during dry season when less 
rainfall occurs. 

Air pollutants are readily dispersed by on-site winds resulting in reduced ground-level pollutant 
concentrations. From Figure 4-4, wind speeds are highest during spring months; hence dispersion of all air 
pollutants is expected to be most effective during spring. 
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Table 4-2 Climate information for Mount Boyce 

Mount 
Boyce 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual 

Mean daily 
maximum 
temperature 
(°C) 

24.1 23 20.6 17.2 13.6 10.1 9.5 11.3 14.7 17.8 20.3 22.5 17.1 

Mean daily 
minimum 
temperature 
(°C) 

13.3 13.2 11.4 8.7 6 3.8 2.5 3 5.4 7.6 9.8 11.6 8 

Mean 9am 
air 
temp (°C) 

16.4 15.7 13.8 11.8 8.8 6.0 4.8 6.0 9.0 11.8 13.1 15.2 11.0 

Mean 9am 
relative 
humidity 
(%) 

75 83 84 79 84 86 85 77 72 69 77 74 79 

Mean 9am 
wind speed 
(km/h) 

11.7 11.4 11.2 12.5 14.4 16.7 17.3 18.8 18.5 17.1 14.3 13.5 14.8 

Mean 3pm 
air 
temp (°C) 

21.8 20.5 18.7 15.8 12.3 9.1 8.3 10.0 13.1 15.6 17.6 20.1 15.2 

Mean 3pm 
relative 
humidity 
(%) 

58 66 65 63 69 72 69 59 56 54 61 57 62 

Mean 3pm 
wind speed 
(km/h) 

15.3 14.1 13.9 14.3 14.8 17.4 18.3 20.9 21.3 20 18 17.4 17.1 

Mean 
rainfall 
(mm) 

116.2 123.7 116.7 65.4 53.7 79.7 42.2 55.8 53 64.8 99 84.6 972.9 

Mean no. of 
rain days 
(≥1mm) 

11 10.2 10.1 7.3 6.1 8.1 6.5 5.9 6.5 7.8 11.8 10 101.3 
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Figure 4-2 Monthly variation in mean temperature at Mount Boyce 

 

 
Figure 4-3 Monthly variation in mean rainfall at Mount Boyce 
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Figure 4-4 Monthly variation in mean wind speed at Mount Boyce 

 

4.4 Ambient air quality 
In conducting an air quality assessment, it is important to understand both the incremental impact (impact of 
proposed development) and cumulative impact (impact of the combination of background pollutant levels and 
emissions from the proposed development). Air quality of an air shed varies between air sheds due to the 
nature of air emission sources within the air shed, as well as meteorological factors including typical wind 
conditions and mixing height. Air quality of an air shed is understood by conducting long-term air quality 
monitoring of key pollutants. In NSW, the Office of Environment and Heritage operates a network of air 
quality monitoring sites across the state in suburban and regional locations. Monitoring data from this 
network can be used to establish existing ambient air quality (background levels) for the WWPS site. The 
Bathurst monitoring station is the closest to Wallerawang (about 40 kilometres to the west of the Proposal) 
and monitors particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter ≤ 10 µm (PM10). The closest site to Wallerawang 
which also measures particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter ≤ 2.5 µm (PM2.5) is the Richmond 
monitoring station (about 65 kilometres from the Proposal). Ambient concentrations of asbestos and total 
suspended particulates (TSP) are not typically monitored, and so existing levels for these pollutants were not 
established.  

Annual average and maximum 24-hour monitored concentrations of PM10 and PM2.5 from the Bathurst and 
Richmond stations are summarised in Table 4-3, with percentile of the 24-hour averaging period presented in 
Table 4-4. It should be noted that historically several incidents of large dust storms and bushfire events have 
caused exceedances of the PM10 and PM2.5 criteria.  

From Table 4-3 it is evident that these events significantly affected ambient air quality in 2009. In 2015 and 
2016 the 24-hour averaging period criterion was also exceeded for PM10 and PM2.5, respectively. Although 
the PM2.5 annual average criterion is not exceeded in any of the years detailed in Table 4-3, the background 
level is shown to comply only marginally in all instances. 

Most recently reported background levels are most representative of current conditions. Therefore, 
particulate matter concentrations monitored in 2016 were adopted as background levels for this assessment. 
As the maximum PM2.5 24-hour average concentration exceeded the criterion, the next highest reported 
percentile which complied with the criterion was adopted. These adopted concentrations are summarised in 
Table 4-5. 
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Table 4-3 Background pollutant levels at Bathurst and Richmond for previous years (NSW Government, 2010 
and 2017). 

Pollutant  Station 2016 2015 2009 Criteria Comments 

PM10 

24-hour max 
(µg/m3) 

Bathurst 34.1 94.6 2,114.4 50 Exceedances due to: 

2015: two exceedances due to dust storm and 
grass fire events. 
2009: Significant exceedances across state due 
to dust storm and bushfire events. 

PM10 

Annual ave 
(µg/m3) 

Bathurst 13.3 13.4 23.1 25 No exceedances 

PM2.5 

24-hour max 
(µg/m3) 

Richmond 83.4 24.5 148.9 25 Exceedances due to: 
2016: Hazard reduction burns 
2009: Significant exceedances across state due 
to dust storm and bushfire events. 

PM2.5 

Annual ave 
(µg/m3) 

Richmond 7.9 7.7 5.7 8.0 No exceedances 

 

Table 4-4 Summary of percentile for particulate matter 24-hour average concentrations monitored in 2016 (NSW 
Government, 2017). 

Pollutant Maximum 99th 98th 95th 90th 75th 50th 25th 

PM10 (µg/m3) 34.1 31.8 29.7 25.9 23.6 17.5 11.6 8.0 

PM2.5 (µg/m3) 83.4 35.4 21.9 15.6 12.5 9.4 6.7 4.7 

 

Table 4-5 Summary of adopted background levels. 

Pollutant and averaging 
period 

Station Criteria Adopted background 
level (µg/m3) 

PM10 24-hour max (µg/m3) Bathurst 50 34.1 

PM10 Annual ave (µg/m3) Bathurst 25 13.3 

PM2.5 24-hour max (µg/m3) Richmond 25 21.9[1] 

PM2.5 Annual ave (µg/m3) Richmond 8.0 7.9 

[1] 98th percentile as detailed in Table 4-4. 
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5 Modelling 
Dispersion modelling for this assessment has been undertaken using the AERMOD modelling program. 
AERMOD is a standard Gaussian-plume based air quality dispersion model and the Victorian EPA and US 
EPA’s current regulatory model. It creates the likely dispersion plume of a pollutant based on meteorology, 
terrain, and expected source emissions. Modelling of pollutant dispersion using a Gaussian approach is 
considered a relatively conservative approach. 

Values for albedo, Bowen ratio and surface roughness length were taken from the document ‘Construction of 
input meteorological data files for EPA Victoria’s regulatory air pollution model (AERMOD)’ by EPA Victoria 
(EPAV, 2013).  

5.1 Model meteorology 
Meteorology is fundamental to the dispersion of pollutants. It is therefore important to carefully consider the 
meteorological data (particularly wind and atmospheric stability conditions) used when modelling pollutant 
dispersion. The dispersion of pollutants is primarily influenced by the following: 

 Wind speed, wind direction 

 Vertical wind and turbulence intensity profile (which are affected by terrain) 

 Temperature gradient which is determined from atmospheric stability (which in itself is determined from 
wind speed, cloud cover and solar radiation) 

 Mixing height, which is the depth of the atmospheric boundary layer. 

 

Dispersion modelling using AERMOD requires generation of AERMOD-suitable meteorological files. These 
files were computed using the weather research forecasting model for the assessment year of 2009, and 
processed in AERMET. A comparison of wind roses generated by AERMET and those measured at the 
Mount Boyce and Bathurst weather stations (located about 40 kilometres south-east and west of WWPS 
respectively) is shown in Figure 5-1. The 9am and 3pm wind roses generally show consistency in prevalent 
wind directions – westerly winds are prevalent for both 9am and 3pm with typically low frequency of northerly 
and southerly winds. Mount Boyce and Bathurst are both shown due to the significant variation in topography 
near Wallerawang. 

2009 was selected as a representative year by comparing nearby Bureau of Meteorology station monthly 
averages of wind speed to the historical (10 year) average (see Figure 5-2) and finding the year which 
matches most closely. An annual wind rose is provided in Figure 5-3. It is evident that the westerly wind 
direction is dominant, which should typically transport pollutants away from the nearby sensitive receptors. 
Wind speeds are typically greater than 4 m/s. 
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Figure 5-1 Comparison of weather research forecasting wind rose with nearby Bureau of Meteorology stations 
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 Mount Boyce Bathurst Airport 

9AM 

  

3PM 

  

Figure 5-2 Comparison of 2009 monthly mean wind speed with historical mean 

 
Figure 5-3 Annual wind rose for WWPS generated from AERMET-processed hourly meteorology. 

5.2 Receptor spacing 
AERMOD predicts ground-level concentrations at specified receptor locations. In addition to the discrete 
receptors previously mentioned (refer Section 4.2), a nested receptor grid was used whereby the distance 
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between receptor points is smallest close to the proposed asbestos disposal area, and increases with 
distance (following the principle that air quality impacts are typically worst closest to the emission source). 
Receptor grid parameters are summarised in Table 5-1. 

 

Table 5-1 Summary of receptor grid used to calculate results in AERMOD 

Receptor grid location 

Bounding box south-west corner 
(UTM X, Y) 

229,200 6,301,000 

Receptor grid spacing 

Parameter Bounding box width / Distance from 
bounding box (m) 

Receptor spacing (m) 

Bounding box 500x500 25 

Grid 1 700x700 50 

Grid 2 1500x1500 100 
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6 Impact assessment 
Predicted incremental and cumulative impacts determined from dispersion modelling are summarised in 
Table 6-1. Ground level concentration (GLC) contours are provided in Appendix A. At the most adversely 
affected receiver, concentrations of asbestos and TSP comply with the criteria without mitigation. However, 
cumulative concentrations of PM10 exceed the 24-hour averaging period criterion without mitigation. To 
comply with this criterion, level 2 water spraying is required (refer to Table 6-1). Predicted cumulative PM10 
annual average concentrations comply with the criterion without mitigation. 

All predicted incremental PM2.5 concentrations comply with the relevant criteria. However, cumulative 
concentrations of PM2.5 for all modelled scenarios do not comply with criteria. This is because the 
background levels of PM2.5 are exceptionally high – accounting for 82 per cent and 88 per cent of the annual 
average and 24-hour average criteria, respectively. For the modelled scenario of level 2 water spray, the 
predicted incremental PM2.5 concentrations account for only 30 per cent and one per cent of the 24-hour 
average and annual average criteria, respectively. To comply with the PM2.5 24-hour average criterion, this 
corresponds to a 95th percentile background level (refer to Table 4-4). Therefore, level 2 water spraying is 
considered sufficient to mitigate both PM10 and PM2.5 impacts. 

7 Summary of required mitigation 
From the results summary presented in Table 6-1, it is evident that no mitigation is required for ground-level 
concentrations of TSP and asbestos. However, modelling results demonstrate that level 2 watering of 
unsealed areas (particularly unsealed roads, exposed areas of soil and temporary stockpiles) is required to 
sufficiently mitigate impacts of PM10 and PM2.5 at nearby sensitive receptors (note that emission factors are 
provided in Table 2-1). Level 2 watering requires greater than 2 litres of water applied per m2 per hour. 
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Table 6-1 Summary of model predicted results assessed at most adversely affected receptor[1]. 

Pollutant Averaging 
Period 

Limit 
(μg/m3) 

Background 
level 

(μg/m3) 
% of criteria as 

background 

Maximum incremental predicted impact at 
sensitive receptor (µg/m3) 

Maximum cumulative predicted impact at 
sensitive receptor (µg/m3) 

No 
mitigation 

Level 1 water 
sprays 

Level 2 water 
sprays 

No mitigation Level 1 water 
sprays 

Level 2 water 
sprays 

TSP Annual 90 - - 2.5 - - 2.5 - - 

PM10 24 hours 50 34 68% 38 19 13 72 53 47 

Annual 25 13.3 53% 0.7 0.3 0.2 14 13.6 13.5 

PM2.5 24 hours 25 21.9 88% 22.4 11.2 7.8 44 33 30 

Annual 8 7.9 82% 0.4 0.2 0.1 8.3 8.1 8.0 

Asbestos 1-hour 180 - - 167[2] - - - - - 

[1] Most adversely affected receptor located at approximately 229,077 m E, 6,301,454 mS 
[2] Assessment assumed 50% of PM10 is asbestos. 
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8 Conclusion 
The assessment detailed in this report considers proposed demolition of structures at WWPS which are 
infiltrated by asbestos containing materials. This assessment involved estimation of dust and asbestos 
emissions resulting from asbestos waste handling, hauling and storage activities. Although handling of 
asbestos in Australia requires compliance with stringent management controls which limit dust and asbestos 
emissions to the atmosphere, especially when compared to typical construction environmental management 
controls, default emission factors for construction activities stipulated by the US EPA and NPI were 
conservatively adopted for this assessment. 

Dispersion modelling was completed using the US EPA and Victorian EPA approved program AERMOD. 
Meteorology for the reference year 2009 was generated using the prognostic weather research forecasting 
model, which was used as input into the AERMOD meteorological pre-processor AERMET. Background 
concentrations of PM10 and PM2.5 were obtained from the Office of Environment and Heritage monitoring 
data at the Bathurst and Richmond stations for the year 2016. Maximum predicted incremental 
concentrations at the most adversely affected sensitive receiver were obtained from the dispersion model 
results and summed with the adopted background levels for each pollutant and averaging period for 
assessment against the criteria. No exceedances of the asbestos and TSP criteria were found. To comply 
with the PM10 24-hour averaging period criterion level 2 watering was found to be required (equivalent to 
greater than 2 litres/m2/hr). As PM2.5 background levels were exceptionally high (accounting for at least 80% 
of the criteria), cumulative impacts for all scenarios exceeded the criteria. However, it was considered that 
the level 2 watering would sufficiently mitigate PM2.5 impacts as the cumulative concentration complied with 
the 24-hour average criterion when considering the 95th percentile background concentration. 

In summary, no exceedances of air quality impacts were predicted for asbestos and TSP. For mitigation of 
PM10 and PM2.5 impacts at sensitive receptors, level 2 watering was found to be sufficient (equivalent to 
application of greater than 2 litres per square metre per hour). It is expected that this level of watering is 
required for most conditions during the use of the disposal area (which there are exposed soils and material 
hauling), except during rainfall events which would provide sufficient moisture to soil and unsealed roads to 
prevent wheel-generated dust and wind erosion of exposed soil. It should be noted that precipitation effects 
were not considered in this assessment, and so this minimum required rainfall rate has not been defined. 
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9 Glossary of terms and abbreviations 
Term  Definition 

ACM Asbestos containing materials 

Asbestos waste The asbestos waste generated by the WWPS Closure Project would comprise 
asbestos containing material and insulation material mostly consisting of 
rockwool and calcium silicate. The contractor would manage and handle all 
insulation waste as asbestos waste. 

EnergyAustralia EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd 

EPA Environmental Protection Authority  

GLC Ground level concentration 

PM10 Particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter 

PM2.5 Particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter 

SEARs Secretary Environmental Assessment Requirements  

TSP Total suspended particulates 

WWPS Wallerawang Power Station  

WWPS Closure Project The decommissioning, demolition and rehabilitation of Wallerawang Power 
Station 
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Appendix A 
Ground Level Concentration Contours 
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GLC Contour for Asbestos, 1-hour averaging period, Criterion of 180 µg/m3, no mitigation. Assumption that asbestos accounts for 50% of PM10 emissions. 

  



 

 Project number 253776  File AppE_Wallerawang_Air Quality_Rev2_180921.docx  2018-09-21  Revision 2   31 
 

 

 

GLC Contour for TSP, annual averaging period, Criterion of 90 µg/m3, no mitigation.  
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Incremental GLC Contour for PM10, 24-hour averaging period, Criterion of 50 µg/m3, no mitigation, background level of 34 µg/m3. 
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Incremental GLC Contour for PM10, annual averaging period, Criterion of 25 µg/m3, no mitigation, background level of 13.3 µg/m3. 
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Incremental GLC Contour for PM10, 24-hour averaging period, Criterion of 50 µg/m3, level 1 water sprays, background level of 34 µg/m3. 
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Incremental GLC Contour for PM10, annual averaging period, Criterion of 25 µg/m3, level 1 water sprays, background level of 13.3 µg/m3. 
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Incremental GLC Contour for PM10, 24-hour averaging period, Criterion of 50 µg/m3, level 2 water sprays, background level of 34 µg/m3. 
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Incremental GLC Contour for PM10, annual averaging period, Criterion of 25 µg/m3, level 2 water sprays, background level of 13.3 µg/m3. 
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Executive summary  
Introduction 
Wallerawang Power Station (WWPS) is in Central West NSW, adjacent to the township of Wallerawang, 
approximately 14 kilometres from Lithgow and 160 km west of Sydney. In November 2014, EnergyAustralia 
announced that it would be closing WWPS due to ongoing lower energy demand, lack of access to 
competitively priced coal and high operating costs. 

The decommissioning and demolition of the WWPS would generate asbestos waste comprising asbestos 
containing materials and insulation, which would require disposal. As such, a new asbestos disposal area is 
required to deal with the generated waste from the WWPS demolition. 

This acoustic assessment has been prepared by Aurecon, on behalf of EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd 
(EnergyAustralia). The assessment describes the existing acoustic environment at the proposed asbestos 
disposal area, identifies noise generating activities associated with the proposed works, predicts whether 
there is potential for noise impacts to nearby sensitive receivers and proposes mitigation measures to be 
implemented by EnergyAustralia to mitigate these potential impacts. 

Methodology 
Eight attended noise monitoring locations and three unattended noise monitoring locations were chosen as 
representative sites for the noise catchment areas and nearest sensitive residential receivers to the 
proposed asbestos disposal area and WWPS. Noise monitoring was conducted during the day time and 
night time at these locations.  

Noise monitoring for attended and unattended noise was conducted. A range of criteria and guidelines were 
used in the assessment, including:  

 Australian Standard AS 1055-1997: Acoustics – Description and measurement of environmental noise  

 Interim Construction Noise Guideline (Department of Environment and Climate Change 2009)  

 Application notes – NSW Industrial Noise Policy 

 Noise Policy for Industry (Environment Protection Authority 2017) 

 NSW Road Noise Policy (Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water 2011) 

 Environmental Criteria for Road Traffic Noise (Environment Protection Authority 1999) 

 Assessing Vibration: A Technical Guideline (Department of Environment and Conservation 2006) 

 The German Standard DIN4150-3 Structural Vibration Part 3 – ‘Effects of vibration on structures’ 1999 
(DIN4150-3 (1999-02)). 

 

Assessment 
The assessment determined that noise levels were predicted to comply with the noise management levels in 
all three noise catchment areas. 

It is important to note that the noise predictions are for periods when asbestos disposal works are being 
undertaken at the proposed asbestos disposal area. There are likely to be periods during the WWPS Closure 
Project when asbestos waste is not being generated and, therefore, no works are required at the proposed 
asbestos disposal area.  

Based on the minimum distance between the plant operating at the proposed asbestos disposal area and 
nearest sensitive receivers, there is negligible likelihood of any adverse vibration impact in terms of cosmetic 
damage or human response. 
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Management 
Management measures for noise and vibration include: 

 The potential use of quieter equipment 

 Operation of mobile plant in a quiet and efficient manner 

 Maintenance of equipment 

 Consideration of alternatives to reversing alarms 

 Maximise shielding of nearby sensitive receivers 

 Notification to the community prior to and during construction work 

 Complaints handling. 
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1 Introduction 
 
 

This acoustic assessment has been prepared by Aurecon, on behalf of EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd 
(EnergyAustralia). It informs an environmental impact statement that is being prepared to accompany a 
development application to Lithgow City Council for the proposed construction and operation of a new 
asbestos disposal area at Wallerawang Ash Repository. The proposed asbestos disposal area would be 
used to dispose of asbestos waste generated during the demolition of Wallerawang Power Station (WWPS). 

This acoustic assessment describes the existing acoustic environment at the proposed asbestos disposal 
area, identifies noise generating activities associated with the proposed works, predicts whether there is 
potential for noise impacts to nearby sensitive receivers and proposes mitigation measures to be 
implemented by EnergyAustralia to mitigate these potential impacts. 

1.1 Background 
WWPS is a coal-fired power station owned by EnergyAustralia. WWPS is located next to the township of 
Wallerawang, about 14 kilometres north-west of Lithgow and 160 kilometres west of Sydney. In November 
2014, EnergyAustralia announced it would permanently close WWPS due to ongoing reduced energy 
demand, lack of access to competitively priced coal and high operating costs. WWPS has since been 
deregistered as an electricity generation facility and EnergyAustralia has commenced its decommissioning, 
demolition and rehabilitation, which is referred to as the WWPS Closure Project. 

The WWPS Closure Project will generate asbestos waste comprising asbestos containing materials and 
insulation, which will require disposal. In the past, asbestos waste generated at the site has been disposed 
of at two on-site asbestos disposal areas. One of these asbestos disposal areas reached capacity in 1989 
and is no longer in use (the ‘closed’ asbestos disposal area). The other asbestos disposal area is nearing 
capacity (the ‘current’ asbestos disposal area). Therefore, EnergyAustralia proposes to construct and 
operate a new asbestos disposal area (the ‘Proposal’) to enable the on-site disposal of asbestos waste 
generated by the WWPS Closure Project. 

1.2 Site context 
The WWPS site covers an area of about 80 hectares and is bounded by Castlereagh Highway to the north, 
the Main Western Railway Line to the south and Main Street to the west. Coxs River bisects the site and 
continues southward into Lake Wallace, a man-made reservoir that was used to provide cooling water to the 
WWPS. 

The WWPS site has been progressively developed since its initial construction in 1957. It is a highly modified 
industrial site with few remaining natural features. Land use next to the WWPS site includes two active and 
one decommissioned switchyards owned by TransGrid. TransGrid also operate several transmission lines in 
the area, for which there are easements and right of access corridors. Most of the other land adjoining the 
WWPS site is owned by EnergyAustralia and forms a buffer zone. 

Coal-fired power stations produce fly ash as a dust by-product from the burning of coal. Fly ash generated at 
WWPS was disposed at Wallerawang Ash Repository, which is located about 2.5 kilometres north-east of 
WWPS. Wallerawang Ash Repository comprises Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam, Lidsdale Cut landfill area and the closed and current asbestos disposal areas. WWPS and 
Wallerawang Ash Repository are connected by wet ash and return water pipelines and Angus Place Coal 
Haul Road, which pass under the Castlereagh Highway. 

Mount Piper Power Station is located about five kilometres to the north-west of the WWPS site and is also 
owned by EnergyAustralia. 

The key features of the WWPS site and Wallerawang Ash Repository are shown in Figure 1-1. 
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Figure 1-1 Key features of WWPS and Wallerawang Ash Repository 
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1.3 Purpose of this report 
This acoustic assessment has been prepared to inform the environmental impact statement of the asbestos 
disposal area that EnergyAustralia proposes to develop to receive waste from the Wallerawang Closure 
Project. 

In accordance with Clause 3, Schedule 2 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000, 
EnergyAustralia applied to the Secretary of the Department of Planning and Environment to obtain 
environmental assessment requirements for the Proposal. The Secretary’s Environmental Assessment 
Requirements were issued on 18 January 2018 under Section 4.12 of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979. The Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements specify that the following 
noise and vibration matters be addressed: 

 a description of all potential noise and vibration sources during construction and operation, including road 
traffic noise 

 a noise and vibration assessment in accordance with the relevant Environment Protection Authority 
guidelines 

 a description and appraisal of noise and vibration mitigation and monitoring measures. 

 

This acoustic assessment has been prepared to address these requirements. 
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2 Noise survey 
 
 

Chapter 2 provides details of noise monitoring conducted for this assessment near the proposed asbestos 
disposal area. 

2.1 Noise catchment areas 
Noise sources near the Proposal would include demolition and rehabilitation works associated with the 
WWPS Closure Project, closure and rehabilitation works at Wallerawang Ash Repository, local coal mining 
operations and road traffic on the Castlereagh Highway, Great Western Highway and local roads. 

Sensitive receivers near the Proposal and WWPS have been grouped into three representative noise 
catchment areas (NCAs) that are described in Table 2-1 and shown in Figure 2-1. The nearest sensitive 
receivers to the proposed asbestos disposal area within each noise catchment area are listed in Table 2-1 
and comprise detached dwellings and a motel. 

 

Table 2-1 Sensitive properties nearest to the Proposal within each noise catchment area 

Noise 
catchment 
area 

Description Nearest sensitive receiver to the proposed 
asbestos disposal area 

Address Separation distance 
(metres) 

NCA 1 The area of Lidsdale township away from the 
Castlereagh Highway. The area is centred on 
Wolgan Road. The nearest residential 
properties to the Proposal are on the eastern 
side of the township on Skelly Road, Sawyers 
Road and Neubeck Street.  

10 Skelly Road, Lidsdale 400 

NCA 2 The southern end of Lidsdale township and 
northern end of Wallerawang township 
including a portion of WWPS. The Castlereagh 
Highway runs through the centre of the area. 
The area includes residential properties on 
Duncan Street and the southern end of 
Wolgan Road. These dwellings are separated 
from the Proposal by a low hill. 

13 Wolgan Road, Lidsdale 700 

NCA 3 Wallerawang township, extending south from 
WWPS. The area is centred on Main Street. 

Black Gold Motel 
121-123 Main Street, 

Wallerawang 

1950 

 

2.2 Noise monitoring 
Eight attended noise monitoring locations and three unattended noise monitoring locations were chosen as 
representative sites for the noise catchment areas and nearest sensitive residential receivers to the 
proposed asbestos disposal area and WWPS and are shown in Figure 2-1. 

Noise monitoring at these locations was conducted on 29 May 2013 and 30 May 2013 during the daytime 
and night time. 
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Figure 2-1 Noise catchment areas and monitoring locations 
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2.2.1 Instrumentation 
The ambient noise attended measurements were conducted using a Larson Davis 831 Type 1 sound level 
meter which was set to ‘A’ frequency weighting, ‘F’ time weighting, and was fitted with an approved 
windshield. Measurements were typically taken at a height of 1.2 metres and at least 3.5 metres from any 
reflecting structure other than the ground. The background noise measurements including the averaged A-
weighted noise levels (LAeq), maximum A-weighted noise levels (LAmax) and statistical A-weighted LA90 and 
LA10 noise levels1 were conducted using a Larson Davis 831 Type 1 sound level meter equipped with a LD 
PRM831 pre-amplifier and a PCB 377B02 ½” microphone. A Larson Davis CAL200 was used to calibrate all 
sound level meters before and after each series of measurements with no significant calibration drift noted. 
The weather during the noise logging ranged from overcast to rainy conditions, and wind speeds less than 
3 metres per second at ground level. Measurements were typically taken in accordance with the Australian 
Standard AS 1055-1997: Acoustics – Description and measurement of environmental noise.  

Unattended noise loggers were also installed on site. The loggers were set to record continuously and 
average over 15-minute intervals (as per the NSW Industrial Noise Policy (Environment Protection Authority 
2000), measuring the averaged A-weighted noise levels (LAeq), maximum A-weighted noise levels (LAmax) and 
statistical A-weighted LA90 and LA10 noise levels. The noise loggers were established at locations in each 
noise catchment area (see Figure 2-1). Details about the measurement instruments are provided in the 
following Table 2-2. 

 

Table 2-2 Sound pressure level measurement equipment 

Equipment Make Model Serial no. Type 

Sound level meter LD 831 0001595 1 

Noise logger 01 LD LXT1 0001718 2 

Noise logger 02 RION NL-21 709528 2 

Noise logger 03 RION NL-21 709529 2 

Calibrator LD CAL200 6345 - 

 

2.2.2 Noise monitoring results 
Noise monitoring results for attended and unattended noise monitoring are provided in Table 2-3 and 
Table 2-4 respectively. It should be noted that the noise monitoring occurred prior to the closure of WWPS 
and, therefore, noise levels are elevated compared to current levels, particularly in NCA 2. 

 

Table 2-3 Attended noise monitoring results 

Location Period LAeq# LA90^ LA10* LAmin LAmax 

Noise Catchment Area 1, Lidsdale township 

1A Day 46 39 49 36 62 

Night Equipment malfunctioning 

1B Day 52 37 50 35 71 

Night 43 41 44 40 56 

                                                      
1 For explanation of the acoustic terms please refer to the attached Glossary of Terminology in Appendix A 
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Location Period LAeq# LA90^ LA10* LAmin LAmax 

1C Day 42 39 43 37 69 

Night 41 39 42 38 62 

Noise Catchment Area 2, Castlereagh Highway and WWPS 

2A Day 63 47 63 46 83 

Night 46 46 47 44 61 

2B Day 51 48 52 47 63 

Night 47 45 47 44 66 

2C Day 65 56 68 55 83 

Night 58 53 56 52 76 

2D Day 62 55 65 54 80 

Night 56 56 57 55 64 

2E Day 66 66 67 65 68 

Night 67 67 67 66 68 

Noise Catchment Area 3, Wallerawang township 

3A Day 46 44    

Night 42 40    

Notes 

# LAeq refers to A-weighted equivalent continuous sound pressure level over measurement period. It is used to quantify the average 
noise level over a time period. 

^ LA90 refers to the A-weighted noise level which is exceeded for 90 per cent of the measuring period. It is usually used as the 
descriptor for background noise level during the measurement period. 

* LA10 refers to the A-weighted noise level which is exceeded for 10 per cent of the measuring period. It is usually used as the 
descriptor for background noise level during the measurement period. 

 

Table 2-4 Unattended noise monitoring results 

Noise logger location Period LAeq 

(dB(A)) 
Rating background 

level# 

(dB(A)) 

1 (NCA1, Neubert Street, Lidsdale) Day 43 35 

Night 42 36 

2 (NCA 2, corner of Castlereagh 
Highway and Wolgan Road, Lidsdale) 

Day 72 71 

Night 72 72 

3 (NCA3, corner of Heel Street and 
James Parade, Wallerawang) 

Day 55 45 

Night 42 33 

Notes 
# Rating background level is the median value of the measured LA90, 15 minute for the assessment period in accordance with the NSW 

Industrial Noise Policy 
 

 



 

 Project number 253776  File AppF_Wallerawang_Asbestos _Acoustic Rev 2_180921.docx  2018-09-21  Revision 2   13 
 

3 Noise and vibration criteria 
 
 

3.1 Noise criteria 
The Interim Construction Noise Guideline (Department of Environment and Climate Change 2009) contains 
detailed procedures for the assessment and management of construction noise impacts. The guideline 
presents two ways of assessing construction noise impacts: the quantitative method, which is generally 
suited to long-term construction works; and the qualitative method, which is generally suited to short-term 
works (usually not more than three weeks) such as infrastructure maintenance. 

Construction of the Proposal would take more than three weeks and, therefore, a quantitative method would 
be required to comply with the guideline. Table 3-1 sets out the noise management levels at residential land 
uses. Noise management levels are based on time of day and the recommended standard hours identified in 
the Interim Construction Noise Guideline for construction work: 

 Monday to Friday 7am to 6pm 

 Saturday 8am to 1pm 

 No work on Sundays or public holidays.  

 

This assessment assumes that works at the proposed asbestos disposal area would only occur during the 
recommended standard hours. 

The rating background level (RBL) is used when determining the management level. The RBL is the overall 
single-figure background noise level measured in each relevant assessment period (during or outside the 
recommended standard hours). Rating background levels for each noise catchment area are based on the 
unattended noise monitoring and are provided in Table 2-4. 

People’s reaction to noise from construction will depend on the time of day that works are undertaken. Night 
time construction work has the potential to disturb sleep. Noise from work on evenings, Saturday afternoons, 
Sundays and public holidays can also interrupt leisure activities. Restrictions on construction hours may 
apply to some activities that generate noise at residences above the ‘highly noise affected’ management 
level. 

 

Table 3-1 Construction noise management levels, dB(A) 

Time of day Management level 
LAeq(15min) 

How to apply 

Recommended standard 
hours: 

 Monday to Friday 
7am to 6pm 

 Saturday 
8am to 1pm 

 No work on Sundays or 
public holidays 

Noise affected 
RBL + 10dB 

 The noise affected level represents the point above which 
there may be some community reaction to noise. 

 Where the predicted or measured LAeq (15min) is greater 
than the noise affected level, the proponent should apply 
all feasible and reasonable work practices to meet the 
noise affected level; 

 The proponent should also inform all potentially impacted 
residents of the nature of works to be carried out, the 
expected noise levels and duration as well as contact 
details. 
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Time of day Management level 
LAeq(15min) 

How to apply 

Highly noise affected 
75dB(A) 

 The highly noise affected level represents the point 
above which there may be strong community reaction to 
noise. 

 Where noise is above this level, the relevant authority 
(consent, determining, regulatory) may require respite 
periods by restricting the hours that the very noisy 
activities can occur, taking into account: 

− Times identified by the community when they are less 
sensitive to noise (such as before and after school for 
works near schools, or mid-morning or mid-afternoon 
for works near residences) 

− If the community is prepared to accept longer period 
of construction in exchange for restrictions on 
construction times. 

Outside recommended 
standard hours 

Noise affected 
RBL + 5 dB(A) 

 a strong justification would typically be required for work 
outside the recommended standard hours 

 the proponent should apply all feasible and reasonable 
work practices to meet the noise affected level 

 where all feasible and reasonable practices have been 
applied and noise is more than 5dB(A) above the noise 
affected level, the proponent should negotiate with the 
community 

 for guidance on negotiating agreements see 
Section 7.2.2 of the Interim Construction Noise Guideline. 

Source: Department of Climate Change and Water (2009) 

Notes 

* Noise levels apply at the property boundary that is most exposed to construction noise, and at a height of 1.5 metres above ground 
level. If the property boundary is more than 30 metres from the residence, the location for measuring or predicting noise levels is at 
the most noise-affected point within 30 metres of the residence. Noise levels may be higher at upper floors of the noise affected 
residence. The difference between internal noise levels and external noise levels is around 10dB with windows open for adequate 
ventilation. 

3.1.1 Sleep disturbance at residences 
Sleep disturbance criteria are generally considered in the assessment of any noise likely to occur at night. 
Below are the two most relevant criteria specific to sleep disturbance from the Noise Policy for Industry 
(Environment Protection Authority 2017) (NPI) and the World Health Organization. 

NPI sleep disturbance criteria 
The NSW guidance relating to sleep disturbance is outlined in the Application notes – NSW Industrial Noise 
Policy. 

Research on sleep disturbance is reviewed in the NSW Road Noise Policy (Department of Environment, 
Climate Change and Water 2011). This review concluded that the range of results is sufficiently diverse that 
it was not reasonable to issue new noise criteria for sleep disturbance to that contained in the Environmental 
Criteria for Road Traffic Noise (Environment Protection Authority 1999) (ECRTN). From the research, the 
Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water recognised that the sleep disturbance criterion of an 
LA1, (1 minute) not exceeding the LA90, (15 minute) by more than 15 dBA is not ideal. Nevertheless, as there is 
insufficient evidence to determine what should replace it, the ECRTN uses it as a guide to identify the 
likelihood of sleep disturbance. This means that where the criterion is met, sleep disturbance is not likely, but 
where it is not met, a more detailed analysis is required. 

https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/your-environment/noise/industrial-noise/nsw-industrial-noise-policy/applying-industrial-noise-policy
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/your-environment/noise/industrial-noise/nsw-industrial-noise-policy/applying-industrial-noise-policy
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The detailed analysis should cover the maximum noise level or LA1, (1 minute), that is, the extent to which the 
maximum noise level exceeds the background level and the number of times this happens during the night 
time period. Some guidance on possible impact is contained in the review of research results in the 
appendices to the ECRTN. Other factors that may be important in assessing the extent of impacts on sleep 
include: 

 How often high noise events will occur 

 Time of day (normally between 10pm and 7am) 

 Whether there are times of day when there is a clear change in the noise environment (such as during 
early morning shoulder periods). 

 

The LA1, (1 minute) descriptor is meant to represent a maximum noise level measured under 'fast' time response. 
Analysis based on LA, (Max is also accepted: 

LA1 (1minute) or LAmax ≤ LA90 + 15 dB(A) 

If the above screening criterion of LA90, (15 minute) + 15 dBA is exceeded further review of the noise source 
relative to the ECRTN is recommended. 

The conclusions made in the ECRTN Appendix B: Technical background to the road traffic noise criteria are 
as follows: 

Considering all of the foregoing information the following conclusions can be drawn: 

 Maximum internal noise levels below 50-55 dBA are unlikely to cause awakening reactions 

 One or two events per night with maximum internal noise levels of 65-70 dBA are not likely to affect 
health and well being significantly. 

 

World Health Organization sleep disturbance criteria 
The World Health Organization has published guidelines which reference a number of studies on sleep 
disturbance. The general conclusions provided in the Guidelines for Community Noise (World Health 
Organization 1999) suggest that for continuous noise, the sound pressure level should not exceed 30 dBA 
indoors, and for intermittent noise sources (short term or transient noise events), maximum levels (LAmax) 
should not exceed 45 dBA internally more than 10-15 times per night. 

3.1.2 Noise management levels 
Noise management level for the operational phase of the proposed asbestos disposal area based on the 
Interim Construction Noise Guideline are provided in Table 3-2. 

 

Table 3-2 Noise management levels for the operational phase of the Proposal 

Noise 
catchment 
area 

Rating background 
level 

(dB(A)) 

Noise management level 
LAeq (15 min) 

(dB(A)) 

Sleep disturbance 
criteria 
LAmax 

(dB(A)) 

Day Night Recommended 
standard hours 

Mon-Fri: 7am-6pm 
Sat: 8am-1pm 

Outside standard hours 10pm-7am 

Day Night 

NCA 1 35 36 45 40 41 60 

NCA 2 71 72 81 76 77 96 
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Noise 
catchment 
area 

Rating background 
level 

(dB(A)) 

Noise management level 
LAeq (15 min) 

(dB(A)) 

Sleep disturbance 
criteria 
LAmax 

(dB(A)) 

Day Night Recommended 
standard hours 

Mon-Fri: 7am-6pm 
Sat: 8am-1pm 

Outside standard hours 10pm-7am 

Day Night 

NCA3 45 33 55 50 38 48 

 

3.2 Vibration criteria 

Human comfort 
Assessing Vibration: A Technical Guideline (Department of Environment and Conservation 2006) aids in 
protecting people from vibration levels above preferred and maximum values felt inside buildings. However, 
the guideline does not address vibration-induced damage to structures or building contents or structure-
borne noise effects. Vibration and its associated effects with regards to human comfort are usually classified 
as continuous, impulsive or intermittent as follows: 

 Continuous vibration occurs uninterrupted for a defined period (usually throughout day time and/or night 
time). This type of vibration is assessed on weighted root mean square (rms) acceleration values 
presented in the guideline. 

 Impulsive vibration is a rapid build-up to a peak followed by a damped decay that may or may not involve 
several cycles of vibration. It can also consist of a sudden application of several cycles at approximately 
the same amplitude, providing that the duration is short, typically less than two seconds. Impulsive 
vibration is assessed on weighted rms acceleration values presented in the guideline. 

 Intermittent vibration can be defined as interrupted periods of continuous or repeated periods of impulsive 
vibration or continuous vibration that varies significantly in magnitude. It may originate from impulse 
sources or repetitive sources or sources which operate intermittently, but which would produce 
continuous vibration. This type of vibration is assessed on vibration dose value. 

 Construction activity typically consists of all three types of vibration, depending on the construction 
equipment and operations being undertaken. 

 

Continuous and impulsive vibration 
The maximum allowable magnitudes of building vibration provided in Assessing Vibration: A Technical 
Guideline with respect to human response are shown inTable 3-3. 

 

Table 3-3 Criteria for exposure to continuous and impulsive vibration with respect to human comfort 

Location Assessment period Peak velocity 
(millimetres per second) 

Preferred Maximum 

Continuous vibration 

Residences Daytime 0.28 0.56 

Night time 0.20 0.40 
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Location Assessment period Peak velocity 
(millimetres per second) 

Preferred Maximum 

Offices, schools, educational 
institutions and places of worship 

Daytime or night time 0.56 1.1 

Workshops Daytime or night time 1.1 2.2 

Impulsive vibration 

Residences Daytime 8.6 17.0 

Night time 2.8 5.6 

Offices, schools, educational 
institutions and places of worship 

Daytime or night time 18.0 36.0 

Workshops Daytime or night time 18.0 36.0 

 

Intermittent vibration 
Disturbance caused by vibration would depend on its duration as well as its magnitude. This method involves 
the calculation of a vibration dose value that is used to evaluate the cumulative effects of bursts of 
intermittent vibration. Various studies have shown that vibration dose value assessment methods far more 
accurately assess the level of disturbance than methods which assess the vibration magnitude only. 

Vibration dose value is the fourth root of the integral of the fourth power of vibration with respect to time. The 
vibration dose value represents an ‘amount’ of vibration. In assessing the vibration dose values, criteria 
detailed in Assessing Vibration: A Technical Guideline are used, however, the base values and multiples are 
converted into vibration dose value s assuming constant levels over a 15-hour day and a 9-hour night. The 
resulting vibration dose value criteria are shown in Table 3-4. 

 

Table 3-4 Acceptable vibration dose values for intermittent vibration 

Location Assessment period Low probability of disturbance 
(m/s1.75) 

Preferred Maximum 

Intermittent vibration 

Residences Daytime 0.2 0.4 

Night time 0.13 0.26 

Offices, schools, educational 
institutions and places of worship 

Daytime or night time 0.40 0.80 

Workshops Daytime or night time 0.80 1.60 

 

Structural damage (Short term) 
Vibration generated by operation and construction activities can travel though the ground, causing nearby 
building structures to vibrate. This may cause damage to the building structure ranging from minor hairline 
cracking to major structural cracking. The German Standard DIN4150-3 Structural Vibration Part 3 – ‘Effects 
of vibration on structures’ 1999 (DIN4150-3 (1999-02)) is used to assess the likelihood of structural damage 
to nearby structures.  
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Table 3-5 outlines the frequency-dependent vibrational criteria for residential and commercial buildings. 

 

Table 3-5 Guideline values for vibration velocity to be used when evaluating the effects of short-term vibration 
on structures 

Type of structure Guideline values for velocity 
(millimetres per second) 

Vibration frequency Vibration at 
horizontal plane of 
highest floor at all 

frequencies 
1 Hz to 10 Hz 10 Hz to 50 Hz 50 Hz to 100 Hz 

Buildings used for commercial 
purposes, industrial buildings, and 
buildings of similar design 

20 20 to 40 40 to 50 40 

Dwellings and building of similar 
design and/or occupancy 

5 5 to 15 15 to 20 15 

Structures that, because of their 
particular sensitivity to vibration, 
are of great intrinsic value (e.g. 
listed buildings under preservation 
order) 

3 3 to 8 8 to 10 8 

 

At frequencies above 100 Hz, the values given in column 50 Hz to 100 Hz in the table above may be used as 
minimum values. Construction activities typically occur between 10Hz to 50Hz based on previous 
measurements conducted by Aurecon at construction sites. 

The levels in Table 3-5 have been established by the DIN4150-3 (1999-02) standard such that no damage 
would occur up to the limits. The levels are considered conservative, i.e. vibration levels that exceed the 
limits would not necessarily translate into structural damage. The DIN4150-3 (1999-02) standard defines 
‘damage’ to include cracks forming in plastered surfaces of walls, existing cracks in a building becoming 
enlarged, and separation of lightweight walls from load bearing walls. Most commonly specified “safe” 
structural vibration limits are designed to minimise the risk of threshold or cosmetic surface cracks and are 
set well below the levels that have potential to cause damage to the main structure. The DIN4150-3 (1999-
02) standard states that buildings exposed to higher levels of vibration than recommended limits would not 
necessarily result in damage, the limits are generally recognised as being conservative.  
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4 Assessment 
Chapter 4 assesses the potential noise impacts of operation of the proposed asbestos disposal area in 
accordance with the Interim Construction Noise Guideline. 
 
 

4.1 Noise assessment 
A list of typical construction equipment and mobile plant to be used during asbestos disposal works and their 
sound power levels is provided in Table 4-1. 

 

Table 4-1 Construction plant sound power levels 

Mobile plant Sound power level 
(dB(A)) 

Articulated dump truck x 1 117 

20-tonne excavator x 1 100 

45-tonne tracked dozer x 1 112 

Light vehicle x 1 106 

Source: AS2436-2000 Guide to noise and vibration control on construction demolition and maintenance sites. 

 

Noise levels have been predicted at the nearest sensitive receiver to the proposed asbestos disposal area in 
each noise catchment area and are shown in Table 4-2. The predictions are based on likely construction 
plant working periods for a typical 15-minute period when asbestos disposal works are in progress. The 
predicted noise levels include an attenuation factor of three dB(A) to account for directional loss and barrier 
effect. Noise levels are predicted to comply with the noise management levels in all three noise catchment 
areas. 

It is important to note that the noise predictions are for periods when asbestos disposal works are being 
undertaken at the proposed asbestos disposal area. There are likely to be periods during the WWPS Closure 
Project when asbestos waste is not being generated and, therefore, no works are required at the proposed 
asbestos disposal area. 

 

Table 4-2 Predicted noise levels at the nearest sensitive receivers during operation of the Proposal 

Noise catchment area Noise management level 
(standard construction 

hours) 
(dB(A)) 

Predicted noise level 
(dB(A) 

Compliance 

1 45 45 Yes 

2 81 40 Yes 

3 55 31 Yes 

 

The noise assessment has been undertaken as a worst-case scenario, with all plant assumed to be 
operational during the 15-minute period and the separation distance being to the nearest sensitive receiver 
within each noise catchment area. Actual noise levels could be lower than the predicted levels due to factors 
not considered in the model including weather conditions, topography, and shielding provided by vegetation 
and structures. 
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4.2 Vibration assessment 
Equipment being used for the construction activities are not vibration intensive and therefore will have 
negligible adverse effect on the sensitive receivers. Based on the minimum distance between the plant 
operating at the proposed asbestos disposal area and nearest sensitive receivers, there is negligible 
likelihood of any adverse vibration impact in terms of cosmetic damage or human response. 
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5 Noise mitigation measures 
Works at the site are recommended to be undertaken in accordance with industry best practice to minimise 
noise generation. This could include the measures detailed in Table 5-1. 

 

Table 5-1 Example best practice noise and vibration safeguards and mitigation measures 

ID Environmental safeguards and mitigation measures 

NV1 Use quieter equipment: 

 Examine different types of machines that perform the same function and compare the 
noise level data to select the least noisy machine. For example, rubber wheeled tractors 
can be less noisy than steel  

 When renting, select quieter items of plant and equipment where feasible and reasonable. 

NV2 Operate mobile plant in a quiet and efficient manner: 

 Reduce throttle setting and turn off equipment when not being used. 

 Examine and implement, where feasible and reasonable, the option of reducing noise 
from metal chutes and bins by placing damping material in the bin. 

NV3 Maintain equipment: 

 Regularly inspect and maintain equipment to ensure it is in good working order. Also 
check the condition of mufflers. 

 Equipment must not be operated until it is maintained or repaired, where maintenance or 
repair would address the annoying character of noise identified. 

 For machines with enclosures, check that doors and door seals are in good working order 
and that the doors close properly against the seals. 

 Return any hired equipment that is causing noise that is not typical for the equipment - the 
increased noise may indicate the need for repair. 

NV4 Consider alternatives to reversing alarms: 

 Avoid use of reversing alarms by designing site layout to avoid reversing, such as by 
including drive through for parking and deliveries. 

 Install where feasible and reasonable less annoying alternatives to the typical 'beeper' 
alarms taking into account the requirements of the Occupational Health and Safety 
legislation; examples are smart alarms that adjust their volume depending on the ambient 
level of noise and multifrequency alarms that emit noise over a wide range of frequencies. 

 In all circumstances, the requirements of the relevant Occupational Health and Safety 
legislation must be complied with. For information on replacing audible warning alarms on 
mobile plant with less annoying alternatives, see Appendix C of Interim Construction 
Noise Guideline. 

NV5 Maximise shielding of nearby sensitive receivers: 

 Note large reflecting surfaces on and off site that might increase noise levels and avoid 
placing noise-producing equipment in locations where reflected noise will increase noise 
exposure or reduce the effectiveness of mitigation measures. 

NV6 Notify the community before and during construction works: 

 Provide, reasonably ahead of time, information such as time of the day when work start/ 
ends, what works are expected to be noisy, their duration, what is being done to minimise 
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ID Environmental safeguards and mitigation measures 

noise and when respite periods will occur. For works outside standard hours, inform 
affected residents and other sensitive land use occupants 1 week before commencement. 

 Provide information to neighbours before and during construction through media such as 
letterbox drops, meetings or individual contact  

 Use a site information board at the front of the site with the name of the organisation 
responsible for the site and their contact details, hours of operation and regular 
information updates. This signage should be clearly visible from the outside and include 
after-hours emergency contact details. 

 Maintain good communication between the community and project staff. 

 Appoint a community liaison officer where required. 

NV7 Complaints handling: 

 Provide a readily accessible contact point, for example, through a 24-hour toll-free 
information and complaints line. Give complaints a fair hearing. 

 Have a documented complaints process, including an escalation procedure so that if a 
complainant is not satisfied there is a clear path to follow. 
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6 Conclusion 
 
 

This report presents assessment of the noise and vibration associated with the proposal at the Wallerawang 
Power Station Asbestos disposal area. Based on the findings of this report: 

• Construction noise and vibration objectives for the proposal have been established and are based on the 
Office of Environment and Heritage requirements and measured ambient noise levels near the site.  

• Noise and vibration impact on nearby sensitive receivers during the demolition stage of the proposal will 
comply with the criteria. The proponent should therefore apply all feasible and reasonable work practises 
and inform all potentially impacted residents of the nature of the works to be carried out.  
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8 Acronyms and abbreviations 
Acronym  Description  
Asbestos waste The asbestos waste generated by the WWPS Closure Project would comprise asbestos 

containing material and insulation material mostly consisting of rockwool and calcium silicate. 
The contractor would manage and handle all insulation waste as asbestos waste. 

EnergyAustralia EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd  
ECRTN Environmental Criteria for Road Traffic Noise (Environment Protection Authority 1999) 
LAeq Averaged A-weighted noise levels 
LAmax Maximum A-weighted noise levels 
NCAs Noise Catchment Areas  
RBL Rating background level 
rms Root mean square  
WWPS Wallerawang Power Station 
WWPS Closure 
Project 

The decommissioning, demolition and rehabilitation of Wallerawang Power Station 
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Appendix A 
Glossary of terms 
 

Term Definition 

Airbourne sound Sound in the air is generated by a material vibrating which in turn causes air 
molecules to vibrate and create a sound wave. For example, sound produced 
by a loudspeaker in a room can be classified as ‘airborne’ sound. 

Airbourne sound 
insulation 

Airborne sound insulation is the ability of a material or room to contain sound 
within it, or exclude sound from it. This is commonly measured in terms of 
sound reduction index (in dB) being the ratio of sound transmitted by the 
material to that incident upon it. Airborne sound insulation can be measured 
using the procedures set out in ISO 140-3 and ISO 140-4. 

Ambient and background 
noise level, LA90,T 

The A-weighted sound pressure level of non-specific noise in decibels 
exceeded for 90 per cent of the given time, T. 

A-weighting dB(A) The sound pressure level determined when using the frequency-weighting 
network A. The A-weighting network modifies the electrical response of a sound 
level meter so that the sensitivity of the meter varies with frequency in 
approximately the same way that the sensitivity of the human hearing system 
varies with frequency. 
The human ear has a non-linear frequency response; it is less sensitive at low 
and high frequencies and most sensitive in the range 1 to 4 kHz. The A-
weighting is applied to measured or calculated sound pressure levels so that 
these levels correspond more closely to the response of the human ear. A-
weighted sound levels are often denoted as dB(A). 

Decibel The ratio of sound pressures which we can hear is a ratio of 106:1 (one 
million:one). For convenience, therefore, a logarithmic measurement scale is 
used. The resulting parameter is called the ‘sound pressure level’ (Lp) and the 
associated measurement unit is the decibel (dB). As the decibel is 10 times the 
logarithmic ratio, the laws of logarithmic addition and subtraction apply. 

Equivalent continuous A-
weighted sound pressure 
level (LAeq) 

Value of the A-weighted sound pressure level of a continuous, steady sound 
that, within a specified time interval T starting at t1 and ending at t2 and 
measured in decibels, has the same mean square sound pressure as the 
sound under consideration whose level varies with time. 

LAmax The maximum RMS A-weighted sound pressure level occurring within a 
specified time period; the time weighting, fast or slow, is usually specified. 

Frequency The rate of repetition of a sound wave. The subjective equivalent in music is 
pitch. The unit of frequency is the Hertz (Hz), which is identical to cycles per 
second. A thousand hertz is often denoted kHz, eg 2 kHz = 2000 Hz. Human 
hearing generally ranges approximately from 20 Hz to 20 kHz.  

Impact sound Sound produced by a vibrating material or panel due to direct impact. The 
vibrating material or panel causes the air molecules to vibrate which leads to an 
airborne sound wave being created. For example, footsteps on a floor can be 
classified as ‘impact’ sound. 

Sound pressure level The level of the pressure of the sound above the internationally accepted 
reference value of 20 μPa (2x10-5 N/m2), which corresponds to the pressure of 
the quietest sound an average person can hear at the frequency of 1000 Hz. It 
is a quantity that can be measured, thus the quantity of a sound can be derived 
from it.  
A value equal to 10 times the logarithm to the base 10 of the ratio of the root-
mean-square pressure of a sound to a reference pressure, which is normally 
taken to be 2x10-5 N/m2. 

Vibration level Vibration is generally measured in terms of the velocity (in mm/s or m/s) or the 
acceleration (in mm/s2 or m/s2) but can also be measured in terms of amplitude 
(in millimetres or metres). These values are often converted into dB values on a 
logarithmic scale. 
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Executive summary 
Introduction 
Wallerawang Power Station (WWPS) is in Central West NSW, next to the township of Wallerawang, about 
14 kilometres from Lithgow and 160 kilometres west of Sydney. In November 2014, EnergyAustralia 
announced that it would be closing WWPS due to ongoing lower energy demand, lack of access to 
competitively priced coal and high operating costs. 

The decommissioning, demolition and rehabilitation of WWPS (the WWPS Closure Project) would generate 
asbestos waste that will require disposal. EnergyAustralia proposed to develop a new asbestos disposal 
area to receive asbestos waste generated by the WWPS Closure Project. 

This human health risk assessment has been prepared to support an environmental impact statement for the 
development of the proposed asbestos disposal area. 

Methodology 
This human health risk assessment has been prepared in accordance with The Environmental Health Risk 
Assessment: Guidelines for Assessing Human Health Risks from Environmental Hazards (Department of 
Health 2012). The assessment is structured in accordance with the five stages of environmental health risk 
assessment identified in the guideline: issue identification, hazard identification, dose-response assessment, 
exposure assessment for the relevant population and risk characterisation. 

Risk assessment 

Hazard identification 
The principal hazard being considered in this human health risk assessment is asbestos. Asbestos has been 
identified in roof sheeting, insulation, asbestos cement ash and water pipes, and small equipment from the 
plant with asbestos containing valves, motors, actuators, gaskets, and rope, totalling an estimated 
6905 cubic metres of waste. Asbestos assessment is still being undertaken to locate the full extent of 
asbestos. 

The nature of the identified asbestos containing materials (ACM) within the building means that both friable 
and non-friable asbestos will be present. The friable asbestos which makes up the bulk of the volume of the 
material, is the greater hazard due to its non-bonded nature it has a greater potential to release asbestos 
fibres to the air.  

Dose-response assessment 
Asbestos is a human carcinogen, classified by the International Agency for Research on Cancer as Group 1.  

Asbestos is known to cause several respiratory conditions including Mesothelioma, Asbestosis, and Lung 
Cancer. The time delay between exposure and manifestation of symptoms can however make it difficult to 
attribute disease to a specific exposure event. Asbestos causes cancer in a dose dependant manner, and for 
similar cumulative exposures, short exposure times are thought to be more dangerous than long exposure 
times.  

Steps should therefore be taken to minimise exposure to asbestos above background levels. 

Exposure assessment and risk characterisation 
The identified sources of asbestos on site are in-situ ACM. The potential for these to become a source of 
airborne asbestos fibres is through their removal and demolition. Asbestos removal would be undertaken in 
accordance with an Asbestos Removal Control Plan, which would be prepared by the licensed asbestos 
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contractor undertaking the works. Under normal circumstances, the likelihood of exposure to asbestos is 
very low during the transportation and disposal of ACM. However, if there is an incident, there is significant 
potential for asbestos fibres to be released to the environment. A site management plan is a key requirement 
to minimise this risk. Once the material has been emplaced and is covered over, control measures should 
prevent the asbestos from being re-exposed. This will be managed by the Asbestos Management Plan. 

The construction/demolition workers have the greatest risk of exposure, however, these would be licensed 
removalists with personal protective equipment, respiratory protective equipment, and administrative 
processes in place to mitigate the hazard. Wallerawang and other local communities may also be exposed to 
airborne fibres through breakdown of controls during the removal, transport, and emplacement process. 
Future site users, and future local communities may be exposed to airborne fibres if the repository is re-
excavated or damaged through breakdown of controls, and ACM is exposed to the ground surface. 

The measurement of exposure during the works is to be conducted via air monitoring. Personal air 
monitoring will be used for removal workers, and environmental air monitoring will be used to measure 
potential exposure to local communities and the environment.  

The closure, rehabilitation and ongoing management of the site would be guided by the Asbestos 
Management Plan.  

Risk management 
The risks associated with the management of asbestos waste generated by the WWPS Closure Project 
would be addressed in an Asbestos Removal Control Plan. The Asbestos Removal Control Plan would be 
prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Code of Practice, How to Safely Remove Asbestos 
(SafeWork NSW 2016) and would include control measures for the removal and transport of asbestos to the 
proposed asbestos disposal area, such as dust suppression at all stages, traffic management plans and 
emergency procedures. The Asbestos Removal Control Plan would include environmental and personal air 
monitoring requirements to ensure the controls that are implemented are adequately managing the risk. 

An Asbestos Management Plan would be produced for the operation, closure and rehabilitation of the 
proposed asbestos disposal area, including correct operational procedures and handling and control 
measures to minimise the risk including dust suppression and environmental and personal air monitoring and 
identification of a range of measures to make sure that the site remains intact and is not subject to any 
disturbance. Measures would include the site be appropriately fenced and warning signs displayed, 
appropriate design and stabilisation of the capping layer (including a marker layer) and appropriate ongoing 
monitoring of dust and fibres. 

If the controls are found to be insufficient works should be immediately stopped and the controls in the 
relevant plans reviewed and strengthened. 
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1 Introduction 
This human health risk assessment has been prepared by Aurecon, on behalf of EnergyAustralia NSW Pty 
Ltd (EnergyAustralia). It informs an environmental impact statement that is being prepared to accompany a 
development application to Lithgow City Council for a proposed asbestos disposal area at Wallerawang Ash 
Repository that would be used to dispose of asbestos waste from the demolition of Wallerawang Power 
Station (WWPS). 

This human health risk assessment focuses on the potential health effects of loading and transporting 
asbestos waste from WWPS to the proposed asbestos disposal area. 

1.1 Background 
WWPS is a coal-fired power station owned by EnergyAustralia. WWPS is located next to the township of 
Wallerawang, about 14 kilometres north-west of Lithgow and 160 kilometres west of Sydney. In November 
2014, EnergyAustralia announced it would permanently close WWPS due to ongoing reduced energy 
demand, lack of access to competitively priced coal and high operating costs. WWPS has since been 
deregistered as an electricity generation facility and EnergyAustralia has commenced its decommissioning, 
demolition and rehabilitation, which is referred to as the WWPS Closure Project. 

The WWPS Closure Project will generate asbestos waste that will require disposal. In the past, asbestos 
waste generated at the site has been disposed of at two on-site asbestos disposal areas. One of these 
asbestos disposal areas reached capacity in 1989 and is no longer in use (the ‘closed’ asbestos disposal 
area). The other asbestos disposal area is nearing capacity (the ‘current’ asbestos disposal area). Therefore, 
EnergyAustralia proposes to construct and operate a new asbestos disposal area (the ‘Proposal’) to enable 
the on-site disposal of asbestos waste generated by the WWPS Closure Project. 

1.2 Site context 
The WWPS site covers an area of about 80 hectares and is bounded by Castlereagh Highway to the north, 
the Main Western Railway Line to the south and Main Street to the west. Coxs River bisects the site and 
continues southward into Lake Wallace, a man-made reservoir that was used to provide cooling water to the 
WWPS. 

The WWPS site has been progressively developed since its initial construction in 1957. It is a highly modified 
industrial site with few remaining natural features. Land use next to the WWPS site includes two active and 
one decommissioned switchyards owned by TransGrid. TransGrid also operate several transmission lines in 
the area, for which there are easements and right of access corridors. Most of the other land adjoining the 
WWPS site is owned by EnergyAustralia and forms a buffer zone. 

Coal-fired power stations produce fly ash as a dust by-product from the burning of coal. Fly ash generated at 
WWPS was disposed at Wallerawang Ash Repository, which is located about 2.5 kilometres north-east of 
WWPS. Wallerawang Ash Repository comprises Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam, Lidsdale Cut landfill area and the closed and current asbestos disposal areas. WWPS and 
Wallerawang Ash Repository are connected by wet ash and return water pipelines and Angus Place Coal 
Haul Road, which pass under the Castlereagh Highway. 

Mount Piper Power Station is located about five kilometres to the north-west of the WWPS site and is also 
owned by EnergyAustralia. 

The key features of the WWPS site and Wallerawang Ash Repository are shown in Figure 1-1. 
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Figure 1-1 Key features of WWPS and Wallerawang Ash Repository 
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1.3 Purpose of this report 
This human health risk assessment has been prepared to inform the environmental impact statement of the 
asbestos disposal area that EnergyAustralia proposes to develop to receive waste from the Wallerawang 
Closure Project. 

In accordance with Clause 3, Schedule 2 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000, 
EnergyAustralia applied to the Secretary of the Department of Planning and Environment to obtain 
environmental assessment requirements for the Proposal. The Secretary’s Environmental Assessment 
Requirements were issued on 18 January 2018 under Section 4.12 of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979. The Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements include requirements from 
the Environment Protection Authority for a human health risk assessment of the Proposal that must be 
undertaken in accordance with Environmental Health Risk Assessment: Guidelines for Assessing Human 
Health Risks from Environmental Hazards (Department of Health 2012) and must include: 

 the inhalation of criteria pollutants and exposure from all pathways i.e. inhalation, ingestion, and dermal to 
specific air toxics 

 a demonstration of how the asbestos waste repository would be operated in accordance with best 
practice measures to manage air emissions with consideration of the NSW Energy from Waste Policy 
Statement (Environment Protection Authority 2015). 

 

This human health risk assessment considers the removal, transport, and emplacement of the asbestos 
waste from the former power station into a proposed asbestos disposal to be constructed on the site, and the 
ongoing operation of the proposed repository in accordance with the guidelines. 
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2 Methodology 

2.1 Energy from Waste Policy Statement compliance 
The proposed asbestos disposal area is not a facility proposing to recover energy from waste. The waste to 
be disposed is inert asbestos containing demolition waste and thus, by the definition within the NSW Energy 
from Waste Policy Statement, is not an eligible waste fuel. Therefore, the best practice measures to manage 
air emissions contained in the NSW Energy from Waste Policy Statement are not considered to apply to the 
proposed asbestos disposal area. 

2.2 Assessment methodology 
 
 

The Environmental Health Risk Assessment: Guidelines for Assessing Human Health Risks from 
Environmental Hazards (Department of Health 2012) specifies five stages of environmental health risk 
assessment: 

 issue identification 

 hazard identification 

 dose-response assessment 

 exposure assessment for the relevant population 

 risk characterisation. 

 

The suggested workflow being followed in this human health risk assessment is presented in Figure 1. 
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Figure 2 A revised outline of the interlinked processes of environmental health risk assessment 

Source Department of Health (2012) 

 

As in most circumstances, due to the complexity of exposure conditions and limitations in toxicological data, 
it is not possible to undertake a quantitative human health risk assessment for asbestos at the site. 
Therefore, a qualitative approach has been adopted for this human health risk assessment, assuming 
reasonable worst-case scenarios. The Guidelines for the Assessment, Remediation and Management of 
Asbestos-Contaminated Site in Western Australia (West Australian Department of Health 2009) provide 
useful guidance in the appropriate approach, noting that the risk to affected parties should be “assessed 
taking account of the asbestos-contamination profile, the exposure scenarios, the level of relevant activities, 
the proposed remediation and control measures, and the final use of the site”. 

Schedule A of the National Environmental Protection (Assessment of Site Contamination) Measure 1999 
mandates assessment of asbestos contaminated sites (in the absence of other contaminants) may proceed 
directly to preparation of a Site Management Plan, providing there is sufficient information to devise risk-
based remediation strategies, further supporting a qualitative approach. 
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3 Phase I: Problem formulation and scoping 

3.1 Issue identification 
Issue identification incorporates perceptions, economics, science, and social factors1 to establish a context 
for the human health risk assessment and subsequent risk management, placing stakeholders at the centre 
of problem formulation.  

The Contaminant of Potential Concern being considered by this risk assessment is asbestos, and the key 
pathway is the potential for human exposure to airborne asbestos fibres. The WWPS Closure Project will 
generate more asbestos waste than the current asbestos disposal area has capacity to receive. Therefore, 
there is a need for a new asbestos disposal area. Considering the volume of the asbestos waste expected to 
be generated by the WWPS Closure Project and applying a 60 per cent packing inefficiency factor, a landfill 
with a capacity of about 11,000 cubic metres is estimated to be required. 

Key stakeholders identified are those whose health has the potential to be affected by the proposed works, 
and thus those to be primarily considered in this human health risk assessment are: 

 Wallerawang and Lidsdale local communities 

 site workers 

 future site users 

 the environment (as a receptor, and a transport mechanism to remobilise asbestos fibres). 

 

Secondary stakeholders are those whose health would not be affected by the activity, but whom are still 
considered to be potentially affected in other ways by the works, and include: 

 Department of Planning and Environment 

 Lithgow City Council 

 Environment Protection Authority 

 WaterNSW 

 Heritage Council of NSW 

 Blue Mountains Conservation Society. 

 

Whilst community concerns are not known to have been raised in relation to the proposed asbestos disposal 
area, it is possible for concerns to exist within the local community, especially as asbestos is an emotive 
subject. 

The proposed asbestos disposal area is surrounded by activities related to coal mining, coal stockpiling, ash 
placement and power stations. The closest residential properties are more than 300 metres from the 
proposed asbestos disposal area. 

The identified issues are: 

 potential release of asbestos fibres to the environment 

 potential exposure of local residents to airborne asbestos fibres 

 potential exposure of construction and demolition workers to airborne asbestos fibres. 

 

The aim of this human health risk assessment is to resolve these issues, and to communicate the 
assessment process and risk management measures to key stakeholders clearly. 

                                                      
1 Health Risk Assessment in Western Australia: Western Australian Department of Health, (2006). 
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4 Phase II: Risk assessment 
To characterise the health risk, assessment of the “asbestos-contamination profile, the exposure scenarios, 
the level of relevant activities, the proposed remediation and control measures, and the final use of the site”1 
need to be considered. 

4.1 Hazard identification 
The principal hazard being considered in the human health risk assessment is asbestos, and it is assumed 
that due to the multiple sources and products containing asbestos within the WWPS, that chrysotile, 
crocidolite, and amosite asbestos are likely to be present.  Asbestos has been identified in roof sheeting, 
insulation, asbestos cement ash and water pipes, and small equipment from the plant with asbestos 
containing valves, motors, actuators, gaskets, and rope, totalling an estimated 6905 cubic metres of waste. 
Asbestos assessment is still being undertaken to locate the full extent of asbestos. 

The nature of the identified ACM within the building means that both friable and non-friable asbestos will be 
present. The friable asbestos which makes up the bulk of the volume of the material, is the greater hazard 
due to its non-bonded nature it has a greater potential to release asbestos fibres to the air.  

The quantity of asbestos within the materials is likely to range from five per cent in cladding, up to 90 per 
cent in millboards and some asbestos insulation. The condition of the asbestos is assumed to be variable 
across the site, however the friable nature of the insulation material makes it inherently more dangerous than 
non-friable asbestos containing material. 

4.2 Dose-response assessment 
Asbestos is a human carcinogen, classified by the International Agency for Research on Cancer as Group 1. 
Whilst some types of asbestos are thought to be more dangerous than others, based on fibre shape and 
size, all asbestos types (Chrysotile, Amosite, Crocidolite, Tremolite, Actinolite, and Anthophyllite) are 
recognised as carcinogens. 

Asbestos is known to cause several respiratory conditions including mesothelioma, asbestosis, and lung 
cancer. The time delay between exposure and manifestation of symptoms can however make it difficult to 
attribute disease to a specific exposure event. 

Asbestos causes cancer in a dose-dependant manner2, and for similar cumulative exposures, short 
exposure times are thought to be more dangerous than long exposure times3. Toxicological Profile for 
Asbestos (US Department of Health and Human Services 2001) contains a table that lists studies that 
provide reliable does-response information on the inhalation effects f asbestos in humans. 

Steps should therefore be taken to minimise exposure to asbestos above background levels. 

4.3 Exposure assessment 
The identified sources of asbestos on site are in-situ ACM. The potential for these to become a source of 
airborne asbestos fibres is through their removal and demolition. The removal would be undertaken in 
accordance with an Asbestos Removal Control Plan that would be prepared by the licensed asbestos 
contractor undertaking the demolition works. The Asbestos Removal Control Plan would include measures 
such as double bagging the waste, sealed working areas, dust suppression and decontamination procedures 
for staff and bagged material leaving the removal area. Once the ACM has been removed from WWPS, the 
double bagged parcels would be transported to the proposed asbestos disposal area via lined trucks. Under 
normal circumstances the likelihood of exposure is very low. If there is a breakdown in process during this 
removal and transport, e.g. a bag getting ripped, bags not being sealed properly, asbestos fibres being 

                                                      
2 Air Quality Guidelines for Europe (2nd edition). Copenhagen: World Health Organization, (2000). 
3 Asbestos in Public and Commercial Buildings: A Literature Review and Synthesis of Current Knowledge, 
Health Effects institute, (1991). 
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present on the outside of bags, or an incident such as a truck crash, then there is significant potential for 
asbestos fibres to be released to the environment as such adherence to the Asbestos Control Plan is a key 
requirement to minimise this risk. Once the material has been emplaced and is covered over, control 
measures (fencing of the site, warning signs, engineered cap, and a management plan) should prevent the 
asbestos from being re-exposed. Where there is potential for future control measures to be compromised (for 
example ongoing maintenance issues such as rabbits digging through cap, future utilities re-excavating the 
site) then exposure will be managed by the Asbestos Management Plan. 

The principal pathway for asbestos exposure is through inhalation of fibres. The Department of Health 
Western Australia states that “Asbestos fibres when swallowed, however, have not been shown to be 
harmful”4, and asbestos exposure to the skin, and ingestion through foods or soils are not considered to be a 
harmful. 

The construction/demolition workers identified in section 2.1 therefore have the greatest risk of exposure, as 
they will physically be doing the removal. These are to be experienced removalists with personal protective 
equipment, respiratory protective equipment, and administrative processes in place to mitigate the hazard. 

Wallerawang and other local communities may be exposed to airborne fibres through breakdown of controls 
during the removal, transport, and emplacement process. 

Future site users, and future local communities may be exposed to airborne fibres if the repository is re-
excavated or damaged through breakdown of controls, and ACM is exposed to the ground surface. 

The environment must be considered a receptor and a transport mechanism, as release of ACM to the 
environment could lead to remobilisation of fibres away from site, potential breakdown of ACM, and exposure 
to secondary receptors.  

The measurement of exposure during the works is to be conducted via air monitoring. Asbestos, as a 
naturally occurring fibre and though extensive anthropogenic use, is ubiquitous in the environment. The 
typical environmental background in outdoor air is 0.0005 fibres/ml5 as noted by Safe Work Australia, 
however published background concentrations are recorded to range from 0.004 f/ml6 up to 0.0062 f/ml7, 
and as such background monitoring should be undertaken before any works commence.  

Personal air monitoring will be used for removal workers, and environmental air monitoring will be used to 
measure potential exposure to Local communities and the environment. A limit of 0.01 fibres per millilitre 
(f/ml) using the membrane filter method is set for protecting the public around contaminated sites8, however, 
if works are to last over 6 months this should be reduced appropriately and more frequent sampling 
undertaken. A linear reduction would therefore be proposed, i.e. 0.005 f/ml if works are to last for a year, in 
line with the cumulative nature of the risk. We note however that this may be less than the detection limit for 
the membrane filter method, which has a practical lower detection limit of approximately 0.01 fibres/mL9, with 
a 500 L sample, and may also be within the local background range. Consideration should therefore be 
given to alternative sampling methods and this number should be modified to account for local background 
conditions. Background measurements should be completed concurrently with site monitoring. 

The closure, rehabilitation and ongoing management of the site would be guided by the Asbestos 
Management Plan The plan would identify a range of measures to make sure that the site remains intact and 
is not subject to any disturbance. Measures would include that the site be appropriately fenced and warning 
signs displayed, appropriate design and stabilisation of the capping layer (including a marker layer) and 
appropriate ongoing monitoring of dust and fibres. 

                                                      
4 https://www.health.wa.gov.au/Articles/A_E/Asbestos-in-drinking-water, (accessed 16/06/2018) 
5 Hazardous Chemicals Requiring Health Monitoring: Safe Work Australia (March 2013) 
6 Asbestiform Fibres – Nonoccupational Health Risks: National Research Council (US) Committee on Nonoccupational Health Risks of 
Asbestiform Fibers. (1984)   
7 Environmental Asbestos Fibre Release from Brake and Clutch Linings of Vehicular traffic. Annals of Occupational Hygiene (1990) 
8 https://ww2.health.wa.gov.au/Articles/A_E/Asbestos-in-drinking-water 
9 Asbestos, Guidance Note on the Membrane Filter Method for Estimating Airborne Asbestos Dust [NOHSC: 3003 (1988)], Safe Work 
Australia 

https://www.health.wa.gov.au/Articles/A_E/Asbestos-in-drinking-water
https://ww2.health.wa.gov.au/Articles/A_E/Asbestos-in-drinking-water
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4.4 Risk characterisation 
The duration of the asbestos removal works will be limited, and the exposure time of the local communities 
further limited, as the nearest residents to the repository are about 400 metres away. The potential exposure 
will be mitigated by site processes, and thus exposure can be reasonably anticipated to be isolated. 

The remaining receptors for consideration are therefore site workers and the general environment.  In both 
cases the use of professional approved removalists working in accordance with relevant legislation and 
guidance should as far as reasonably practical mitigate risk to these receptors from asbestos generated by 
the work. 

The WA Department of Health limit for fibre release does not differentiate sensitive receptors from the 
general population, however a multiplication effect is known to occur within those whom smoke10, and those 
whom have pre-existing respiratory conditions11. Whilst the likelihood of developing an asbestos related 
disease is not age dependant, the cumulative effect of asbestos means that children should be considered a 
higher risk group, as exposure at an earlier age will increase lifetime exposure.  

We consider that the risk associated with each receptor can be described as detailed in Table 4-1. 

 

Table 4-1 Risk characterisation summary 

Receptor Normal construction 
conditions 

Accidental 
construction 
conditions 

Normal closure 
conditions 

Accidental closure 
conditions 

Potential release 
of asbestos 
fibres to the 
environment  

No significant pathway.  Unlikely and isolated.  
Discrete spills during 
removal can be quickly 
contained. 

No significant pathway. Unlikely and only in the 
event of a total ongoing 
management failure. 

Potential 
exposure of local 
residents to 
airborne 
asbestos fibres 

No significant pathway. No significant pathway. No significant pathway. Unlikely and only in the 
event of a total ongoing 
management failure. 

Potential 
exposure of site 
workers to 
airborne 
asbestos fibres 

Unlikely as site 
workers should be 
trained to handle 
asbestos products and 
wearing appropriate 
personal protective 
equipment and the 
asbestos products 
should be sealed in 
two protective layers. 

Possible. Should an 
accident occur it is 
possible that 
construction workers 
may be directly 
exposed for a brief 
period. 

Unlikely as site 
workers should be 
trained to handle 
asbestos products, the 
asbestos products 
should be sealed in 
two protective layers 
and the staff should be 
wearing appropriate 
personal protective 
equipment. 

Possible. Should an 
accident occur it is 
possible that 
construction workers 
may be directly 
exposed for a brief 
period. 

 

5 Phase III: Risk Management 
The risks associated with the management of asbestos waste generated by the WWPS Closure Project 
would be addressed in an Asbestos Removal Control Plan. The Asbestos Removal Control Plan would be 
prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Code of Practice, How to Safely Remove Asbestos 
(SafeWork NSW 2016) and would include control measures for the removal and transport of asbestos to the 
proposed asbestos disposal area, such as dust suppression at all stages, traffic management plans and 
                                                      
10 Relation between exposure to asbestos and smoking jointly and the risk of lung cancer, Occupational and Environmental Medicine 
2001 
11 Asbestos: A guide for householders and the general public, Australian Health Protection Principal Committee, Canberra, 2013. 
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emergency procedures. The Asbestos Removal Control Plan would include environmental and personal air 
monitoring requirements to ensure the controls that are implemented are adequately managing the risk. 

An Asbestos Management Plan would be produced for the operation, closure and rehabilitation of the 
repository, including correct operational procedures and handling and control measures to minimise the risk 
including dust suppression and environmental and personal air monitoring and identification of a range of 
measures to make sure that the site remains intact and is not subject to any disturbance. Measures would 
include the site be appropriately fenced and warning signs displayed, appropriate design and stabilisation of 
the capping layer (including a marker layer) and appropriate ongoing monitoring of dust and fibres. 

If the controls are found to be insufficient works should be immediately stopped, and the controls in the 
relevant plans reviewed and strengthened  

EnergyAustralia hold Environment Protection Licence number 766 for the operation of WWPS, which allows 
for on-site disposal of asbestos waste. There is one asbestos disposal area at the site that has been closed 
and capped and another site that is still active. The effectiveness of controls associated with the existing 
asbestos disposal area should be reviewed and incorporated into the Asbestos Removal Control Plan before 
works commence. The opportunity cost alternate land uses to construct the further repository has been 
considered as part of the remediation options appraisal. 
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6 Glossary of terms and abbreviations 
Term  Definition 

ACM Asbestos containing materials  

Asbestos waste The asbestos waste generated by the WWPS Closure Project would comprise asbestos 
containing material and insulation material mostly consisting of rockwool and calcium silicate. 
The contractor would manage and handle all insulation waste as asbestos waste. 

EnergyAustralia EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd 

WWPS Wallerawang Power Station 

WWPS Closure 
Project 

The decommissioning, demolition and rehabilitation of Wallerawang Power Station 
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GLC Contour for Asbestos, 1-hour averaging period, Criterion of 180 µg/m3, no mitigation. Assumption that asbestos accounts for 50% of PM10 emissions. 
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GLC Contour for TSP, annual averaging period, Criterion of 90 µg/m3, no mitigation.  
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Incremental GLC Contour for PM10, 24-hour averaging period, Criterion of 50 µg/m3, no mitigation, background level of 34 µg/m3. 
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Incremental GLC Contour for PM10, annual averaging period, Criterion of 25 µg/m3, no mitigation, background level of 13.3 µg/m3. 
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Incremental GLC Contour for PM10, 24-hour averaging period, Criterion of 50 µg/m3, level 1 water sprays, background level of 34 µg/m3. 
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Incremental GLC Contour for PM10, annual averaging period, Criterion of 25 µg/m3, level 1 water sprays, background level of 13.3 µg/m3. 
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Incremental GLC Contour for PM10, 24-hour averaging period, Criterion of 50 µg/m3, level 2 water sprays, background level of 34 µg/m3. 
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Incremental GLC Contour for PM10, annual averaging period, Criterion of 25 µg/m3, level 2 water sprays, background level of 13.3 µg/m3. 
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Executive Summary    

Advisian, in conjunction with Biosis, were engaged by EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd (EA) to prepare a 

Cultural Heritage Survey for the Wallerawang Power Station (WPS) Main Site and Ash Disposal Area. 

The scope of the engagement was to: (a) identify any known or potential sites of Historic Heritage or 

Aboriginal Heritage value that may be located within the study area or located within the vicinity; (b) 

assess the impacts, if any, of the proposed decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation (DDR); 

and (c) provide recommended practical conservation management measures. 

Aboriginal Heritage 

The Aboriginal community was consulted in accordance with the process outlined in DECCW’s 

Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010. A field survey of the study 

area was undertaken by Biosis in conjunction with the Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land Council.  

The survey found no culturally modified trees, grinding grooves, and rock shelters to be present within 

the study area. One previously unrecorded Isolated Artefact (IA) was identified and assessed as having 

low archaeological significance. Two potential archaeological potential deposits (PADs) were observed, 

located within the southern portion of the study area. 

Given that the proposed works are largely limited to the existing footprint of disturbance, it is 

understood that there will be no impacts to the identified Aboriginal IA site and PADs through the 

proposed works. Given that this is the case, no further assessment or Aboriginal Heritage Impact 

Permit (AHIP) is required. 

Historic Heritage 

There are no statutory listed heritage items, heritage conservation areas or archaeological sites located 

within the study area.  It is noted that the “Wallerawang A and B Power Stations chimney stack”, 

located within the study area was previously listed on Delta Electricity Section 170 Heritage and 

Conservation Register. This listing has not been removed from the NSW State Heritage Inventory. 

If deconstruction and rehabilitation of all structures were to proceed at the WPS Main Site, it would 

have the effect of removing all physical evidence of the power station’s operation and impacting its 

heritage significance which has been assessed in this report. In relation to the Ash Disposal Area, it is 

considered that the proposed works would have no heritage impacts as this area has been assessed to 

not have any heritage significance.    

It is understood that EA continues to investigate potential suitable options for repurposing (or 

adaptive reuse) of the WPS Main Site. This action is supported on heritage grounds. The retention of 

the chimney stack is also supported. 

The AHMS (2014) Heritage Issues Report recommended the preparation of a Heritage Management 

Strategy in consultation with key stakeholders. This recommendation is supported by Advisian. Further, 

the continued interpretation of the history of the power station and its site is an important objective as 

part of the next phase of its future use and development. 

In relation to potential historical archaeology, the WPS Main Site is considered to have little historical 

archaeological potential or significance on the site of the former Units 1-6 and its cooling towers. The 

areas outside of the disturbed areas and within the Ash Disposal Area are considered to unlikely hold 

any historical archaeological potential or significance. 
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Due to the nature of the works that are largely limited to the existing footprint of former operational 

structures, it is considered that there is not expected to be any direct or indirect impacts on the 

heritage significance of the heritage items located within the vicinity of the study area. 

Recommendations 

Prior to the next phase of the DDR, a series of recommendations are provided in Section 10 of this 

report for Aboriginal Heritage and Historic Heritage, respectively, for implementation by EA to 

minimise potential impacts.  
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1 Introduction 

Advisian in conjunction with Biosis have been engaged by EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd (EA) to prepare 

a Cultural Heritage Survey to accompany a Development Application or Applications (DA/DAs) that 

may relate to the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation (DDR) of two main areas. They 

are: (1) the former Wallerawang Power Station (WPS) Main Site; and (2) the Ash Disposal Area 

including Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam (SSCAD), Kerosene Vale Ash Repository (KVAR) and the 

Lidsdale Cut (LC). 

The purpose of the Cultural Heritage Survey incorporating a Statement of Heritage Impact (Section 

9.1), an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (Appendix A) and an Aboriginal Archaeological 

Report (Appendix B) is to: (a) identify any known or potential sites of Historic Heritage or Aboriginal 

Heritage value that may be located within the study area or located within the vicinity; (b) assess the 

impacts, if any, of the proposed DDR; and (c) provide recommended practical conservation 

management measures for the sites. 

1.1 Background 

WPS was formerly part of Delta Electricity’s Western Region operations, which included the nearby 

Mount Piper Power Station at Portland. The NSW Government sold the two power Stations to EA in 

September 2013. 

The original Wallerawang A power station, which comprised four 30 megawatt (MW) generators, was 

commissioned between 1957 and 1959. Wallerawang B, consisting of two 60 MW generators, was 

completed in 1961.  The A and B station have now been demolished, except for one A station chimney, 

which had been retained because of its heritage value based on the criteria of “rarity” and “historic” 

and “social” significance for the local community. 

Two new units at WPS (Units 7 and 8) entered service in 1976 and 1981, respectively, and are known as 

Wallerawang C.  These units each have a nameplate rating of 500 MW (1,000 MW total for the station). 

Unit 7 was deregistered in April 2014 and Unit 8 followed in November 2014. 

EA has commenced initial works for the DDR process including salvaging of usable plant and 

equipment for sale and demolition of the Unit 7 cooling towers. EA continues to investigate potential 

options for repurposing of the WPS site. 

It is understood that the proposed development approval pathway will be for a single DA for the 

deconstruction and rehabilitation of the WPS site and a second separate DA for the Ash Repository, 

Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam, Lidsdale Cut and Asbestos Disposal Areas sites. The proposed DAs 

would be lodged with Lithgow City Council as consent authority for determination under Part 4 of the 

Environmental Planning and Assessment 1979 (EP&A Act). The details of this process are being 

developed by EA.   

1.2 Study Area 

The WPS Main Site is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang, situated in a valley bisected by the Coxs 

River. It is approximately 12 km north-west of the City of Lithgow and approximately 160km from 

Sydney. The study area is located within the City of Lithgow Local Government Area (LGA).   

javascript:ClickThumbnail(114)


  
 

 

 

 

10 

 

The study area comprises two main areas: (1) the former WPS Main Site; and (2) the Ash Disposal Area 

including SSCAD, KVAR and the LC and is shown on Figure 1-1. 

 

Figure 1-1 Location of the study area that is marked in red (Source: Google Earth, 2016) 

The WPS Main Site contains various power station infrastructure and associated facilities including the 

deregistered 500 megawatt each Units 7 and 8, former forced draft cooling towers (Unit 7), natural 

draft cooling tower (Unit 8), former Unit 6 chimney stack, dry coal storage area, coal stockpile, reverse 

osmosis plant and switchyard. The Cox’s River dissects the WPS Main Site. Figure 1-2 shows the current 

layout of the WPS Main Site. 

Fly ash and bottom ash was previously collected and placed at the Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, 

which is located about 2.5 km north-east of the power station. Approximately 80% of the ash was 

formerly collected in the dust collection plant before being transported via an ash silo to the Kerosene 

Vale Ash Repository and Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam or transported offsite for reuse by the 

cement industry. A former asbestos disposal area is located about 2 km to the north.  

 

 

 

 

WPS Main Site 

Ash Disposal Area 
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Figure 1-2 Layout of the WPS Main Site with key features identified (Source: Google Earth, 2016) 

1.3 Project Team 

The Project Team comprises the following key personnel: 

 Advisian – Robert Power and Claire Jones. 

 Biosis – James Cole, Matthew Smith and Lauren Harley. 
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 EnergyAustralia – Amila Koswattage, Joe Pappalardo and David Turnbull. 

 Registered Aboriginal Parties – Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land Council, Gunjeewong Cultural 

Heritage Aboriginal Corporation, Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation, Murra Bidgee 

Mullangari Aboriginal Corporation and Warrabinga Native Title Claimants Aboriginal 

Corporation.  
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2 Legislative Context 

2.1 Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity 

Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) 

The study area does not contain any items that are identified on the World Heritage List, National 

Heritage List, Commonwealth Heritage List or the now non-statutory Register of the National Estate. 

2.2 NSW Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 & 

SEPP (State and Regional Development) 2011  

The NSW Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) established the system of 

environmental planning and assessment in NSW. The system provides the regime for the preparation 

and making of environmental planning instruments, the assessment of development proposals and 

granting consents with or without conditions. 

Schedule 1 of the State Environmental Planning Policy (State and Regional Development) 2011 (SRD 

SEPP) sets out the types, scale and required Capital Investment Value (CIV) for projects considered to 

be Regional Development, State Significant Development (SSD), State Significant Infrastructure (SSI) or 

declared Critical SSI. 

Schedule 4A of the EP&A Act sets out the types of development for which regional panels may be 

authorised to exercise the consent authority functions of councils. The relevant categories include 

general development with a capital investment value (CIV) of more than $20 million and Crown 

development with a CIV of more than $5 million.   

2.3 Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Legislative Framework 

2.3.1 National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 

The National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act) protects Aboriginal heritage (places, sites and 

objects) within NSW. Protection of Aboriginal heritage is outlined in Section 86 of the NPW Act, as 

follows: 

 “A person must not harm or desecrate an object that the person knows is an Aboriginal object” 

Section 86(1). 

 “A person must not harm an Aboriginal object” Section 86(2). 

 “A person must not harm or desecrate an Aboriginal place” Section 86(4). 

The definition of “harm” under the NPW Act is “any act that; destroys defaces or damages the object, 

moves the object from the land on which it has been situated, causes or permits the object to be harmed”. 

However, it is a defence from prosecution if the proponent can demonstrate 1) that harm was 

authorised under an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) (and the permit was properly followed), 

or 2) that the proponent exercised due diligence in respect to Aboriginal heritage. 
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2.3.2 National Parks and Wildlife Regulation 2009 

The National Parks and Wildlife Regulation 2009 (NPW Regulation) provides a framework for 

undertaking activities and exercising due diligence in respect to Aboriginal heritage. The NPW 

Regulation outlines the recognised due diligence codes of practice which are relevant to this report, 

but it also outlines procedures for AHIP applications and Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 

Requirements (ACHCRs) (DECCW 2010); amongst other regulatory processes. 

2.3.3 Native Title Act 1993 

The Commonwealth Native Title Act 1993 recognises the traditional rights and interests to land and 

waters of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people. Under the Native Title Act 1993 (NTA), native 

title claimants can make an application to the Federal Court to have their native title recognised by 

Australian law. Native title cannot be claimed in areas where the law says that native title has been 

extinguished, which includes the study area. 

2.4 Historic Heritage Legislative Framework 

2.4.1 Heritage Act 1977 

The Heritage Act 1977 contains the provisions for listing study areas or places on the State Heritage 

Register, State Government Agency Section 170 Heritage Conservation Registers and the protection of 

relics. There are no study areas or places listed on the State Heritage Register or covered by an Interim 

Heritage Order that are located within the study area. 

Section 170 of the Heritage Act 1977 requires State Government Agencies to establish and keep a 

Heritage and Conservation Register. It is noted that the “Wallerawang A and B Power Stations chimney 

stack”, located within the study area and previously listed on the Delta Electricity Section 170 Heritage 

and Conservation Register created in 1996, remains entered in the NSW State Heritage Inventory (SHI). 

Four other heritage items formerly owned by Delta Electricity within the vicinity of the study area that 

also remain entered in the SHI include: “Barton Park Cemetery”; “Hospital Cottage”; “Hospital Farm 

Barn”; and “Wallerawang Schoolhouse”.  

The Heritage Act defines a “relic” as follows: 

“relic means any deposit, artefact, object or material evidence that:  

(a)  relates to the settlement of the area that comprises New South Wales, not being Aboriginal 

settlement, and 

(b)  is of State or local heritage significance.” 

The study area has the potential to contain relics. Refer to Section 5.4 for a discussion on the study 

area’s archaeological potential. It is noted that the provisions of Section 89J(1)(c) of the EP&A Act state 

that “an approval under Part 4, or an excavation permit under section 139, of the Heritage Act 1977” 

does not apply to an application for SSD.  
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2.4.2 Lithgow Local Environmental Plan 2014 

The Lithgow Local Environmental Plan 2014 (the LEP) is the statutory instrument that applies for 

planning and development for the City of Lithgow LGA. 

Zoning 

Under the LEP, the study area is zoned SP2 Electricity Generating Works. Development permitted with 

consent in the SP2 zone is for “Recreation areas; Roads; The purpose shown on the Land Zoning Map, 

including any development that is ordinarily incidental or ancillary to development for that purpose”. 

‘Electricity generating works’ are defined as “a building or place used for the purpose of making or 

generating electricity”. 

Heritage Conservation 

Clause 5.10 Heritage Conservation of the LEP contains the heritage provisions for the LGA which 

includes heritage items, heritage conservation areas, archaeological study areas and Aboriginal 

objects. Schedule 5 of the LEP contains brief details of all local and State listed heritage items, heritage 

conservation areas and archaeological sites in the LGA. More detailed information on items on the 

State Heritage Register (SHR) and in Schedule 5 of the LEP can be obtained from searches of the NSW 

State Heritage Inventory.  
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3 Stakeholder Consultation 

3.1 Aboriginal Stakeholders 

The Aboriginal community was consulted regarding the heritage management of the project 

throughout its lifespan. Consultation has been undertaken in accordance with the process outlined in 

the DECCW document, Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 

(DECCW 2010a) (consultation requirements). 

A field survey of the study area was undertaken on 31 August 2017 by Mathew Smith (Field 

Archaeologist – Biosis) and Amy Armstrong (Site officer – Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land Council). 

Further details of the consultation undertaken with Aboriginal stakeholders are contained in the 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (Appendix A). 

3.2 Local Community 

Former owner Delta Electricity established in 2007 the Western Community Reference Group (CRG) to 

share information and ideas as well as build relations with the local community. The operation of the 

CRG has been continued by EA and meets quarterly at the nearby Mt Piper Power station.  

Membership of this group includes environmental groups, community groups and local residents.  

Recent meetings with the CRG have discussed the DDR project and potential options for repurposing. 

Copies of meeting minutes are available from the EA website. 

Further, EA publishes regular community updates and information on its website with options available 

for SMS and email updates. 

3.3 Lithgow City Council 

EA has been in consultation with Lithgow City Council regarding the DDR project generally and 

environmental management issues such as asbestos management.  

Targeted and ongoing consultation regarding heritage matters with Lithgow City Council is 

recommended to be carried out once further details of the future DA(s) have been developed by EA 

and during the preparation of the recommended Heritage Management Strategy. 

3.4 NSW Heritage Division 

Targeted consultation with the NSW Heritage Division of the Office of Environment and Heritage 

(OEH) is recommended to be carried out once further details of the future DA(s) have been developed 

by EA and during the preparation of the recommended Heritage Management Strategy. 
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4 Environmental Context 

4.1 Topography and Hydrology 

The study area and its surrounds are primarily contained within the Narrabeen Group of sandstone 

formations. The southern portion of the study area sits atop the Illawarra Coal Measures, running into 

the Narrabeen Group and the Berry Formation. 

The Narrabeen Groups consist of Triassic sediments responsible for the steep cliffs and plateaus of the 

Blue Mountains (King 1994, p. 3). Quartz-lithic sandstone is the most common rock type in this group, 

with conglomerate, claystone, ironstone, and shale forming thin beds between layers. The Illawarra 

Coal Measures in the western Blue Mountains consist of coal, shale, sandstone, conglomerate, 

limestone, dolomite, claystone, mudstone, torbanite, and siltstone. The portion of the Illawarra Coal 

Measures immediately to the east of the project area is known to be a coal bearing seam which made 

the area attractive for the establishment of collieries in the 19
th

 century. Given this abundance of 

sandstone in the local area, the potential for related Aboriginal sites such as rock engravings, grinding 

grooves, and rock shelters, is also significantly heightened. 

Owing to the underlying geology of the area, its topography is known to be stark, with precipitous 

cliffs and steep slopes common in the northern portion of the study area. As noted above, the 

Narrabeen Group also gives the Blue Mountains its characteristic plateaus, with crests and ridgelines 

common in the area. The southern portion of the project area overlying the Illawarra Coal measures 

appears to be in more of a valley area. The potential presence of clifflines in the area heightens the 

potential for rock shelters to be identified in the local area. 

Some Quaternary alluvial deposits are present in the southern portion of the study area along the Coxs 

River and consist of current and recent mud, silt, sand and gravel. The Coxs River, a sixth order 

perennial watercourse provides the major water source for the study area. Today, the river runs 

through the southern central portion of the study area to the east of Wallerawang Power Station and 

its course has likely been impacted by its construction. A third order, non-perennial tributary of the 

river runs south west through the southern portion of the study area. 

A large portion of the northern study area consists of a constructed dam, which is fed by a number of 

modified low order natural water courses. As such, the location of waterbodies in the northern half of 

the study area is unlikely to be indicative of Aboriginal occupation zones. 

4.2 Soil Landscapes 

The majority of the study area is considered to be disturbed terrain, through its use as a power station 

and ash disposal area. Portions of land along the Castlereagh Highway and along the perimeters of the 

Ash disposal area have been identified as belonging to the Cullen Bullen and Hassans Walls soil 

landscapes.  

The Cullen Bullen soil landscape is characterised by rolling low hills and rises atop the Illawarra Coal 

Measures and the Berry Formation, with a local relief of less than 50 metres. Some localised rock 

outcrops can occur and soils are shallow to moderately deep on crests to moderately deep to deep on 

lower slopes and near drainage lines (King 1994, pp. 82-84). 
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The Hassans Walls soil landscape typically contains cliffs derived from Narrabeen Group sandstones 

with steep colluvial talus sideslopes over Illawarra Coal Measures and the Shoalhaven Group. Local 

relief is between 100 and 500 metres and slopes are usually greater than 40%. 

4.3 Landscapes Resources 

Although the study area has been extensively cleared for agricultural, mining and industrial purposes, 

in the past it likely sustained open woodland of scribbly gum, snow gum, brittle gum, broad-leaved 

peppermint, black wattle, broad-leaved hickory, red stringybark and thin-leaved stringybark. 

Understories likely included tussock grass, blown grass, wallaby grass, kangaroo grass, wattle, 

dogwood, nodding blue lily, narrow-leaf geebung, broad-leaf bitter-pea, native holly, guinea flower 

and tea-tree. Sheltered gullies within the Hassans Walls soil landscapes may have contained closed-

forests of coachwood, grey myrtle, sassafras, lillypilly, black wattle, tree-fern, turpentine and spreading 

fan fern. 

Plant resources were used in a variety of ways by the Aboriginal community. Fibres were twisted into 

string which was used for many purposes including the weaving of nets, baskets and fishing lines. 

String was also used for personal adornment. Bark from eucalypts was used in the provision of shelter; 

a large sheet of bark being propped against a stick to form a gunyah (Attenbrow 2002). Plant life in the 

local area would have supported a wide range of terrestrial mammals and avian resources used for 

food, tool making, and clothing and potentially provide and are interconnected with social and 

ceremonial aspects of Aboriginal life. Freshwater fish and shellfish within the Coxs River and other 

nearby watercourses would also have provided year round resources for local Aboriginal groups and 

then for European explorer and subsequent residents. 

As well as being important food sources, animal products were also used for tool making and 

fashioning a myriad of utilitarian and ceremonial items. For example, tail sinews are known to have 

been used to make fastening cord, while ‘bone points’, which would have functioned as awls or 

piercers, are often an abundant part of the archaeological record. Animals such as Brush-tailed 

Possums were highly prized for their fur, with possum skin cloaks worn fastened over one shoulder 

and under the other (Attenbrow 2002). 

4.4 Land Use History 

The southern portion of the study is located within the Wallerawang Power Station and has been given 

over to this use since construction commenced on the power station in 1953. Two stations were 

initially constructed, opening in 1957 and 1961, but both were later demolished and replaced by the 

current station.  

The northern portion of the study area consists of the Kerosene Vale Ash Disposal Area which has 

been used for this purpose since the 1950s. Prior to this, the area was subject to open cut mining, with 

mining leases noted on parish maps of the area from the late 19
th

 century. Multiple stages of 

earthworks took place within the study area to adapt the Kerosene Vale open cut mine for ash 

disposal, including the construction of embankments throughout the 1960s and 70s.  

The Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam, which covers a large portion of the northern study area, was 

constructed in 1978. The extensive industrial use of the study area during the 20
th
 century has resulted 

in major disturbance to the ground surface and subsurface deposits throughout the majority of the 

study area. 

Further details on the historic heritage context are provided in Section 5. 
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4.5 Study Area Photographs 

Photographs of the study area by Advisian (2017) are presented below. 

 
West elevation of WPS Unit 7 and 8 Power Block 

 
South elevation of WPS Unit 7 and 8 Power Block 

 

 
WPS Main Site infrastructure 

 
WPS Main Site infrastructure 

 

 
WPS Natural Draft Cooling Tower 

 
Mowed area within WPS Main Site grounds 
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Unit 7 and 8 Power Block chimney stacks 

 

 
Unit 7 and 8 Power Block 

 
A and B Power Stations Chimney Stack 

 

 
A and B Power Stations Chimney Stack 
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WPS and Kerosene Vale Ash Repository 

 

 
Kerosene Vale Ash Repository 

 
Access Road and Kerosene Vale Ash Repository 

 

 
Access Road and Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam 

 
Eastern end of Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam 

 

 
Former Asbestos Disposal Area 
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5 Historic Heritage Context 

5.1 History of the Study Area 

5.1.1 Regional Overview 

In 1824, over a million acres of land that local Aboriginal people refer to as “Waller-owang”, meaning a 

place of wood and water, were granted to James Walker (Lithgow City Council, 2005, as cited in 

Robinson, 2009
1
). The property was passed down several generations to form the foundation of the 

present Wallerawang Township. In 1836, Charles Darwin arrived in Sydney after spending four years at 

sea on the Beagle. An ‘interior’ trip of Sydney included a journey to Bathurst, and on his way he 

stopped at Wallerawang, in which he reported the following in his diary: 

'At Hassan's Walls, I left the high road and made a short detour to a farm called Wallerawang: 

to the superintendent of which I had a letter of introduction from the owner in Sydney. Mr. 

Browne had the kindness to ask me to stay the ensuing day, which I had much pleasure in doing. 

This place offers an example of one of the large farming, or rather sheep grazing, establishments 

in the colony. Cattle and horses are in this case rather more numerous than usual owing to some 

of the valleys being swampy and producing coarser pasture. Two or three pieces of flat ground 

near the house were cleared and cultivated with corn, which the harvest men were now reaping: 

but no more wheat is sown than sufficient for the annual support of labourers employed on the 

establishment. The usual number of assigned convict servants here is about forty, but at present 

there were rather more. Although the farm was well stocked with every necessary, there was an 

apparent absence of comfort; and not one single woman resided here. The sunset of a fine day 

will generally cast an air of happy contentment on the scene: but here at this retired farm-house 

the brightest tints on the surrounding woods could not make me forget that forty hardened, 

profligate men were ceasing from their daily labours, like the slaves from Africa, yet without their 

holy claim for compassion'.
2
 

Major Edmund Lockyer surveyed the road to Mudgee in 1828, following the discovery of gold in 

Bathurst district in 1851, traffic flow between the Blue Mountains and the goldfields vastly increased 

(Lithgow City Council, 2001). 

Rail was extended to Wallerawang in 1870. The Cobb and Co Coach service provided transport 

between the station at Wallerawang, Bathurst and Mudgee, that regularly passed, what is now called, 

Mount Piper Power Station, along Castlereagh Highway (Lithgow City Council, 2001). Coxs River and 

Piper Neubecks Creeks border the current valley floors that were the scene of an agricultural industry 

which continues, in part, to the present day (Robinson, 2009). Peter McPherson was amongst the first 

settles to the area; his property extended to 260ha at Pipers Flat (Lithgow City Council, 2005, as cited in 

Robinson, 2009). William Russell settled in the area in the early 1830s and became established in the 

lime-burning and rural industries; Thomas Murray also followed suit, establishing himself in the lime 

industry. His 1893 land selection became what is now the township of Portland, due approximately 

twelve kilometres north-west of the study area. 

                                                   
1
 http://pandora.nla.gov.au/pan/119187/20100322-1147/mt18.pdf 

http://pandora.nla.gov.au/tep/119187 

 
2
 Darwin, C. (1839). Journal and Remarks, 1832-1836 in Narrative of Surveying Voyage of his Majesty's Ships, "Adventure" and "Beagle", Captain 

(Admiral) P. Parker King and (Admiral) Robert Fitzroy, 1826-36, with Journal of Researches into the Geology and Nautical History of the countries 

visited by Charles Darwin. Vol. III, pp. 524 London --> http://www.lithgow-tourism.com/history/partb_2.htm 
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Between 1870 and 1905 saw the rise of establishment of collieries at Pipers Mount, Blackmans Flat, 

Lidsdale, Wallerawang and Angus Place, in close proximity to the railway line (Brown, 1989)
3
. In 1919 

the Joint Coal Board prepared a proposal for the development of a new town at Wallerawang to 

service the coal needs for the railway line. However, the subsequent change to diesel by the railways 

led to this plan becoming abandoned. As a compensation measure, the State Government announced 

the development of a power station at Wallerawang. As such, the development of the Wallerawang 

and Mount Piper Power Stations serviced these towns.  

5.1.2 Wallerawang Power Station 

James Walker (1785-1856) was granted in 1824 most of the land where the current WPS Main Site and 

Lake Wallace is situated (Figure 5-1). James Walker arrived in Australia from Scotland in 1823 with 

Andrew Brown. Both Walker and Brown ran large flocks of sheep on the runs on the Castlereagh River 

and became extremely wealthy. A homestead and cemetery (c1840s) were soon established by the 

Walker family to the south of the current power station. The family’s association with Wallerawang 

ended with the acquisition of land by the Electricity Commission in 1949 for the new power station.    

 

Figure 5-1 Extract of the 1923 Lidsdale Parish Map with approximate location of the WPS Main Site 

(marked in red) and shows the alignment of the railway line deviation (Source: NSW Land and Property 

Information) 

Various landowners held land over the current Ash Disposal Area including W.F. Mackenzie and Ed. 

Hughes as shown on the 1892 Lidsdale Parish Map (Figure 5-2) prior to development for open cut coal 

mining purposes and later for the power generation industry. Initial ash storage took place in the 

abandoned Kerosene Vale ‘C’ open cut mine followed by a further three stages of development for the 

KVAR (1960s, 1972 and 1979) involving construction of embankments, drainage and dam capping 

(Cultural Heritage Connections, 2006). The SSCAD was built in 1978. 

                                                   
3
 Brown, J. W. (1989). Bent Backs: an Illustrated Social and Technological History of the Western Coalfields. Industrial Printing Company: Lithgow. 
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Figure 5-2 Extract of the 1892 Lidsdale Parish Map with indicative locations for the Ash Disposal Area              

and WPS Main Site (Source: NSW Land and Property Information) 

The power generation industry began to burgeon in the Lithgow area with the first power station 

being constructed in 1929 by the New South Wales Department of Railways, adjacent to the State 

Mine that is referred to as ‘State Mine Gully’. 

In 1949, the Joint Coal Board approached the NSW Railways about the construction of a power station 

at Wallerawang to service the by-products of a coal-cleaning plant that was planned for the western 

coalfield. The closure of the Glen Davis shale-oil operations facilitated the construction of the power 

station which freed up the water supplies from the Fish River to become available to support the 

power generating activities.  

In 1950, the Electricity Commission of New South Wales was commissioned via an act of Parliament. 

Construction of the Power Station commenced in 1951. In 1953 during construction phase, the Power 

Station was transferred to the Electricity Commission. Premier J. Cahill officially opened the power 

station in 1957.  

The amplified design capacity of the Power Station was made possible by assurances from the Public 

Works Department. More specifically, the additional water from the Fish River would be retrieved for 

the purposes of servicing the Power Station, following completion of the first stage of the Oberon Dam 

in 1959. The dam served as an enabler for the original four 30 megawatt units to be increased by an 

additional two 60 megawatt units in 1961 (Hawkins, 1979).  

The Walker-Barton Cemetery monuments were raised in 1977 as it would be inundated by the WPS 

reservoir now referred to as Lake Wallace.  

Ash Disposal Area 

WPS Main Site 
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Wallerawang A station was decommissioned in May 1986 and has since been demolished. 

Wallerawang B station commenced operation in January 1961 and was decommissioned in 1990 and 

has since been demolished. Only one chimney stack remains, ”Wallerawang A and B power stations 

chimney stack”, that was previously listed under the former Delta Electricity Section 170 Heritage and 

Conservation Register (S170 Register). It is noted that this listing has not been removed from the NSW 

State Heritage Inventory. 

Wallerawang C station commenced operation in 1976 (Unit 7), followed by Unit 8 in 1981. The 

Electricity Commission of NSW (1976) noted in the Environmental Impact Statement for the 

construction of Unit 8, that the proposed installation of a natural draft cooling tower (a technology 

used extensively overseas) would be the first of its type to be built in NSW, with two only other 

Australian examples at the time being for the Yallourn W Power Station in Victoria in 1973.    

WPS ceased operations in 2013. Unit 7 was deregistered in April 2014 and Unit 8 followed in 

November 2014. 

Figure 5-3 to Figure 5-6 show layout and details for the original Wallerawang A and B stations and the 

proposal for Units 7 and 8. Figure 5-7 to Figure 5-9 present photographs of the former power station 

operations.  

      
 

Figure 5-3 Station Arrangement (Source: The Electricity Commission of NSW, 1976) 
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Figure 5-4 Landscape Plan (Source: The Electricity Commission of NSW, 1976) 

 

 
 

Figure 5-5 Station Profile From North (Source: The Electricity Commission of NSW, 1976) 
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Figure 5-6 Ash Disposal System (Source: The Electricity Commission of NSW, 1976) 

 

 

Figure 5-7 View looking south to WPS from the Castlereagh Highway c1980s (Source: Google Images) 
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Figure 5-8 View looking north-east to WPS and Lake Wallace c1980s (Source: Pinterest) 

 

Figure 5-9 WPS Turbine Hall, year unknown (Source: Delta Electricity)                                                                        
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5.1.3 Summary 

The following is a summary of the history of the study area as shown in a timeline in Table 5-1. 

Table 5-1 Historical Timeline 

Year Key Activity 

1824 Over a million acres of land, known by the local Aboriginal people as “Waller-

owang” meaning a place of wood and water, were granted to James Walker 

(Lithgow City Council 2005). 

1950 Electricity Commission of NSW established via Act of Parliament. 

1953 WPS transferred during construction phase to the Electricity Commission. 

1957 Wallerawang A Station, comprising four 30MW units commenced operations with 

initial use of KVAR.  

1961 Completion of Wallerawang B Station, comprising two 60MW units. 

1976-80 Completion of two units (C station). 

1978 SSCAD was built. 

1980 Acquisition of land – application by The Electricity Commission of New South Wales. 

1986 Decommissioning and demolition of A station – except one chimney stack. 

1990 Decommissioning and demolition of B station. 

1992 Completion of Unit 2 at Mount Piper Power Station. 

1993 Completion of Unit 1 at Mount Piper Power Station. 

2013 EnergyAustralia acquisition of Wallerawang Power Station, along with Mount Piper 

Power Station, from previous owner – Delta Electricity. 

2014 Announcement of permanent closure of Wallerawang power station. Unit 7 was 

deregistered in April 2014 and Unit 8 followed in November 2014. 

5.2 Review of Previous Studies 

A review of relevant previous studies is provided below. 

Wallerawang Power Station Unit No. 8 Environmental Impact Statement (1976) 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Unit No. 8 and expanded ash disposal 

system, prepared by The Electricity Commission of New South Wales does not include a section on 

historic heritage items. The only reference is to the Barton Park Cemetery on page 22: “An old cemetery 

which is located on the eastern side of the reservoir and which would be partially flooded will be raised 

above the water level by filling with earth and the fences and monuments will be replaced”.  
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Wallerawang Power Station Buffer Zone Archaeological Assessment (1989) 

An archaeological assessment was prepared for the buffer lands by The Electricity Commission of New 

South Wales. The assessment identified five historic sites within the buffer zone. Four sites were 

“considered significant and worthy of preservation” (6): 

 “The original Wallerawang Schoolhouse and Cottage”. 

 “The Wallerawang Cottage Hospital”. 

 “The Hospital Farm” (originally a coach stop and later a dairy). 

 “Barton Park” (the cemetery and barn the only remaining components of this site). 

Recommendations for the protection and management of each of the above sites were made in the 

assessment. 

Kerosene Vale Ash Repository Stage 2 Preliminary Archaeology and Heritage Assessment (2006) 

Cultural Heritage Connections Pty Ltd prepared a preliminary archaeology assessment for the 

proposed extension of the Kerosene Vale Ash Dam dry ash storage area. The assessment found that 

there were no historical relics or areas of archaeological potential within the study area. 

Wallerawang Power Station Heritage Issues (2014) 

Archaeological and Heritage Management Solutions Pty Ltd (AHMS) prepared a report for EA that 

reviewed the cultural heritage issues for the WPS property boundaries. The report identified four 

statutory listed heritage listed items within the property boundaries: 

 “Walker/Barton Park Private Cemetery”. 

 “Old Wallerawang School”. 

 “Stone Cottage”. 

 “Cottage and Stone Barn. 

The “Wallerawang A and B Power Stations Chimney Stack” was identified in the report as a potential 

heritage item due it former status as an item listed on the Delta Electricity Section 170 Heritage and 

Conservation Register. 

The report provided recommendations relating to the above items and more broadly recommended a 

heritage management strategy be prepared for the WPS Main Site. 

5.3 Heritage Listings 

Table 5-2 identifies the heritage items located within the study area and heritage items and 

archaeological sites and located within the vicinity of the study area. Refer Figure 5-10 to for a map of 

the heritage items and archaeological sites. 
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Table 5-2 Heritage Listings within the study area and in the vicinity of the study area 

Item Name  Address Listing(s) Significance Distance to 

WPS Main Site 

(m) 

Distance to 

Ash Disposal 

Area (m) 

Heritage items located within the study area 

Wallerawang A 

and B power 

stations chimney 

stack 

Main Street, 

Wallerawang 

Former Delta 

Electricity Section 

170 Heritage and 

Conservation 

Register * 

Local Within site 1,390 

Heritage items and archaeological sites located in the vicinity of the study area 

Church of St John 

the Evangelist 

Main Street, 

Wallerawang 

State Heritage 

Register                    

(SHR 7511) 

LEP (I 

State 52 1,511 

Stone Viaduct 

Cox’s River   

Main Western 

Railway, 

Wallerawang 

State Heritage 

Register (SHR 

1546) 

RailCorp Section 

170 Heritage and 

Conservation 

Register 

State 63 1,667 

Old Wallerawang 

School (former 

National School) 

Main Street, 

Wallerawang 

 

Lithgow Local 

Environmental 

Plan 2014 

Local 70 1,290 

The Cottage Castlereagh 

Highway, 

Lidsdale  

Lithgow Local 

Environmental 

Plan 2014 

Local 227 1,390 

Tunnel Hill tunnels 

and overbridge 

Main Western 

Railway  

Lithgow Local 

Environmental 

Plan 2014 

Local  274 1,195 

Former 

Wallerawang 

Public School 

Main Street, 

Wallerawang  

Lithgow Local 

Environmental 

Plan 2014 

Local 472 2,022 

Cottage 25 Wolgan 

Road, Lidsdale 

Lithgow Local 

Environmental 

Plan 2014 

Local  593 985 

Braemai Castlereagh 

Highway, 

Lidsdale 

Lithgow Local 

Environmental 

Plan 2014 

Local 763 864 

Uniting Church 23 Wolgan 

Road, Lidsdale 

Lithgow Local 

Environmental 

Local 936 657 
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Item Name  Address Listing(s) Significance Distance to 

WPS Main Site 

(m) 

Distance to 

Ash Disposal 

Area (m) 

Plan 2014 

Cottage and Stone 

Barn 

10 Skelly 

Roads, 

Lidsdale 

Lithgow Local 

Environmental 

Plan 2014 

Local 966 321 

Windmill Lad Stud 35 Ian Holt 

Drive, Lidsdale 

Lithgow Local 

Environmental 

Plan 2014 

Local 1,535 620 

Square and 

Compass Inn 

70 Ian Holt 

Drive, Lidsdale 

Lithgow Local 

Environmental 

Plan 2014 

Local 1,900 900 

The Meadows 41 Maddox 

Lane, Lidsdale 

Lithgow Local 

Environmental 

Plan 2014 

Local 2,126 756 

Woodlands 111 Ian Holt 

Drive, Lidsdale 

Lithgow Local 

Environmental 

Plan 2014 

Local 2,290 1,175 
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Figure 5-10 Heritage Listings within and in the vicinity of the study area  
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5.4 Historical Archaeological Potential  

5.4.1 WPS Main Site 

In comparing Figure 1-2 (existing site layout) and Figure 5-3 (historical power station arrangement), 

the major change in the site’s 20
th

 Century history, has been the demolition of former ‘Units 1-6’ and 

its cooling towers. Based on a field survey of the site on 2 May 2017 by Advisian for accessible areas, 

the remaining visible evidence of these former units and cooling towers in the landscape comprises 

only the ”Wallerawang A and B power stations chimney stack” and some concrete and bitumen 

hardstand areas. The remainder of the former footprints contains grassed areas which may contain 

sub-surface elements related to these former uses. The site of the former units and cooling towers is 

considered to have little archaeological potential or significance in accordance with the ‘Assessing 

heritage significance’ guidelines (NSW Heritage Office, 2001).  

 

Grassed areas outside of the existing built and disturbed areas near the northern and western 

boundaries and adjacent to the Coxs River are not known to have contained structures related to the 

site’s previous agricultural use. On this basis, these areas are considered to unlikely hold any historical 

archaeological potential or significance.   

5.4.2 Ash Disposal Area 

The majority of the Ash Disposal Area is heavily disturbed from previous open cut mining and ash 

disposal activities. Under these conditions which were observed during the field survey of 2 May 2017, 

it is unlikely that this area would hold any historical archaeological potential or significance.  

 

The western portion of this area contains an asbestos disposal area and some existing vegetation. 

Based on the land use history of this portion of the area which has been disturbed by mining and ash 

disposal activities as well as containing no known structures, it is considered unlikely to have any 

historical archaeological potential or significance.  
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6 Aboriginal Heritage Context 

6.1 Regional Overview 

A number of Aboriginal cultural heritage investigations have been conducted in the Lithgow area. 

Models for predicting the location and type of Aboriginal sites with a general applicability to the 

region and thus relevant to the study area have also been formulated, some as a part of these 

investigations and others from cultural heritage investigations for relatively large developments. 

Refer to Section 3.2.1 of the Aboriginal Archaeological Report (Appendix B) for further details. 

6.2 Local Overview 

A number of Aboriginal cultural heritage investigations have been conducted within the region (within 

approximately 10 kilometres of the study area). Most of these investigations were undertaken as part 

of development applications and included surface and sub-surface investigations. 

Refer to Section 3.2.2 of the Aboriginal Archaeological Report (Appendix B) for further details. 

6.3 Ethnohistory 

The study area is located around the border of the Wiradjuri and Darug tribal areas, as identified by 

Tindale (1974). Tindale described the Darug tribal boundaries as extending west to Mount Victoria, 

located approximately 30km to the south-east of the study area, however these boundaries can only 

be considered indicative, and may not represent the true nature of Aboriginal occupation in the area. 

Generally speaking, the Wiradjuri tribal area is one of the largest in Australia, and takes in a large 

portion of NSW. The territory is centred on the three rivers which form the boundaries of their 

traditional land: the Macquarie, Murrumbidgee, and Lachlan (Comber 2009, p. 50). The total 

population of the Wiradjuri in the late 1700s and early 1800s is difficult to estimate, given the 

haphazard nature of exploration in Australia at the time, but early estimates give the number at 3,000. 

6.4 AHIMS Site Analyses 

A search of the OEH AHIMS database by Biosis identified 93 Aboriginal archaeological sites within a 

10km by 10km search area, centred on the proposed study area. One of these registered sites is 

located within the study area (AHIMS# 45-1-0211) – see discussion below. The dominant site type for 

the area is artefact sites, accounting for 55.14% of registered sites.  

Two burial sites have been registered in the vicinity of the study area, both located approximately 

1.5km south of the study are. Previous studies in the area have shown that the location of AHIMS 45-

1-0048, the burial of the Former King of Wallerawang, is incorrect due to early mapping techniques. 

The site is more accurately located at the intersection of Duncan Street, the abandoned Wallerawang 

Colliery Railway Line and the Springvale Colliery Coal Conveyor (McIntyre 1993). This places AHIMS 45-

1-0048 to the north of the Castlereagh Highway, outside of the current study area. 

The site AHIMS# 45-1-0211 was originally recorded by Rich and Baker in 1992 during a survey in 

advance of the proposed Springvale Conveyor, and consisted of approximately 100 stone artefacts in 

an area of 200m by 40m located on a low rise above and adjacent to Pipers Flat Creek. 
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The site was in a poor condition when recorded, having been bulldozed previously, but it was 

considered that two of the quartz concentrations represented in situ working floors. The artefacts were 

primarily comprised of quartz, with a few quartzite and indurated mudstone flakes present. The site 

was subject to Section 90 “consent to destroy” (Consent#516) in July 1993 to make way for the 

construction of the coal conveyor. 

Based on a review of the mapping and location description provided on the site card, it appears that 

the destroyed site was actually located approximately 300 metres west of the study area, and not 

within it. 

6.5 Predictive Model 

Based on a review of previous assessments carried out in the local area, as well as a AHIMS results and 

the environmental context of the study area, it is possible to predict the likelihood for Aboriginal sites 

to be present within the study area. 

The land use history for the study area indicates that it has been subject to heavy disturbances 

throughout the 20th century as a result of open cut mining and its use as a power station. Much of the 

northern area within the study area has been heavily modified, with the lesser disturbed areas 

concentrated around the southern portion of the study area, along the margins of the Coxs River. 

Artefact and PAD sites are the site types that are considered most likely to occur within the study area, 

given its context. A search of the AHIMS register indicates that rock shelter sites are also very common 

in the local area, however the study area does not appear to contain any hills or slopes which are 

associated with this site type, making it less likely that they will occur within it. 

In spite of clearing activities, there is some potential for modified trees to be present within the study 

area, and it is noted that carved trees have also been previously identified in a local context. Similarly, 

in spite of recent disturbances, engraving or grinding groove sites may be present if appropriate 

outcrops exist, which are more likely to be present in thee norther portion of the study area overlying 

the Narrabeen sandstone formation. 

A predictive model has been developed, indicating the site types most likely to be encountered during 

the survey and subsequent sub-surface investigations across the present study area. The predictive 

model indicates that the study area has a high potential to contain potential archaeological deposits 

(PADs) and flaked stone artefact scatters and isolated artefacts. 
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7 Aboriginal Heritage Survey 

A field survey of the study area was undertaken on 31 August 2017 by Biosis in conjunction with the 

Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land Council.  

The vast majority of the study area has been subject to heavy disturbance as a result of past land use 

activities, which has greatly decreased the potential for Aboriginal sites to be located within the area 

(refer Figure 7-1). The northern portion of the study area has seen the heaviest disturbance, including 

open cut mining and ash disposal. Within the southern portion of the study area, there were lesser 

disturbed areas which were considered based on the background research to have a higher potential 

to contain Aboriginal sites. 

 

Figure 7-1 Aboriginal heritage survey coverage (Source: Biosis, 2017)  

The survey found no culturally modified trees, grinding grooves, and rock shelters to be present. 

One isolated artefact was identified, and two areas of archaeological potential, all within the southern 

portion of the study area as shown on Figure 7-2. 
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Figure 7-2 Aboriginal heritage survey results (Source: Biosis, 2017) 
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8 Heritage Significance Assessment 

8.1 Aboriginal Heritage Significance 

An Aboriginal cultural significance assessment was undertaken by Biosis focusing on two main values: 

values to the Aboriginal community and archaeological (scientific) values.  

The significance of sites was assessed in accordance with the following criteria: 

 Requirements of the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in 

NSW (DECCW 2010) (the Code). 

 The Burra Charter. 

 Guide to Investigating and reporting on Aboriginal Heritage. 

The combined use of these guidelines is widely considered to represent the best practice for 

assessments of Aboriginal cultural heritage. This includes the four values of the Burra Charter: social, 

historical, scientific and aesthetic values. Assessments of significance and the Statement of Significance 

for the study area are provided in Table 8-1. 

Table 8-1 Aboriginal Significance Assessment Criteria and Statement of Significance 

Site Name Criteria 
Ranking 

Statement of Significance 

WPSIF1  

AHIMS 

Pending 

Cultural – discussions with the 

local Aboriginal communities 

reflect that the site is of moderate 

value. 

Moderate WPSIF1 consists of a single chert 

artefact identified in a disturbed 

context. Owing to the relative 

commonality of this site type, 

locally and regionally, the lack of 

archaeological potential 

surrounding it and the lack of 

further research potential 

associated with the find, it has 

been assessed as having low 

archaeological significance. 

Historical – the site is not 

connected to any historical event 

or personage. 

Low 

Scientific – the site possesses little 

archaeological value. 

Low 

Aesthetic – the site has been 

subject to heavy disturbance as a 

result of mining activities and use 

as a part of the Wallerawang 

Power Station. 

Low 

WPSPAD1  Cultural – discussions with the 

local Aboriginal communities 

reflect that the site is of moderate 

value. 

Moderate Wallerawang Power Station 

Potential Archaeological Deposit 

1 (WPSPAD1) is located on the 

southern side of the Coxs River, 

overlooking it on an alluvial 

terrace. The area was inaccessible 

as a part of the survey, and as 

such could not be traversed on 

foot, but a visual inspection from 

Historical – the site is not 

connected to any historical event 

or personage. 

Low 

Scientific – the site may possess 

archaeological values. This would 

TBC 
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Site Name Criteria 
Ranking 

Statement of Significance 

need to be determined through 

further works in the form of test 

excavations. 

the southern side of the fence 

line marking its boundary 

indicated that the PAD is in good 

condition, with the only apparent 

disturbances being the clearing of 

vegetation, most likely having 

been undertaken to allow cattle 

to graze on the land. 

Aesthetic – the site has been 

subject to heavy disturbance as a 

result of mining activities and use 

as a part of the Wallerawang 

Power Station. 

Low 

WPSPAD2 Cultural – discussions with the 

local Aboriginal communities 

reflect that the site is of moderate 

value. 

Moderate Wallerawang Power Station 

Potential Archaeological Deposit 

2 (WPSPAD2) is located on the 

western side of the Coxs River, 

overlooking it on an alluvial 

terrace. The area was surveyed on 

foot, however owing to dense 

grass cover, the overall visibility 

of the site was extremely low, 

limiting the surveyors’ ability to 

identify surface artefacts. The 

survey determined that the PAD 

is in good condition, with the only 

apparent disturbances being the 

clearing of vegetation, most likely 

having been undertaken to allow 

cattle to graze on the land. 

Historical – the site is not 

connected to any historical event 

or personage. 

Low 

Scientific – the site may possess 

archaeological values. This would 

need to be determined through 

further works in the form of test 

excavations. 

TBC 

Aesthetic – the site has been 

subject to heavy disturbance as a 

result of mining activities and use 

as a part of the Wallerawang 

Power Station. 

Low 

8.2 Historic Heritage Significance 

The following assessment of historic heritage significance of the study area has been prepared in 

accordance with the ‘Assessing heritage significance’ guidelines (NSW Heritage Office, 2001). 

According to the guidelines, an item will be considered to be of State (or local) heritage significance if, 

in the opinion of the Heritage Council of NSW, it meets one or more of the seven criteria of heritage 

significance. 

8.2.1 Assessment of Significance 

Table 8-2 provides an assessment of significance for the WPS Main Site, the ”Wallerawang A and B 

power stations chimney stack” (as it was on the former S170 Register) and the Ash Disposal Area.   
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Table 8-2 Historic Heritage Assessment of Significance 

Criterion WPS Main Site Chimney Stack  Ash Disposal Area 

Criterion (a)  

An item is 

important in the 

course, or pattern, 

of NSW’s (or the 

local area) cultural 

or natural history  

WPS is significant for the role it played in the electricity 

generation industry of NSW for over 50 years as well as 

supporting the development of the western coalfields 

and railway electrification. It is significant for being a 

major regional employer and for its contribution to the 

social and economic development of the township of 

Wallerawang and the City of Lithgow region.  

As the remaining physical above-surface 

element of the former WPS A and B Stations, it 

has significance for its role in the extension of 

the NSW integrated transmission system to the 

western coalfields.  

The Ash Disposal Area is a component 

of the former WPS operations. The 

layout has been developed and 

expanded over several decades utilising 

a former open cut coal mine, however it 

is not considered to be individually 

significant.  

Criterion (b)  

An item has strong 

or special 

association with 

the life or works of 

a person, or group 

of persons, of 

importance in 

NSW’s (or the local 

area)cultural or 

natural history 

Does not meet this criterion. Does not meet this criterion. Does not meet this criterion. 

Criterion (c)  

An item is 

important in 

demonstrating 

aesthetic 

characteristics 

and/or a high 

degree of creative 

The commissioning of Unit 8 in 1981 is noted for its first 

use of the hyperbolic shaped natural draft cooling tower 

in NSW. This technology has been implemented at two 

subsequent NSW power stations. 

The former A and B Stations originally contained several 

items which were significant because of their innovative 

industrial design, within the context of power generation 

technology. These were the precipitators and the coal 

Wallerawang was the first station to utilise 

concrete, faceted stacks which demonstrate a 

high degree of technical achievement. At later 

built power stations, this type was replaced by 

more modern smooth, tapered stacks.  

 

Does not meet this criterion. 
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Criterion WPS Main Site Chimney Stack  Ash Disposal Area 

or technical 

achievement in 

NSW (or the local 

area) 

weighers which were of an innovative, lightweight 

design. As these are no longer present at WPS, it does 

not retain the integrity of these attributes. 

Criterion (d)  

An item has strong 

or special 

association with a 

particular 

community or 

cultural group in 

NSW (or the local 

are) for social, 

cultural or spiritual 

reasons 

Wallerawang Power Station is significant as a major 

regional employer, drawing employees from the western 

Blue Mountains to Bathurst (including in the current DDR 

phase). It also continues to provide indirect employment 

through supplying local industries and business with 

contracts, and previously supported local coal fields with 

contracts for coal. WPS played a pioneering role in some 

areas of mid-20th century industrial reform and 

employee relations within the electricity supply industry. 

It has social significance for past and present employees 

at local and regional level. The chimney stacks and 

natural draft cooling tower are visually dominant 

element of the cultural landscape. The fact that it is a 

prominent landmark on the skyline for some distance 

and provides a visual focus and stimulus for evoking the 

local community's close historical and cultural 

association with WPS. 

The chimney stack is a visible reminder to the 

local and regional community of the history of 

operations of the WPS (refer to WPS Main Site 

for further details of this social significance). 

Does not meet this criterion. 

Criterion (e)  

An item has 

potential to yield 

information that 

will contribute to 

an understanding 

of NSW’s (or the 

The remaining structures demonstrate the evolution of 

changing technologies of power generation in this 

State which has the potential to yield information on 

the configuration of 20
th

 Century coal fired power 

stations. The WPS Main Site has little archaeological 

potential or significance. 

Wallerawang was the first station to utilise 

concrete, faceted stacks which provides the 

potential for information to be yielded on this 

technology. The WPS Main Site has little 

archaeological potential or significance. 

Does not meet this criterion. 
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Criterion WPS Main Site Chimney Stack  Ash Disposal Area 

local area) cultural 

or natural history  

Criterion (f)  

An item possesses 

uncommon, rare or 

endangered 

aspects of NSW’s 

(or the local area) 

cultural or natural 

history  

Does not meet this criterion. Wallerawang was the first station to utilise 

concrete, faceted stacks. At later stations, this 

type was replaced by more modern smooth, 

tapered stacks. 

Does not meet this criterion. 

Criterion (g)  

An item is 

important in 

demonstrating the 

principal 

characteristics of a 

class of NSW’s (or 

the local area) 

cultural or natural 

places; or cultural 

or natural 

environments 

WPS as a collective site is significant for its role and 

contribution to the electricity generation industry of 

NSW for over 50 years. The remaining structures 

demonstrate the evolution of changing technologies of 

coal fired power generation in NSW. 

The chimney stack contributes to the 

significance of WPS as a site of electricity 

generation in NSW. 

The Ash Disposal Area is a component 

of the former WPS operations. The 

layout has been developed and 

expanded over several decades utilising 

a former open cut coal mine, however it 

is not considered to be individually 

significant. 
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8.2.2 Comparative Analysis 

A comparative analysis has been undertaken of active and decommissioned (as listed below) coal fired 

electricity generating power stations that are located in NSW. 

Active 

 Liddell Power Station, near Muswellbrook – comprising four units with a maximum capacity of 

2,000 MW: Unit 1 (1971), Units 2 and 3 (1972) and Unit 4 (1973). Potential closure in 2022. 

 Vales Point B Station, Mannering Park – comprising two units with a maximum capacity of 

1,320 MW: Unit 5 (1978) and Unit 6 (1979). 

 Eraring Power Station, Dora Creek – comprising four units with a maximum capacity of 2,880 

MW: Unit 1 (1982), Unit 2 (1983), Unit 3 (1983) and Unit 4 (1984). 

 Bayswater Power Station, near Muswellbrook – comprising four units with a maximum capacity 

of 2,640 MW: Unit 1 (1985) and the other three units commissioned in 1986. 

 Mount Piper Power Station, Portland – comprising two units with a maximum capacity of 1,400 

MW: Unit 2 (1992) and Unit 1 (1993). The last power station built by the former Electricity 

Commission of NSW.  

Decommissioned 

 Wangi Power Station, Wangi Wangi – comprised six turbo alternators with a maximum 

capacity of 330 MW that opened in 1958 with all alternators operational by 1960. 

Decommissioned in 1986 with the generating equipment removed, however the main 

buildings and emission stacks remain. 

 Vales Point A Station, Mannering Park – comprised four units (first two units 1963, third in 

1964 and fourth in 1966) with a total capacity of 875 MW. Decommissioned in 1989 and 

demolished between 2011 and 2014. 

 Munmorah Power Station, Doyalson – comprised four units with a maximum capacity of 1,400 

MW: Unit 1 (1967), Unit 2 (1968) and Units 3 and 4 (1969). The power station was 

decommissioned in 2014 and demolition was carried out between 2015 and 2017. 

 Redbank Power Station, Singleton – one unit opened in 2001 and powered by dewatered 

tailings from the Mount Thorley Warkworth mine with maximum capacity of 151 MW. Closed 

in 2014. 

Apart from Redbank Power Station and Wangi Power Station, similar to many other industrial sites, 

once power stations become redundant, the equipment is removed (which can have its own 

significance) are typically demolished and the land rehabilitated. The reasons for this situation is 

summarised by Davies (2009, 1): 

“By its very nature industrial heritage is designed not to survive as unlike many other built 

features it does not often lend itself to adaptation or re-use and the cost of maintaining 

redundant industrial infrastructure is of such magnitude that without some form of economic 

return, which usually arises from use, the majority of industrial or engineering sites do not have 

a future.” 
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However, much of engineering and industry infrastructure needs to be seen as equally important 

contributors to cultural heritage because they are often key demonstrators of stages of technological 

and society’s development and work practices (Engineers Australia, 2005). In order to determine the 

potential heritage outcomes for an industrial site, the following factors are suggested to be considered 

by the asset owner (Davies, 2009: 8): 

1. “The heritage values of the place and its component parts 

2. The location and accessibility of the place for visitation and interpretation, 

3. The potential to develop uses that are viable as well as compatible that allow some of the 

heritage fabric to remain, 

4. The financial resources available, 

5. The level of adaptation that is possible before its heritage values are unacceptably compromised, 

6. The commitment of the owner/manager to heritage.”  

The decommissioned ”Wangi Power Station Complex” is listed on the State Heritage Register (SHR No. 

01014) and is significant particularly for “its association with leading the evolution of coalfields – sited 

power stations and power generation in NSW” (NSW State Heritage Inventory, 2015). A Conservation 

Management Plan was prepared in 2006 by Paul Davies Pty Ltd. The complex has been in private 

ownership since the 1990s. Whilst an Area Plan has been recently adopted by Lake Macquarie Council, 

the site remains in a dilapidated state (Figure 8-1) and according to Davies (2009, 7); it is “unlikely to 

have a viable future apart from a development site with perhaps a few remnants of the station retained”. 

 

Figure 8-1 Wangi Power Station in 2017 which has been impacted by vandalism and arson attacks             

(Source: Lakes Mail, 2017) 

Of the active power stations, “Eraring Power Station” is the only which has been heritage listed (on 

Schedule 5 of the Lake Macquarie LEP 2014).  It is significant for being one of the biggest power 
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stations in State and its social significance to Lake Macquarie and a successor to the Wangi Power 

Station.  

Mount Piper Power Station had a two unit expansion (2,000 MW) approved in 2010 for gas or ultra-

supercritical coal, however these have not been built. All other electricity generating projects either 

approved or proposed in NSW are not coal fuel which reflects current government policies and 

National Electricity Market trends for use of alternative technologies. 

In terms of main physical elements and technologies, WPS is noted for its first use of the natural draft 

cooling tower in NSW. This technology has been implemented at two later built power stations within 

NSW being the nearby Mount Piper Power Station (two towers) and Bayswater Power Station (two 

towers) in the Hunter Valley.  

8.2.3 Statement of Significance 

Based on the Assessment of Significance (Section 8.2.1) and Comparative Analysis (Section 8.2.2), it is 

considered that the WPS has the following heritage significance. 

Wallerawang Power Station is significant for the role it played in the electricity generation 

industry of NSW for over 50 years as well as supporting the development of the western 

coalfields and railway electrification. It is significant for being a major regional employer and for 

its contribution to the social and economic development of the township of Wallerawang and the 

City of Lithgow region. 

The remaining structures demonstrate the evolution of changing technologies of coal fired power 

generation in NSW. The power station is noted for being the first power station to utilise 

concrete, faceted stacks (with the former A and B Station chimney stack remaining) and the first 

use of the hyperbolic shaped natural draft cooling tower in NSW. 

The power station is a prominent landmark on the skyline for some distance and provides a 

visual focus and stimulus for evoking the local community's close historical and cultural 

association with the power station. 
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9 Impact Assessment 

The proposed works are related to the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of existing 

structures within the WPS Main Site and Ash Disposal Area. From discussions held with EA, it is 

understood that the footprint of the proposed impacts will be restricted to the already existing 

footprint of disturbance. 

9.1 Aboriginal Heritage 

Given that the proposed works are largely limited to the existing footprint of disturbance, it is 

understood that there will be no impacts to the identified Aboriginal site and areas of potential 

archaeology through the proposed works. Given that this is the case, no further assessment or 

approvals are required at present. Should the current plans change, or any future works propose 

impacts on these Aboriginal sites, further works will be required as outlined in Table 9-1. 

Table 9-1 Works required if sites are to be impacted in the future 

AHIMS Site No.  Site Name Works required if site will be impacted 

Pending WPSIF1 Should future works propose any physical impacts to this 

site, an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) will be 

required. 

N/A WPSPAD1 Should future works propose any physical impacts to this 

site, test excavations will need to be carried out in 

accordance with the code. Should these test excavations 

identify any Aboriginal objects, an AHIP will be required to 

impact on the site. 

N/A WPSPAD2 Should future works propose any physical impacts to this 

site, test excavations will need to be carried out in 

accordance with the code. Should these test excavations 

identify any Aboriginal objects, an AHIP will be required to 

impact on the site. 

9.2 Historic Heritage 

This section contains a Statement of Heritage Impact that has considered the relevant Articles of The 

Burra Charter and the relevant questions outlined in the NSW Heritage Manual’s ‘Statements of 

Heritage Impact’ Guidelines. 

Impacts to the study area 

There are no statutory listed heritage items, heritage conservation areas or archaeological sites located 

within the study area.  It is noted that the “Wallerawang A and B Power Stations chimney stack”, 

located within the study area was previously listed on the S170 Register, however has not been 

removed from the NSW SHI. 

The proposed works involve the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of former 

operational structures within the WPS Main Site and Ash Disposal Area. If deconstruction and 

rehabilitation of all structures were to proceed at the WPS Main Site, it would have the effect of 
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removing all physical evidence of the power station’s operation and impacting its heritage significance. 

In relation to the Ash Disposal Area, it is considered that the proposed works would have no heritage 

impacts as this area has been assessed to not have any heritage significance.    

It is understood from EA and as recorded on their website that measures will be in place as a minimum 

to protect the chimney stack which was previously a statutory listed heritage item. The retention of the 

chimney stack is supported. 

Further, it is understood that EA continues to investigate potential suitable options for repurposing (or 

adaptive reuse) of the WPS Main Site. This action is supported on heritage grounds in line with Article 

21 (Adaptation) of the Burra Charter as it will assist in the conservation of its cultural significance as 

summarised in the Statement of Significance in Section 8.2.3 and provide a visible reminder of its place 

in the State’s history for electricity generating purposes. This is particularly so in relation to the 

industry changes in the fuels feeding the generators.     

The AHMS (2014) Heritage Issues Report recommended to EA that it prepares a Heritage Management 

Strategy in consultation with key stakeholders to examine surviving fabric and potential for long term 

conservation, interpretation and future ownership and maintenance responsibilities. Advisian supports 

this recommendation.   

AHMS (2014) also identified a series of community heritage initiatives such as history book, records for 

local history sections of Libraries, oral history program, closure ceremony or similar event and 

establishment of a commemorative place. Delta Electricity and EA as current owner have recognised 

the importance of the site to the community with some of these items being already produced. It is 

considered that the continued interpretation of the history of the power station and its site is an 

important objective as part of the next phase of its future use and development.  

Prior to and during course of any further demolition activities or significant alterations and additions at 

the WPS Main Site, archival recordings are to be undertaken by EA and/or its Contractors. 

In relation to potential archaeology, as discussed in Section 5.4, the WPS Main Site has low historical 

archaeological potential or significance on the site of the former Units 1-6 and its cooling towers. The 

areas outside of the disturbed areas and the Ash Disposal Area are considered to unlikely hold any 

historical archaeological potential or significance. 

Impacts to heritage items and archaeological sites within the vicinity of the study area 

In carrying out the assessment, consideration has been given to: 

(a) The location and visual context and setting of the heritage items identified in the vicinity as 

listed in Table 5-2 and shown in Figure 5-10; and 

(b) The nature and likely impacts of the proposed works on those heritage items. 

Due to the nature of the works that are largely limited to the existing footprint of former operational 

structures, it is considered that there is not expected to be any direct or indirect impacts on the 

heritage significance of the heritage items located within the vicinity of the study area. 

It is noted that heritage items and archaeological sites outside of the study area but that are owned by 

EA are to be considered in the Heritage Management Strategy recommended above.  
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10 Recommendations 

Prior to the next phase of the DDR, the following is recommended for Aboriginal Heritage and Historic 

Heritage, respectively, for implementation by EA to minimise potential impacts.  

10.1 Aboriginal Heritage 

Recommendation 1 No further works required 

The current footprint of the proposed works will not impact on any Aboriginal sites or areas of 

potential that have been identified during this assessment. As such, it has been determined that these 

works can proceed without constraint, subject to Recommendations 4 and 5 below should the impact 

footprint be altered to include impacts to these sites. 

Recommendation 2 Register WPSIF1 as an Aboriginal site on AHIMS 

WPSIF1 should be registered as an Aboriginal site on AHIMS as soon as practical. 

Recommendation 3 Update S2 (AHIMS#45-1-0211) on AHIMS 

The background research and archaeological survey conducted for this project has concluded that S2 

(AHIMS# 45-1-0211) is not located within the study area. The location of the site should be updated 

on AHIMS as soon as practical. 

Recommendation 4 Future impacts to WPSIF1 

Should the scope of works be altered to include WPSIF1, the proponent will require an AHIP to impact 

on the site. For information about AHIPs and their preparation, see below. 

Advice preparing AHIPs 

An AHIP is required for any activities likely to have an impact on Aboriginal objects or Places or cause 

land to be disturbed for the purposes of discovering an Aboriginal object. The OEH issues AHIPs under 

Part 6 of the NPW Act. 

AHIPs should be prepared by a qualified archaeologist and lodged with the OEH. Once the application 

is lodged processing time can take between 8-12 weeks. It should be noted that there will be an 

application fee levied by the OEH for the processing of AHIPs, which is dependent on the estimated 

total cost of the development project. 

Where there are multiple sites within one study area an application for an AHIP to cover the entire 

study area is recommended. 

Recommendation 5 Future impacts to WPSPAD1 and WPSPAD 2 

Should the scope of works be altered to include WPSPAD1 and/or WPSPAD2, further investigation in 

the form of test excavations will be required prior to the commencement of works. Should test 

excavations in these areas identify any Aboriginal objects, an AHIP will be required prior to the 

commencement of works. 
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Recommendation 6 Exclusion zones surrounding WPSIF1, WPSPAD1, and WPSPAD2 

It is understood that no works will be occurring within the vicinity of the identified Aboriginal sites and 

areas of potential within the study area. However it is recommended that no-go zones are 

implemented surrounding these sites while the proposed works are occurring. These no-go zones 

should incorporate a 10 metre buffer within lands owned by EA to ensure that there are no impacts to 

these sites. 

Recommendation 7 Continued consultation with the registered Aboriginal stakeholders 

As per the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010), it 

is recommended that the proponent provides a copy of the ACHAR to the Aboriginal stakeholders and 

considers all comments received. The proponent should continue to inform these groups about the 

management of Aboriginal cultural heritage sites within the study area throughout the life of the 

project. 

Recommendation 8 Discovery of Unanticipated Aboriginal Objects 

All Aboriginal objects and Places are protected under the NPW Act. It is an offence to knowingly 

disturb an Aboriginal site without a consent permit issued by the OEH. Should any Aboriginal objects 

be encountered during works associated with this proposal, works must cease in the vicinity and a 

qualified archaeologist and OEH should be notified. Before works can recommence in this area, 

appropriate mitigation and management measures must be determined by the proponent in 

consultation with the RAPs for the project. This may include an application to OEH for an AHIP if 

impacts to the item or items are required. 

Recommendation 9 Discovery of Aboriginal Ancestral Remains 

Aboriginal ancestral remains may be found in a variety of landscapes in NSW, including middens and 

sandy or soft sedimentary soils. If any suspected human remains are discovered during any activity you 

must: 

1. Immediately cease all work at that location and not further move or disturb the remains. 

2. Notify the NSW Police and OEH’s Environmental Line on 131 555 as soon as practicable and 

provide details of the remains and their location.  

3. Not recommence work at that location unless authorised in writing by OEH. 

Recommendation 10 Aboriginal heritage induction 

An Aboriginal heritage induction should take place as a part of the project induction for onsite 

contractors. This induction will inform contractors’ roles and responsibilities in relation to Aboriginal 

heritage for the project. 
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10.2 Historic Heritage 

Recommendation 1 Continue to investigate purposing options of the WPS Main Site 

EA continue to investigate potential suitable options for repurposing (or adaptive reuse) of the WPS 

Main Site to assist in the conservation of its cultural significance and provide a visible reminder of its 

place in the State’s history for electricity generating purposes. This is particularly so in relation to the 

industry changes in the fuels feeding the generators.    

Recommendation 2 Preparation of a Heritage Management Strategy 

EA to prepare a Heritage Management Strategy in consultation with key stakeholders to examine 

surviving fabric and potential for long term conservation and interpretation and future ownership and 

maintenance responsibilities of the WPS Main Site and the heritage items and archaeological located 

within its buffer lands.  

Recommendation 3 Continued interpretation of the WPS history 

The interpretation of the history of the power station and its site is an important objective to be 

implemented in the next phase of its future use and development. The methods of interpretation (such 

as implementation of an oral history program) are to be identified in the Heritage Management 

Strategy and build on the existing initiatives being developed by EA. 

Recommendation 4 Continued consultation with stakeholders 

Continue consultation with the local community to keep the community informed and engaged in the 

DDR process. Targeted and ongoing consultation regarding heritage matters with Lithgow City Council 

and NSW Heritage Division of OEH is recommended to be carried out once further details of the future 

DA(s) have been developed by EA and during the preparation of the Heritage Management Strategy. 

Recommendation 5 Archival Recordings 

Prior to and during course of any further demolition activities or significant alterations and additions at 

the WPS Main Site, archival recordings are to be undertaken by EA and/or its Contractors in 

accordance with the NSW Heritage Office (2006) guidelines for the Photographic Recording of Heritage 

Items Using Film or Digital Capture. 

Recommendation 6 Statutory obligations and responsibilities 

All relevant EA staff and Contractors to be trained regarding their statutory obligations and 

responsibilities under the Heritage Act 1977 and best practice outlined in The Burra Charter through 

the site induction and toolbox talks in the event suspected historical cultural material is uncovered 

(refer Recommendation 7). 

Recommendation 7 Discovery of unanticipated historical relics 

‘Relics’ are historical archaeological resources of State or Local significance and are protected under 

the Heritage Act 1977. Relics cannot be disturbed except with a permit or exception/exemption 

notification. Should unanticipated relics be discovered during the course of the project including to 

areas identified of low historical archaeological potential, work in the vicinity must cease and an 

archaeologist contacted to make a preliminary assessment of the find. The Heritage Council of NSW 

will require notification if the find is assessed as a relic. 
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Summary 

Biosis Pty Ltd was commissioned by Advisian on behalf of EnergyAustralia to undertake an Aboriginal cultural 

heritage assessment (ACHA) for the decommissioning of the Wallerawang Power Station, Wallerawang NSW 

(the study area). The study area is located approximately 1.5 kilometres north-east of Wallerawang and 

approximately 11 kilometres north-west of Lithgow. It encompasses approximately 300 hectares of private 

land and the adjacent road reserves. 

There are 93 Aboriginal cultural heritage sites registered with the Aboriginal Heritage Information 

Management System (AHIMS) register in the vicinity of the study area, with one of these sites being located 

within the study area itself. Further investigation of the site determined that this AHIMS site has been 

recorded incorrectly, and is not located within the study area. 

The Aboriginal community was consulted regarding the heritage management of the project throughout its 

lifespan. Consultation has been undertaken as per the process outlined in the DECCW document, Aboriginal 

cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010a) (consultation requirements).  

The appropriate government bodies were notified and advertisements placed in the Lithgow Mercury (20 May 

2017), which resulted in the following Aboriginal organisations registering their interest: 

 Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land council (LALC) 

 Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation (GCHAC) 

 Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation (MHIC) 

 Murra Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal Corporation (MBMAC) 

 Warrabinga Native Title Claimants Aboriginal Corporation (WNTCAC) 

Upon registration, the Aboriginal parties were invited to provide their knowledge on the study area and on 

the proposal provided project methodology. Biosis received one response to the project methodology from 

WNTCAC, which is available in Appendix 4. The results of the consultation process are included in this 

document. 

The survey was conducted on 31 August 2017. The overall effectiveness of the survey for examining the 

ground for Aboriginal sites was deemed low. This was attributed to vegetation cover restricting ground 

surface visibility combined with a low amount of exposures. One previously unrecorded Aboriginal cultural 

heritage site was identified during the field survey, an isolated artefact, and two areas of Potential 

Archaeological Deposit (PAD) were identified. 

Based on the scope of works provided to Biosis, it is understood that no impact are proposed to either the 

artefact site, or the two PADs, and as such the proposed works can proceed without the requirement for an 

Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP). 

Strategies have been developed based on the archaeological (significance) of cultural heritage relevant to the 

study area. The strategies also take into consideration:  

 Predicted impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage 

 The planning approvals framework 

 Current best conservation practice, widely considered to include: 

– Ethos of the Australia International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) Burra Charter 
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– The Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (DECCW 2010b) (the 

code)  

The recommendations that resulted from the consultation process are provided below. 

Management recommendations 

Prior to any development impacts occurring within the study area, the following is recommended: 

Recommendation 1  No further works required 

The current footprint of the proposed works will not impact on any Aboriginal sites or areas of potential that 

have been identified during this assessment. As such, it has been determined that these works can proceed 

without constraint, subject to Recommendations 4 and 5 below should the impact footprint be altered to 

include impacts to these sites. 

Recommendation 2  Register WPSIF1 as an Aboriginal site on AHIMS 

WPSIF1 should be registered as an Aboriginal site on AHIMS as soon as practical. 

Recommendation 3  Update S2 (AHIMS#45-1-0211) on AHIMS 

The background research and archaeological survey conducted for this project has concluded that S2 

(AHIMS# 45-1-0211) is not located within the study area. The location of the site should updated on AHIMS as 

soon as practical. 

Recommendation 4  Future impacts to WPSIF1 

Should the scope of works be altered to include WPSIF1, the proponent will require an AHIP to impact on the 

site. For information about AHIPs and their preparation, see below. 

Advice preparing AHIPs 

An AHIP is required for any activities likely to have an impact on Aboriginal objects or Places or cause land to 

be disturbed for the purposes of discovering an Aboriginal object. The Office of Environment and Heritage 

(OEH) issues AHIPs under Part 6 of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act). 

AHIPs should be prepared by a qualified archaeologist and lodged with the OEH. Once the application is 

lodged processing time can take between 8-12 weeks. It should be noted that there will be an application fee 

levied by the OEH for the processing of AHIPs, which is dependent on the estimated total cost of the 

development project. 

Where there are multiple sites within one study area an application for an AHIP to cover the entire study area 

is recommended. 

Recommendation 5  Future impacts to WPSPAD1 and WPSPAD 2 

Should the scope of works be altered to include WPSPAD1 and/or WPSPAD2, further investigation in the form 

of test excavations will be required prior to the commencement of works. Should test excavations in these 

areas identify any Aboriginal objects, an AHIP will be required prior to the commencement of works. 

Recommendation 6  Exclusion zones surrounding WPSIF1, WPSPAD1, and WPSPAD2 

It is understood that no works will be occurring within the vicinity of the identified Aboriginal sites and areas 

of potential within the study area. However it is recommended that no-go zones are implemented 
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surrounding these sites while the proposed works are occurring. These no-go zones should incorporate a 10 

metre buffer within lands owned by EnergyAustralia to ensure that there are no impacts to these sites. 

Recommendation 7  Continued consultation with the registered Aboriginal stakeholders 

As per the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010), it is 

recommended that the proponent provides a copy of this draft report to the Aboriginal stakeholders and 

considers all comments received. The proponent should continue to inform these groups about the 

management of Aboriginal cultural heritage sites within the study area throughout the life of the project.  

Recommendation 8  Discovery of Unanticipated Aboriginal Objects 

All Aboriginal objects and Places are protected under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974. It is an offence 

to knowingly disturb an Aboriginal site without a consent permit issued by the Office of Environment and 

Heritage (OEH). Should any Aboriginal objects be encountered during works associated with this proposal, 

works must cease in the vicinity and a qualified archaeologist and OEH should be notified. Before works can 

recommence in this area, appropriate mitigation and management measures must be determined by the 

proponent in consultation with the RAPs for the project. This may include an application to OEH for an AHIP if 

impacts to the item or items are required. 

Recommendation 9  Discovery of Unanticipated Historical Relics 

Relics are historical archaeological resources of local or State significance and are protected in NSW under the 

Heritage Act 1977. Relics cannot be disturbed except with a permit or exception/exemption notification. 

Should unanticipated relics be discovered during the course of the project, work in the vicinity must cease 

and an archaeologist contacted to make a preliminary assessment of the find. The Heritage Council will 

require notification if the find is assessed as a relic. 

Recommendation 10  Discovery of Aboriginal Ancestral Remains 

Aboriginal ancestral remains may be found in a variety of landscapes in NSW, including middens and sandy or 

soft sedimentary soils. If any suspected human remains are discovered during any activity you must: 

1. Immediately cease all work at that location and not further move or disturb the remains 

2. Notify the NSW Police and OEH’s Environmental Line on 131 555 as soon as practicable and provide 

details of the remains and their location 

3. Not recommence work at that location unless authorised in writing by OEH. 

Recommendation 11  Aboriginal heritage induction 

An Aboriginal heritage induction should take place as a part of the project induction for onsite contractors. 

This induction will inform contractors’ roles and responsibilities in relation to Aboriginal heritage for the 

project. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Project background 

Biosis Pty Ltd was commissioned by the Advisian on behalf of EnergyAustralia Pty Ltd (EA) to undertake an 

ACHA investigation for the proposed decommissioning works at Wallerawang Power Station, 140 Main Street, 

Wallerawang NSW (Figure 1). This investigation has included background research, a pedestrian survey of the 

study area, and consultation with the local Aboriginal community. 

This investigation has been carried out under Part 6 of the NPW Act. It has been undertaken in accordance 

with the code. The code has been developed to support the process of investigating and assessing Aboriginal 

cultural heritage by specifying the minimum standards for archaeological investigation undertaken in NSW 

under the NPW Act. The archaeological investigation must be undertaken in accordance with the 

requirements of the code. 

It is stated in section 1.2 of the code that where the ACHA concludes that the proposed activity will result in 

harm to Aboriginal objects or declared Aboriginal Places, an application for an AHIP will be required. This 

application must be supported by an ACHAR. 

This report details the investigation, consultation and assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage undertaken 

for the study area. 

1.2 Study area 

The study area is located approximately 1.5 kilometres north-east of Wallerawang and approximately 11 

kilometres 11 kilometres north-west of Lithgow (Figure 1). It encompasses approximately 300 hectares of 

private land and the adjacent road reserves.  

The study area is within the: 

 City of Lithgow Local Government Area (LGA) 

 Parish of Lidsdale 

 County of Cook. 

The study area comprises two areas, with the southern area consists of the Wallerawang Power Station Main 

Site bounded by the Main Western Railway Line, Great Western Highway, and Main Street. The northern area 

consists of the Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut, and is 

primarily bounded by the edges of these features, being surrounded on the north, south and east by 

bushland, and to the west. 

1.3 Proposed development 

The proposed works are related to the decommissioning and deconstruction of existing structures within the 

power plant. From discussions held with EA, it is understood that the footprint of the proposed impacts will 

be restricted to the already existing footprint of disturbance. 
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1.4 Planning approvals 

The proposed development will be assessed against Part 5 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 

1979 NSW (EP&A Act). Other relevant legislation and planning instruments that will inform this assessment 

include: 

 Commonwealth Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

 Infrastructure State Environmental Planning Policy 2007  

 Lithgow Local Environmental Plan 2014 (LEP) 

 NPW Act 

 NSW National Parks and Wildlife Amendment Act 2010.  

1.5 Restricted and confidential information 

Appendix 1 in the Archaeological Report contains AHIMS information which is confidential and not to be 

made public. This is clearly marked on the title page for the Attachment. 

1.6 Aboriginal cultural heritage 

 General description 

According to Allen and O’Connell (2003), Aboriginal people have inhabited the Australian continent for the last 

50,000 years. New evidence out of the Northern Territory has pushed this date back to around 60,000 years 

with the Malakanunja II rock shelter dated at 61,000 +9000/-13,000 BP (Clarkson et al 2015) In NSW, according 

to Bowler et al (2003), Aboriginal people have occupied the land for over 42,000 years. However, preliminary 

evidence presented by Biosis (2016) from a subsurface testing program in south-western NSW suggests 

Aboriginal people may have occupied the semi-arid zone of the region for 50,000 years.  

Without being part of the Aboriginal culture and the productions of this culture, it is not possible for non-

Aboriginal people to fully understand the meaning of site, objects and places to Aboriginal people – only to 

move closer towards understanding this meaning with the help of the Aboriginal community. Similarly, 

definitions of Aboriginal culture and cultural heritage without this involvement constitute outsider 

interpretations. 

With this preface Aboriginal cultural heritage broadly refers to things that relate to Aboriginal culture and hold 

cultural meaning and significance to Aboriginal people (DECCW 2010a p.3). There is an understanding in 

Aboriginal culture that everything is interconnected. In essence Aboriginal cultural heritage can be viewed as 

potentially encompassing any part of the physical and/or mental landscape, that is, ‘Country’ (DECCW 2010a 

p.iii). 

Aboriginal people’s interpretation of cultural value is based on their “traditions, observance, lore, customs, 

beliefs and history” (DECCW 2010a p.3). The things associated with Aboriginal cultural heritage are continually 

and actively being defined by Aboriginal people (DECCW 2010a p.3). These things can be associated with 

traditional, historical or contemporary Aboriginal culture (DECCW 2010a p.3). 

 Tangible Aboriginal cultural heritage 

Three categories of tangible Aboriginal cultural heritage may be defined: 

 Things that have been observably modified by Aboriginal people. 
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 Things that may have been modified by Aboriginal people but no discernible traces of that activity 

remain. 

 Things never physically modified by Aboriginal people (but associated with Dreamtime Ancestors who 

shaped those things). 

 Intangible Aboriginal cultural heritage 

Examples of intangible Aboriginal cultural heritage would include memories of stories and ‘ways of doing’, 

which would include language and ceremonies (DECCW 2010a p.3). 

 Statutory 

Currently Aboriginal cultural heritage, as statutorily defined by the NPW Act, consists of objects and places 

which are protected under Part 6 of the Act. 

Aboriginal objects are defined as: 

“any deposit, object or material evidence…relating to the Aboriginal habitation of the area that comprises NSW, being 

habitation before or concurrent with (or both) the occupation of that area by persons of non-Aboriginal extraction, and 

includes Aboriginal remains” 

Aboriginal places are defined as a place that is or was of special Aboriginal cultural significance. Places are 

declared under section 84 of the NPW Act. 

 Values 

Aboriginal cultural heritage is valued by Aboriginal people as it is used to define their identity as both 

individuals and as part of a group (DECCW 2010a p.iii). More specifically it is used: 

 To provide a: 

– “connection and sense of belonging to Country” (DECCW 2010a p.iii) 

– Link between the present and the past (DECCW 2010a p.iii). 

 As a learning tool to teach Aboriginal culture to younger Aboriginal generations and the general 

public (DECCW 2010a p.3). 

 As further evidence of Aboriginal occupation prior to European settlement for people who do not 

understand the magnitude to which Aboriginal people occupied the continent (DECCW 2010a p.3). 
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2 Study area context 

This section discusses the study area in regards to its landscape, environmental and Aboriginal cultural 

heritage context. This section should be read in conjunction with the archaeological report attached in 

Appendix 6. The background research has been undertaken in accordance with the code. 

2.1 Topography and hydrology 

The study area and its surrounds are primarily contained within the Narrabeen Group of sandstone 

formations. The southern portion of the study area sits atop the Illawarra Coal Measures, running into the 

Narrabeen Group and the Berry Formation. 

The Narrabeen Groups consist of Triassic sediments responsible for the steep cliffs and plateaus of the Blue 

Mountains (King 1994, p. 3). Quartz-lithic sandstone is the most common rock type in this group, with 

conglomerate, claystone, ironstone, and shale forming thin beds between layers. The Illawarra Coal Measures 

in the western Blue Mountains consist of coal, shale, sandstone, conglomerate, limestone, dolomite, 

claystone, mudstone, torbanite, and siltstone. The portion of the Illawarra Coal Measures immediately to the 

east of the project area is known to be a coal bearing seam. Given this abundance of sandstone in the local 

area, the potential for related sites such as rock engravings, grinding grooves, and rock shelters, is 

significantly heightened. 

Owing to the underlying geology of the area, its topography is known to be stark, with precipitous cliffs and 

steep slopes common in the northern portion of the study area. As noted above, the Narrabeen Group also 

gives the Blue Mountains its characteristic plateaus, with crests and ridgelines common in the area. The 

southern portion of the project area overlying the Illawarra Coal measures appears to be in more of a valley 

area. The potential presence of clifflines in the area heightens the potential for rock shelters to be identified in 

the local area, and this potential is reflected in the AHIMS results. 

Some Quaternary alluvial deposits are present in the southern portion of the study area along the Coxs River 

and consist of current and recent mud, silt, sand and gravel. The Coxs River, a sixth order perennial 

watercourse provides the major water source for the study area. Today, the river runs through the southern 

central portion of the study area to the east of Wallerawang Power Station and its course has likely been 

impacted by its construction. A third order, non-perennial tributary of the river runs south west through the 

southern portion of the study area. 

A large portion of the northern study area consists of a man made dam, which is fed by a number of modified 

low order natural water courses. As such, the location of waterbodies in the northern half of the study area is 

unlikely to be indicative of aboriginal occupation zones. 

Stream order is recognised as a factor which helps the development of predictive modelling in Aboriginal 

archaeology in NSW. Predictive models which have been developed for the region have a tendency to favour 

permanent water courses as the locations of campsites as they would have been more likely to provide a 

stable source of water and by extension other resources which would have been used by Aboriginal groups.  
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Plate 1 Diagram showing Strahler stream order (Ritter et al, 1995, p. 151) 

The stream order system used for this assessment was originally developed by Strahler (1952). It functions by 

adding two streams of equal order at their confluence to form a higher order stream, as shown in Plate 1. As 

stream order increases, so does the likelihood that the stream would be a perennial source of water.  

2.2 Soil landscapes 

The majority of the study area is considered to be disturbed terrain, through its use as a power station and 

ash disposal area. Portions of land along the Castlereagh Highway and along the perimeters of the Ash 

disposal area have been identified as belonging to the Cullen Bullen and Hassans Walls soil landscapes. The 

Cullen Bullen soil landscape is characterised by rolling low hills and rises atop the Illawarra Coal Measures and 

the Berry Formation, with a local relief of less than 50 metres. Some localised rock outcrops can occur and 

soils are shallow to moderately deep on crests to moderately deep to deep on lower slopes and near 

drainage lines (King 1994, pp. 82-84). Soil characteristics for the Cullen Bullen landscape are described in 

Table 1. 

Table 1 Cullen Bullen soil landscape characteristics (King 1994, p. 83). 

Soil material Description 

cb1 – Dark sandy 

clay loam 

Dark reddish brown to greyish yellow brown sandy clay loam topsoil. Coarse gravel is few to common 

and roots are abundant. Slightly acidic. 

cb2 – Hardsetting 

bleached fine sandy 

clay loam 

Dull yellowish brown to greyish brown sandy clay loam topsoil which is typically bleached to dull yellow 

orange. Rounded conglomerate gravels are few to common and angular to platy shale fragments are 

also present. Roots rarely occur, limited by the hardsetting condition. Acidity variable. 

cb3 – Bright brown 

moderately pedal 

clay 

Bright yellowish brown to brown sandy clay to clay subsoil with occasional grey mottles. Roots are few. 

Bright brown to yellow orang medium clay subsoil with occasional light brownish grey and reddish 

brown pipe mottles. Platy medium to fine gravel sized shale fragments are found at depth and roots 

are few. Moderately acidic to neutral. 
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The Hassans Walls soil landscape typically contains cliffs derived from Narrabeen Group sandstones with steep 

colluvial talus sideslopes over Illawarra Coal Measures and the Shoalhaven Group. Local relief is between 100 

and 500 metres and slopes are usually greater than 40%. The soil characteristics of this landscape are 

described in Table 2. 

Table 2 Hassans Walls soil landscape characteristics (King 1994, p. 54) 

Soil material Description 

hw1 – Brownish 

black loamy sand 

Black to dark brown loamy sand topsoil with abundant sandstone gravels to boulders. Roots can be 

common. Moderately acidic to neutral. 

hw2 – Greyish yellow 

brown sand 

Greyish yellow brown to brown sand to loamy sand topsoil. Sandstone fragments and quartz pebbles 

are often abundant, with sandstone sizes ranging from gravel to boulders. Roots are few. Moderately 

acidic to slightly acidic. 

hw3 – Bright 

yellowish brown 

pedal clay 

Bright yellowish brown to brown sandy clay to clay subsoil with occasional grey mottles. Roots are few. 

Moderately acidic to slightly acidic. 

hw4 – Light grey clay Light grey to greyish yellow brown medium clay subsoil with occasional yellow and red mottles. Some 

platy shale fragments occur at depth and roots are few. Strongly acidic to moderately acidic. 

2.3 Flora and fauna 

Although the study area has been extensively cleared, in the past it likely sustained open woodland of scribbly 

gum, snow gum, brittle gum, broad-leaved peppermint, black wattle, broad-leaved hickory, red stringybark 

and thin-leaved stringybark. Understories likely included tussock grass, blown grass, wallaby grass, kangaroo 

grass, wattle, dogwood, nodding blue lily, narrow-leaf geebung, broad-leaf bitter-pea, native holly, guinea 

flower and tea-tree. Sheltered gullies within the Hassans Walls soil landscapes may have contained closed-

forests of coachwood, grey myrtle, sassafras, lillypilly, black wattle, tree-fern, turpentine and spreading fan 

fern.  

2.4 Resource statement 

Plant resources were used in a variety of ways. Fibres were twisted into string which was used for many 

purposes including the weaving of nets, baskets and fishing lines. String was also used for personal 

adornment. Bark from eucalypts was used in the provision of shelter; a large sheet of bark being propped 

against a stick to form a gunyah (Attenbrow 2002).  

As well as being important food sources, animal products were also used for tool making and fashioning a 

myriad of utilitarian and ceremonial items. For example, tail sinews are known to have been used to make 

fastening cord, while ‘bone points’, which would have functioned as awls or piercers, are often an abundant 

part of the archaeological record. Animals such as Brush-tailed Possums were highly prized for their fur, with 

possum skin cloaks worn fastened over one shoulder and under the other (Attenbrow 2002). 

This plant life would have supported a wide range of terrestrial mammals and avian resources used for food, 

tool making, and clothing and potentially provide and are interconnected with social and ceremonial aspects 

of Aboriginal life. Freshwater fish and shellfish within the Coxs River and other nearby watercourses would 

also have provided year round resources for local Aboriginal groups. 
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2.5 Land use history 

The southern portion of the study is located within the Wallerawang Power Station and has been given over 

to this use since construction commenced on the power station in 1953. Two stations were initially 

constructed, opening in 1957 and 1961, but both were later demolished and replaced by the current station. 

The northern portion of the study area consists of the Kerosene Vale Ash Disposal Area which has been used 

for this purpose since the 1950s. Prior to this, the area was subject to open cut mining, with mining leases 

noted on parish maps of the area from the late 19th century. Multiple stages of earthworks took place within 

the study area to adapt the Kerosene Vale open cut mine for ash disposal, including the construction of 

embankments throughout the 1960s and 70s. The Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam, which covers a large 

portion of the northern study area, was constructed in 1978. The extensive industrial use of the study area 

during the 20th century has resulted in major disturbance to the ground surface and subsurface deposits 

throughout the majority of the study area.  
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3 Aboriginal cultural heritage context 

3.1 Ethnohistory  

The study area is located around the border of the Wiradjuri and Darug tribal areas, as identified by Tindale 

(1974) (Plate 2). Tindale described the Darug tribal boundaries as extending west to Mount Victoria, located 

approximately 30 kilometres to the south-east of the study area, however these boundaries can only be 

considered indicative, and may not represent the true nature of Aboriginal occupation in the area. 

 

 

Plate 2 Excerpt from Tindale (1974) map of Aboriginal tribal boundaries in Australia. 

Approximate location of the study area indicated by blue arrow 

It has also been argued that Aboriginal tribal zones may not consist of discrete areas which are separated by 

hard boundaries, but rather that there may be ‘zones of interaction, with Bowdler (1983) describing one such 

zone existing around the boundaries of the Darug, Wiradjuri, and Gandangara territories. The extent of the 

Wiradjuri territory is described as follows by Tindale: 

On the Lachlan River and south from Condobolin to Booligal; at Carrathool, Wagga-Wagga, Cootamundra, 

Cowra, Parkes, Trundle; east to Gundagai, Boorowa, and Rylstone; at Wellington, Mudgee, Bathurst, and 

Carcoar; west along Billabong Creek to beyond Mossgiel; southwest to near Hay and Narrandera; south to 

Howlong on upper Murray; at Albury and east to about Tumbarumba. They visited Yass for ceremonies with 

the Ngunawal tribe. The northwestern boundary was incorrectly drawn on the 1940 map. Brough Smyth 

shows that members of the tribe were on the Murray River at Albury, and Howitt (1884) mentions them as on 

the lower Tumut River but they were usurpers there in earliest white settlement times. Wiradjuri was one of 

the largest tribal groupings in Australia, with many hordes. Howitt mentions several of these local groups of 

the tribe, for example-Narrandera (prickly lizard), Cootamundra (Kuta-mundra) from kutamun turtle, 

Murranbulla or Murring-bulle (maring-bula, two bark canoes), and there were many others. Differences in 

dialect were evident in some areas, notably around Bathurst and near Albury. Maintenance of a cycle of 

ceremonies that moved in a ring around the whole tribal area tended to assist tribal coherence despite the 

large occupied area (South Australian Museum Archives 2015). 
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Generally speaking, the Wiradjuri tribal area is one of the largest in Australia, and takes in a large portion of 

New South Wales. The territory is centred on the three rivers which form the boundaries of their traditional 

land: the Macquarie, Murrumbidgee, and Lachlan (Comber 2009, p. 50). The total population of the Wiradjuri 

in the late 1700s and early 1800s is difficult to estimate, given the haphazard nature of exploration in 

Australia at the time, but early estimates give the number at 3,000 (Read 1983). 

3.2 Aboriginal heritage located in the study area 

The archaeological assessment of the study area identified the following Aboriginal sites in the study area: 

 Wallerawang Power Station Isolated Find 1 (AHIMS Pending) (WPSIF1) 

 Wallerawang Power Station Potential Archaeological Deposit 1 (WPSPAD1) 

 Wallerawang Power Station Potential Archaeological Deposit 2 (WPSPAD2) 

The archaeological report attached in Appendix 6 provides details for Aboriginal sites identified during the 

archaeological assessment and shown on Figure 3 and Figure 4. A brief description of each site is provided 

below. 

 Wallerawang Power Station Isolated Find 1 (AHIMS Pending) 

Wallerawang Power Station Isolated Find 1 (WPSIF1) consists of an isolated chert artefact located to the west 

of a fenceline in a mown area in the southern portion of the site. The overall condition of the site was listed as 

poor, as the area had been subject to landscaping and lawn maintenance, with heavy surface disturbances in 

its vicinity. The location of the site is shown in Plate 3, and its ventral surface in Plate 4. There was no 

archaeological potential associated with the site, owing to its disturbed condition. 

 

Plate 3 Location of WPSIF1, view north (1 metre scale) 
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Plate 4 Ventral surface of artefact forming WPSIF1 

 Wallerawang Power Station Potential Archaeological Deposit 1 

Wallerawang Power Station Potential Archaeological Deposit 1 (WPSPAD1) is located on the southern side of 

the Coxs River, overlooking it on an alluvial terrace. The area was inaccessible as a part of the survey, and as 

such could not be traversed on foot, but a visual inspection from the southern side of the fence line marking 

its boundary indicated that the PAD is in good condition (Plate 5, Plate 6), with the only apparent disturbances 

being the clearing of vegetation, most likely having been undertaken to allow cattle to graze on the land. 

Based on a visual inspection, it is not possible to determine the scientific significance of the PAD. If it is to be 

impacts, further assessment of it would be required in the form of test excavations. 

 

Plate 5 Location of WPSPAD1, view east (1 metre scale) 
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Plate 6 Location of WPSPAD1, view north-east (1 metre scale) 

 Wallerawang Power Station Potential Archaeological Deposit 2 

Wallerawang Power Station Potential Archaeological Deposit 2 (WPSPAD2) is located on the western side of 

the Coxs River, overlooking it on an alluvial terrace. The area was surveyed on foot, however owing to dense 

grass cover, the overall visibility of the site was extremely low, limiting the surveyors’ ability to identify surface 

artefacts. The survey determined that the PAD is in good condition (Plate 7, Plate 8), with the only apparent 

disturbances being the clearing of vegetation, most likely having been undertaken to allow cattle to graze on 

the land. 

Based on a visual inspection, it is not possible to determine the scientific significance of the PAD. If it is to be 

impacts, further assessment of it would be required in the form of test excavations. 
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Plate 7 Location of WPSPAD2, view north (1 metre scale) 

 

Plate 8 Location of WPSPAD2, view east (1 metre scale) 

3.3 Interpretation of past Aboriginal land use 

Based on the available evidence, it can be stated that the study area was used by Aboriginal people prior to 

European settlement. There are a large number of registered sites in the local area, notable rock shelters, 

suggesting that this area was used for camping by local Aboriginal groups. The area along the margins of the 

Coxs River was most likely used as a resource gathering zone given the ready availability of flora and faunal 

resources.  
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Two areas of archaeological potential have been identified within the study area, further assessment of these 

areas in the form of subsurface test excavations would have the potential to shed further light on the nature 

of Aboriginal occupation within the study area. 
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4 Aboriginal community consultation 

Consultation with the Aboriginal community has been undertaken in compliance with the consultation 

requirements as detailed below. A consultation log of all communications with RAPs is provided in 

Appendix 1.  

4.1 Stage 1: Notification of project proposal and registration of interest 

 Identification of relevant Aboriginal stakeholders 

In accordance with the consultation guidelines, Biosis Pty Ltd notified the following bodies regarding the 

Proposal: 

 Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land Council (Bathurst LALC) 

 Central Tablelands Local Land Services (CTLLS) 

 Lithgow City Council (LCC) 

 National Native Title Tribunal (NNTT) 

 NSW Native Title Services Corporation Limited (NTSCORP Limited) 

 OEH 

 Office of the Registrar, Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 of Aboriginal Owners. 

A list of known Aboriginal stakeholders in the area was provided by OEH, LCC, NNTT, CTLLS, BLALC, and the 

Office of the Registrar, (a copy of this/these responses are provided in Appendix 2 and include: 

 Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land Council 

 Dhuuluu-Yala Aboriginal Corporation 

 Gundungurra Aboriginal Heritage 

Association 

 Gundungurra Tribal Council Aboriginal 

Corporation 

 Hawkesbury- Nepean Catchment 

Management Authority  

 Mingaan Wiradjuri Aboriginal Corporation 

 Mooka 

 Murra Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal 

Corporation (MBMAC) 

 North- Eastern Wiradjuri 

 Warrabinga Native Title Claimants 

Aboriginal Corporation (WNTCAC) 

 Wiradjuri Council of Elders 

 Wiradjuri Interim Working Party 

 Trevor Robinson 

 Public notice 

In accordance with the consultation guidelines, a public notification was placed in the following newspapers:  

 Lithgow Mercury (20 May 2017) 

The advertisement invited Aboriginal people who hold cultural knowledge to register their interest in a 

process of community consultation to provide assistance in determining the significance of Aboriginal 

object(s) and/or places in the vicinity of the study area. A copy of the public notice is provided in Appendix 2. 



 

© Biosis 2017 – Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting  27 

 Registration of Aboriginal parties 

Aboriginal groups identified in Section 4.1.1 were sent a letter inviting them to register their interest in a 

process of community consultation to provide assistance in determining the significance of Aboriginal 

object(s) and/or places in the vicinity of the study area. In response to the letters and public notice, a total of 

five groups registered their interest in the project. Responses to registration from Aboriginal parties are 

provided in Appendix 3. A full list of Aboriginal parties who registered for consultation is provided below:  

 Bathurst LALC 

 Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation (GCHAC) 

 Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation (MHIC) 

 MBMAC 

 WNTCAC 

4.2 Stage 2: Presentation of information about the proposed project 

On 3 July 2017 Biosis provided RAPs with details about the proposed development works (project information 

pack). A copy of the project information pack is provided in Appendix 3. 

4.3 Stage 3: Gathering information about cultural significance 

 Archaeological assessment methodology information pack 

On 3 July 2017, Biosis provided each RAP with a copy of the project methodology pack outlining the proposed 

ACHA process and methodology for this project. RAPs were given 28 days to review and prepare feedback on 

the proposed methodology. A copy of the project methodology pack is provided in Appendix 4. 

Comments on the methodology were received from WNTCAC. The response letter contained a number of 

queries around Biosis’ methodology. A response to these queries was provided to WNTCAC, with details of 

the response (and further information uncovered by Biosis since that time) provided in Table 3. 

Table 3 Biosis response to queries regarding the methodology for the project 

Query Response 

On Page 1 Biosis have made mention to the AHIMS 

#42-1-0211 site as being incorrectly mapped and 

located. "Based on a review of the mapping and 

location description provided on the site card. It 

appears that the destroyed site was actually located 

approximately 300 metres west of the study area". 

However, it is not clear how this issue was highlighted 

and the steps that were undertaken in order to solve 

the issue. Please detail the process that Biosis 

undertook to determine that AHIMS #42- 1-0211 was 

located outside the Subject Area. Please provide a 

copy of the site card for AHIMS #42-1-0211 as provided 

on AHIMS. 

Moreover has a new site card been lodged with the up 

to date correction? Please provide a copy of the 

Biosis provided WNTCAC with a copy of the site card, along 

with a summary of the desktop research which had been 

conducted to date, indicating that the site was located 

approximately 300 metres west of the study area. Biosis 

also noted that an inspection of the AHIMS location of the 

site would be undertaken as a part of the field assessment 

to determine whether the site was located there. 

Subsequent to Biosis responding to WNTCAC, a field 

investigation was undertaken that determined that the site 

is not located within the study area, and as such it has 

been recommended that the site card be updated to 

reflect this. 
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Query Response 

updated site card. 

On page 3, it is stated that "should any sites of 

significance be identified the location and extent shall 

be recorded on MGA coordinates to enable overlay 

with site plans"; please clarify whether Biosis means 

that only Aboriginal sites of moderate to high 

significance will be overlaid on site plans. When Biosis 

refers to significance, what do you mean by 

significance (i.e. archaeological (scientific) or 

Aboriginal).  

Warrabinga does not agree that "should any sites of 

significance be identified the location and extent shall 

be recorded on MGA coordinates to enable overlay 

with site plans"; all Aboriginal sites identified within 

the extent of the Study Area must be overlaid with site 

plans. 

Biosis agrees with this statement, and responded that all 

identified Aboriginal sites and areas of potential would be 

recorded and overlaid on site plans. This has been 

completed as a part of the assessment, and all identified 

sites and areas of archaeological potential are available in 

Figure 4. 

On page 2, there is a reference to Mcintyre 1993 in the 

second paragraph; however this has not been 

referenced in the reference list. Please update. 

Biosis provided WNTCAC with the relevant reference: 

McIntyre S 1993. Springvale Coal Project: An investigation 

to Determine the Likelihood of Aboriginal Skeletal Material 

Occurring in the Area to be affected by the Springvale to 

Mt Piper Coal Conveyor at the Cox’s River, Lidsdale. Report 

to the Springvale Coal Project. 

On page 3, it is stated that "if this assessment is 

correct, it places AHIMS 45-1-0048 to the north of the 

Castlereagh Highway, and outside of the current study 

area"; this sounds like Biosis is unsure if this is the 

case. Please provide the process that Biosis has 

undertaken in order to determine whether AHIMS 45-

1-0048 is located outside the Study Area. Please 

provide a copy of the site card. 

On page 3, it is stated "it appears that the destroyed 

site was located approximately 300 metres west of the 

Study Area"; please clarify what the status of the site 

is on AHIMS. If the site is still valid, please provide an 

Aboriginal Site Impact Recording Form (ASIRJ to 

AHIMS. with the actual status of the site. Please 

provide the RAPs with a copy of the ASIR. 

Biosis provided WNTCAC with a copy of the desktop 

assessment carried out by AHMS (2014) for the 

Wallerawang Power Station, which outlined work 

undertaken to determine the location of the site, and 

stated that further research would be undertaken to 

determine the location of the site if possible. 

It is noted that there is no suggestion that this burial site is 

located within the study area, and that this research has 

been undertaken as this is a burial site. 

Upon review of Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal 

Cultural Heritage Assessment - Project Information 

and Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural 

Heritage Assessment - Project Methodology, it is 

evident that information detailed below has not been 

included in either document. Please provide more 

details in regards to the information detailed below: 

Biosis responded to this by stating that all information 

provided to Biosis regarding the proposed works was 

included as a part of the methodology document.  

The remaining items would be addressed as a part of the 

Draft ACHA and Archaeological Report, particularly with 

respect to the mapping of disturbance, as this task could 

not be undertaken without a field investigation. 

Disturbance mapping has been provided in Figure 6 of the 
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Query Response 

 Proposed works (only very high level and vague 

description of works have been included); 

 Existing disturbance and disturbance map; 

 Previous archaeological investigations. Biosis has 

not clarified whether the Study Area has been 

subject to previous assessments; 

 What were the findings of these assessments as 

they relate to the Study Area; 

 Are there areas of archaeological significance? 

Archaeological Report. It has also been identified that 

there are three previous assessments covering all or part 

of the study area: McIntyre (1989), Cultural Heritage 

Connections (2006), and AHMS (2014). Summaries of each 

of these assessments can be found in Section 3.2.2 of the 

Archaeological Report, however none of these 

assessments identified any Aboriginal sites or areas of 

potential within the study area. 

 Information gathered during fieldwork 

The archaeological survey of the study area was carried out in conjunction with Bathurst LALC. Subsequent to 

the survey, the LALC provided Biosis with a short report regarding the methodology and results of the survey. 

A copy of this report is provided in Appendix 4. 

The report largely concurred with Biosis’ assessment, noting that the lack of visibility on site meant that 

although it was likely that Aboriginal objects were present, they could not be identified. The LALC made the 

following statement with regard to natural resources in the local area: 

‘Signs of kangaroo and wombats provide food sources. Eucalyptus trees and wattles were located in area’s 

providing tool making materials. Stone materials such as quartz, obsidian and basalt would have provided 

tools.’ 

4.4 Stage 4: Review of draft Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment report 

On 19 October 2017, Biosis provided each RAP with a copy of the Draft ACHAR and AR for this project. RAPs 

were given 28 days to review and prepare feedback on the proposed methodology. A copy of the 

correspondence relating to this stage of consultation is provided in Appendix 5. 

Comments on the Draft ACHAR and AR were received from WNTCAC. The response letter contained a 

number of queries around Biosis’ reports. A response to these queries was provided to WNTCAC, with details 

of the response (and further information uncovered by Biosis since that time) provided in Table 4. 

Table 4 Biosis response to queries regarding the Draft ACHA for the project 

Query Response 

Warrabinga queried why they were not provided the 

opportunity to attend site as a part of the site survey 

undertaken as a part of the project. 

Consultation with all Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) 

was undertaken equally with regard to the Aboriginal 

cultural heritage consultation requirements for 

proponents (DECCW 2010). As outlined in Section 3.4 of 

the consultation requirements, participation of the 

Bathurst LALC in the archaeological survey is considered to 

be paid employment, which is not included as a part of 

these requirements. 

Upon review of both the DRAFT ACHAR and AR, 

Warrabinga was unable to find a map that detailed the 

relationship between the identified Aboriginal sites 

and the proposed works. How is Warrabinga meant to 

Biosis has provided all information it has regarding 

impacts on to the RAPs for this project. No impacts are 

proposed to any Aboriginal sites identified as a part of the 

works, and Biosis’ report contains clear recommendations 
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Query Response 

provide comment, if we are not provided with all the 

information? Please provide a copy of these maps. 

as to the process to be followed should the scope of works 

be changed to include any impacts to these sites, including 

requirements for further consultation with RAPs in 

accordance with the consultation requirements. 

Upon review of both the DRAFT ACHAR and AR, Biosis 

does not provide any management and mitigation 

strategies beside going and getting an AHIP. 

Warrabinga requires some form of management 

strategy to be established in order to prevent any 

unauthorised impacts occurring to the identified 

Aboriginal sites. The management strategies should 

include (but not limited to):  

 Site induction for all contractors; 

 Fencing of WPSIF!, WPSPAD 1, and WPSPAD 2; 

 Monitoring of WPSIFl, WPSPAD l, and WPSPAD 2 

over the course of the proposed works. 

Biosis is not currently recommending that the proponent 

apply for an AHIP as the proposed works will not be 

impacting on any Aboriginal sites. Should the scope of 

works be changed to include impacts to the identified 

artefact site or areas of PAD, recommendations have been 

made to ensure that all RAPs are consulted and that 

appropriate further works such as test excavation are 

undertaken. With regard to the mitigation measures 

outlined in your letter, Biosis is happy to amend the 

existing recommendations to include no-go zones 

surrounding these Aboriginal sites during construction 

within property owned by EnergyAustralia. As the 

proposed works will be taking place in areas of 

disturbance which are considered to be of low 

archaeological potential, it is not considered that 

monitoring or specific site inductions are required, as no 

impacts to the identified sites are proposed, and there is a 

low potential for previously unidentified sites to be 

discovered during the works.  

Based on discussions with EnergyAustralia, Biosis has 

included a recommendation in the final report for a 

cultural heritage induction to take place for contractors on 

site prior to the commencement of works, to inform 

workers of their responsibilities in relation to Aboriginal 

heritage as well as the process to be followed should any 

Aboriginal sites be identified. 

Upon review of both the DRAFT ACHAR and AR, 

Warrabinga was unable to identify the unexpected 

finds procedure relating to Aboriginal sites. Can you 

please provide a copy of this document? 

A provision for unexpected finds has been included in the 

final report. Should any Aboriginal sites be identified 

during works, it has been recommended that all works 

within the area should cease, and that OEH and an 

archaeologist should be notified. Prior to any works 

proceeding, relevant mitigation and management 

measures will be determined by EnergyAustralia in 

consultation with the RAPs for the project. 

In the DRAFT ACHAR there are a number of blank 

maps (pages 14. 25, 26) (or at least Warrabinga 

assumes that's what they represent). Why are these 

maps blank? What information are these maps 

supposed to present (assuming they are maps)? 

Based on a review of the Draft ACHAR, this appeared to be 

a mapping error, copies of these maps were provided to 

WNTCAC. 

Can you please clarify why appendices 2 and 3 are 

blank? Biosis has already undertaken this stage of the 

Appendices 2 and 3 are provided with this final report. 

WNTCAC was also provided a copy of the survey report 
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Query Response 

consultation process, so you do have the information; 

it should be included in order for Warrabinga to see if 

any of the other RAPs provided comments, and 

whether these comments were addressed. Please 

confirm whether the other RAPs provided comments. 

produced by Bathurst LALC following the archaeological 

survey, as, apart from WNTCAC‘s responses, this was the 

only formal feedback received by Biosis during the 

consultation process. 

In regards to the visibility photographs {Plates 2 to 5) 

no details are provided in regards to direction that the 

photograph was taken. Please detail the direction of 

the photographs. 

All relevant plate captions in the AR have been updated to 

include directions. 

There is a discontinuity between Table 6 and Figure 6; 

Table 6 refers to survey units, while Rgure 6 refers to 

survey tracks; however, Figure 6. does not include a 

map of survey units. A level of consistency is expected 

between the tables and the figures of a report. Either 

Biosis' survey data is presented as "survey units" or 

"survey tracks (transects)"; but the reference should 

be consistent. Please amended Table 6 and Figure 6. 

Table 6 and Figure 6 are not intended to present the same 

information on survey coverage. Tables 6 and 7 are 

intended to provide an estimate of survey coverage in 

accordance with the code, while Figure 7 has been 

included to more accurately illustrate which portions of the 

study area were inspected by Biosis as a part of the 

archaeological survey. 

In Figure 6 there are areas identified as "no access", 

upon review of the report no details are provided 

about why Biosis could not access these areas. Please 

provide details. 

Areas which Biosis were unable to access were noted in 

Section 4.4 as locations which could not be accessed for 

safety reason as advised by EnergyAustralia, with one such 

area being an asbestos dump in the north-western portion 

of the study area. 
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5 Aboriginal cultural significance assessment 

The two main values addressed when assessing the significance of Aboriginal sites are cultural values to the 

Aboriginal community and archaeological (scientific) values. This report will assess the cultural values of 

Aboriginal sites in the study area. Details of the scientific significance assessment of Aboriginal sites in the 

study area are provided in Appendix 6.  

5.1 Introduction to the assessment process 

Heritage assessment criteria in NSW fall broadly within the significance values outlined in the Australia 

International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) Burra Charter: The Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places 

of Cultural Significance (Australia ICOMOS 2013) (‘the Burra Charter’). This approach to heritage has been 

adopted by cultural heritage managers and government agencies as the set of guidelines for best practice 

heritage management in Australia. These values are provided as background and include:  

 Historical significance (evolution and association) refers to historic values and encompasses the 

history of aesthetics, science and society, and therefore to a large extent underlies all of the terms set 

out in this section. A place may have historic value because it has influenced, or has been influenced 

by, an historic figure, event, phase or activity. It may also have historic value as the site of an 

important event. For any given place the significance will be greater where evidence of the association 

or event survives in situ, or where the settings are substantially intact, than where it has been 

changed or evidence does not survive. However, some events or associations may be so important 

that the place retains significance regardless of subsequent treatment.  

 Aesthetic significance (Scenic/architectural qualities, creative accomplishment) refers to the 

sensory, scenic, architectural and creative aspects of the place. It is often closely linked with social 

values and may include consideration of form, scale, colour, texture, and material of the fabric or 

landscape, and the smell and sounds associated with the place and its use. 

 Social significance (contemporary community esteem) refers to the spiritual, traditional, historical or 

contemporary associations and attachment that the place or area has for the present-day 

community. Places of social significance have associations with contemporary community identity. 

These places can have associations with tragic or warmly remembered experiences, periods or 

events. Communities can experience a sense of loss should a place of social significance be damaged 

or destroyed. These aspects of heritage significance can only be determined through consultative 

processes with local communities.  

 Scientific significance (Archaeological, industrial, educational, research potential and scientific 

significance values) refers to the importance of a landscape, area, place or object because of its 

archaeological and/or other technical aspects. Assessment of scientific value is often based on the 

likely research potential of the area, place or object and will consider the importance of the data 

involved, its rarity, quality or representativeness, and the degree to which it may contribute further 

substantial information. 

The cultural and archaeological significance of Aboriginal and historic sites and places is assessed on the basis 

of the significance values outlined above. As well as the Burra Charter significance values guidelines, various 

government agencies have developed formal criteria and guidelines that have application when assessing the 

significance of heritage places within NSW. Of primary interest are guidelines prepared by the Australian 
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Government, the NSW OEH and the Heritage Branch, and the NSW Department of Planning and Environment. 

The relevant sections of these guidelines are presented below.  

These guidelines state that an area may contain evidence and associations which demonstrate one or any 

combination of the Burra Charter significance values outlined above in reference to Aboriginal heritage. 

Reference to each of the values should be made when evaluating archaeological and cultural significance for 

Aboriginal sites and places.  

In addition to the previously outlined heritage values, the OEH Guidelines to investigating, assessing and 

reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH 2011) also specify the importance of considering cultural 

landscapes when determining and assessing Aboriginal heritage values. The principle behind a cultural 

landscape is that ‘the significance of individual features is derived from their inter-relatedness within the 

cultural landscape’. This means that sites or places cannot be ‘assessed in isolation’ but must be considered 

as parts of the wider cultural landscape. Hence the site or place will possibly have values derived from its 

association with other sites and places. By investigating the associations between sites, places, and (for 

example) natural resources in the cultural landscape the stories behind the features can be told. The context 

of the cultural landscape can unlock ‘better understanding of the cultural meaning and importance’ of sites 

and places. 

Although other values may be considered – such as educational or tourism values – the two principal values 

that are likely to be addressed in consideration of Aboriginal sites and places are the cultural/social 

significance to Aboriginal people and their archaeological or scientific significance to archaeologists and the 

Aboriginal community. The determinations of archaeological and cultural significance for sites and places 

should then be expressed as statements of significance that preface a concise discussion of the contributing 

factors to Aboriginal cultural heritage significance. 

5.2 Cultural (social significance) values  

Cultural or social significance refers to the spiritual, traditional, historical and/or contemporary associations 

and values attached to a place or objects by Aboriginal people. Aboriginal cultural heritage is broadly valued 

by Aboriginal people as it is used to define their identity as both individuals and as part of a group (DECCWa 

2010 p.iii). More specifically it provides a: 

 “connection and sense of belonging to Country” (DECCW 2010a p.iii). 

 Link between the present and the past (DECCWa 2010 p.3). 

 A learning tool to teach Aboriginal culture to younger Aboriginal generations and the general public 

(DECCWa 2010 p.3). 

 further evidence of Aboriginal occupation prior to European settlement for people who do not 

understand the magnitude to which Aboriginal people occupied the continent (DECCWa 2010 p.3). 

It is acknowledged that Aboriginal people are the primary determiners of the cultural significance of 

Aboriginal cultural heritage. During consultation the following information was provided by RAPs in regards to 

the cultural values of the study area. 

 Bathurst LALC noted the presence of floral and faunal resources in the area which would have proved 

useful to local Aboriginal inhabitants, and stated that the study area would have provided a 

subsistence area. 
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5.3 Historic values  

The study area contains some historic heritage values in the form of the chimney stacks for the Wallerawang 

A and B Stations, located in the complex of buildings in the southern portion of the study area. These stacks 

were constructed in the 1950s and are considered to have heritage significance for their technical values, as 

representations of innovative industrial design. 

5.4 Archaeological (scientific significance) values  

An archaeological scientific assessment was undertaken for the study area and is presented in detail as part 

of the attached Archaeological Report (Appendix 6). The results of the archaeological significance assessment 

are given in Table 5 below.  

Table 5 Scientific significance assessment of archaeological sites recorded within the study 

area 

Site Name Site Content Site Condition Representativeness Scientific 

Significance 

WPSIF1 

AHIMS Pending 

1 1 1 Low 

WPSPAD1 TBC TBC TBC TBC 

WPSPAD2 TBC TBC TBC TBC 

 

5.5 Aesthetic values  

The study area has been subject to heavy disturbance as a result of mining activities and use as a part of the 

Wallerawang Power Station. Although there are portions of the study area have been subject to less impact 

than others, the aesthetic values of the study area have been heavily reduced as a result of this 

5.6 Statement of significance 

The significance of sites was assessed in accordance with the following criteria: 

 Requirements of the Code 

 The Burra Charter 

 Guide to Investigating and reporting on Aboriginal Heritage. 

The combined use of these guidelines is widely considered to represent the best practice for assessments of 

Aboriginal cultural heritage. The identification and assessment of cultural heritage values includes the four 

values of the Burra Charter: social, historical, scientific and aesthetic values. Assessments of significance for 

the study area are provided in Table 6, and statements of significance in Table 7. 
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Table 6 Significance assessment criteria 

Site name Criteria Ranking 

WPSIF1 

AHIMS Pending 

 

Cultural – discussions with the local Aboriginal communities 

reflect that the site is of moderate value. 

Moderate 

Historical – the site is not connected to any historical event or 

personage. 

Low 

Scientific – the site possesses little archaeological value.. Low 

Aesthetic – the site has been subject to heavy disturbance as a 

result of mining activities and use as a part of the Wallerawang 

Power Station. 

Low 

WPSPAD1 

 

Cultural – discussions with the local Aboriginal communities 

reflect that the site is of moderate value. 

Moderate 

Historical – the site is not connected to any historical event or 

personage. 

Low 

Scientific – the site may possess archaeological values. This would 

need to be determined through further works in the form of test 

excavations. 

TBC 

Aesthetic – the site has been subject to heavy disturbance as a 

result of mining activities and use as a part of the Wallerawang 

Power Station. 

Low 

WPSPAD2 Cultural – discussions with the local Aboriginal communities 

reflect that the site is of moderate value. 

Moderate 

Historical – the site is not connected to any historical event or 

personage. 

Low 

Scientific – the site may possess archaeological values. This would 

need to be determined through further works in the form of test 

excavations. 

TBC 

Aesthetic – the site has been subject to heavy disturbance as a 

result of mining activities and use as a part of the Wallerawang 

Power Station. 

Low 

Table 7 Statements of scientific significance for archaeological sites recorded within the study 

area 

Site Name Statement of Significance 

WPSIF1 

AHIMS Pending 

WPSIF1 consist of a single chert artefact identified in a disturbed context. Owing to the 

relative commonality of this site type locally and regionally, the lack of archaeological 

potential surrounding it and the lack of further research potential associated with the find, it 

has been assessed as having low archaeological significance. 
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Site Name Statement of Significance 

WPSPAD1 Wallerawang Power Station Potential Archaeological Deposit 1 (WPSPAD1) is located on the 

southern side of the Coxs River, overlooking it on an alluvial terrace. The area was 

inaccessible as a part of the survey, and as such could not be traversed on foot, but a visual 

inspection from the southern side of the fence line marking its boundary indicated that the 

PAD is in good condition, with the only apparent disturbances being the clearing of 

vegetation, most likely having been undertaken to allow cattle to graze on the land.  

WPSPAD2 Wallerawang Power Station Potential Archaeological Deposit 2 (WPSPAD2) is located on the 

western side of the Coxs River, overlooking it on an alluvial terrace. The area was surveyed on 

foot, however owing to dense grass cover, the overall visibility of the site was extremely low, 

limiting the surveyors’ ability to identify surface artefacts. The survey determined that the 

PAD is in good condition, with the only apparent disturbances being the clearing of 

vegetation, most likely having been undertaken to allow cattle to graze on the land. 
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6 Proposed development limitations & mitigation measures 

As previously outlined, the proposed works are related to the decommissioning and deconstruction of 

existing structures within the power plant. From discussions held with EA, it is understood that the footprint 

of the proposed impacts will be restricted to the already existing footprint of disturbance. 

6.1 Predicted physical impacts 

Given that the proposed works are largely limited to the existing footprint of disturbance, it is understood 

that there will be no impacts to the identified Aboriginal site and areas of potential through the proposed 

works. Given that this is the case, no further assessment or approvals are required at present. A summary of 

impacts is provided below in Table 8. Should the current plans change, or any future works propose impacts 

on these Aboriginal sites, further works will be required as outlined in Table 9. 

Table 8 Summary of potential archaeological impacts 

AHIMS Site 

No. 

Site Name Significance Type Of 

Harm 

Degree Of 

Harm 

Consequence Of Harm 

Pending WPSIF1 Low None None N/A 

N/A WPSPAD1 TBC None None N/A 

N/A WPSPAD2 TBC None None N/A 

 

Table 9 Works required if sites are to be impacted in the future 

AHIMS Site 

No. 

Site Name Works required if site will be impacted 

Pending WPSIF1 Should future works propose any physical impacts to this site, an AHIP will be 

required.  

N/A WPSPAD1 Should future works propose any physical impacts to this site, test 

excavations will need to be carried out in accordance with the code. Should 

these test excavations identify any Aboriginal objects, an AHIP will be required 

to impact on the site. 

N/A WPSPAD2 Should future works propose any physical impacts to this site, test 

excavations will need to be carried out in accordance with the code. Should 

these test excavations identify any Aboriginal objects, an AHIP will be required 

to impact on the site. 

 

Should any impacts to these sites be proposed in the future, all works will need to be carried out in 

accordance with the code and the consultation requirements. As Aboriginal consultation for this project has 

commenced, it would be advisable for the proponent to provide the registered stakeholders with regular 

updates on the project and continue to consult with them regarding the management of Aboriginal heritage 

within the study area. 
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6.2 Management and mitigation measures 

Ideally, heritage management involves conservation of sites through the preservation and conservation of 

fabric and context within a framework of “doing as much as necessary, as little as possible” (Marquis-Kyle and 

Walker 1994, p. 13). In cases where conservation is not practical, several options for management are 

available. For sites, management often involves the salvage of features or artefacts, retrieval of information 

through excavation or collection (especially where impact cannot be avoided) and interpretation.  

Avoidance of impact to archaeological and cultural heritage sites through design of the development is the 

primary mitigation and management strategy, and should be implemented where practicable. The proposed 

works will be avoiding the Aboriginal sites within the study area, and will be restricted to the deconstruction of 

existing buildings. 

The recommendations for this project have outlined the need for further works if the proposed impact 

footprint changes in future to include the Aboriginal sites identified by this assessment. 
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7 Recommendations 

 Predicted impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage; 

 The planning approvals framework; 

 Current best conservation practise, widely considered to include: 

– Ethos of the Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter and 

– The Code. 

Prior to any impacts occurring within the study area, the following is recommended: 

Recommendation 1  No further works required 

The current footprint of the proposed works will not impact on any Aboriginal sites or areas of potential that 

have been identified during this assessment. As such, it has been determined that these works can proceed 

without constraint, subject to Recommendations 4 and 5 below should the impact footprint be altered to 

include impacts to these sites. 

Recommendation 2  Register WPSIF1 as an Aboriginal site on AHIMS 

WPSIF1 should be registered as an Aboriginal site on AHIMS as soon as practical. 

Recommendation 3  Update S2 (AHIMS#45-1-0211) on AHIMS 

The background research and archaeological survey conducted for this project has concluded that S2 

(AHIMS# 45-1-0211) is not located within the study area. The location of the site should updated on AHIMS as 

soon as practical. 

Recommendation 4  Future impacts to WPSIF1 

Should the scope of works be altered to include WPSIF1, the proponent will require an AHIP to impact on the 

site. For information about AHIPs and their preparation, see below. 

Advice preparing AHIPs 

An AHIP is required for any activities likely to have an impact on Aboriginal objects or Places or cause land to 

be disturbed for the purposes of discovering an Aboriginal object. The Office of Environment and Heritage 

(OEH) issues AHIPs under Part 6 of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act). 

AHIPs should be prepared by a qualified archaeologist and lodged with the OEH. Once the application is 

lodged processing time can take between 8-12 weeks. It should be noted that there will be an application fee 

levied by the OEH for the processing of AHIPs, which is dependent on the estimated total cost of the 

development project. 

Where there are multiple sites within one study area an application for an AHIP to cover the entire study area 

is recommended. 
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Recommendation 5  Future impacts to WPSPAD1 and WPSPAD 2 

Should the scope of works be altered to include WPSPAD1 and/or WPSPAD2, further investigation in the form 

of test excavations will be required prior to the commencement of works. Should test excavations in these 

areas identify any Aboriginal objects, an AHIP will be required prior to the commencement of works. 

Recommendation 6  Exclusion zones surrounding WPSIF1, WPSPAD1, and WPSPAD2 

It is understood that no works will be occurring within the vicinity of the identified Aboriginal sites and areas 

of potential within the study area. However it is recommended that no-go zones are implemented 

surrounding these sites while the proposed works are occurring. These no-go zones should incorporate a 10 

metre buffer within lands owned by EnergyAustralia to ensure that there are no impacts to these sites. 

Recommendation 7  Continued consultation with the registered Aboriginal stakeholders 

As per the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010), it is 

recommended that the proponent provides a copy of this report to the Aboriginal stakeholders and considers 

all comments received. The proponent should continue to inform these groups about the management of 

Aboriginal cultural heritage sites within the study area throughout the life of the project.  

Recommendation 8  Discovery of Unanticipated Aboriginal Objects 

All Aboriginal objects and Places are protected under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974. It is an offence 

to knowingly disturb an Aboriginal site without a consent permit issued by the Office of Environment and 

Heritage (OEH). Should any Aboriginal objects be encountered during works associated with this proposal, 

works must cease in the vicinity and a qualified archaeologist and OEH should be notified. Before works can 

recommence in this area, appropriate mitigation and management measures must be determined by the 

proponent in consultation with the RAPs for the project. This may include an application to OEH for an AHIP if 

impacts to the item or items are required. 

Recommendation 9  Discovery of Unanticipated Historical Relics 

Relics are historical archaeological resources of local or State significance and are protected in NSW under the 

Heritage Act 1977. Relics cannot be disturbed except with a permit or exception/exemption notification. 

Should unanticipated relics be discovered during the course of the project, work in the vicinity must cease 

and an archaeologist contacted to make a preliminary assessment of the find. The Heritage Council will 

require notification if the find is assessed as a relic. 

Recommendation 10  Discovery of Aboriginal Ancestral Remains 

Aboriginal ancestral remains may be found in a variety of landscapes in NSW, including middens and sandy or 

soft sedimentary soils. If any suspected human remains are discovered during any activity you must: 

1. Immediately cease all work at that location and not further move or disturb the remains 

2. Notify the NSW Police and OEH’s Environmental Line on 131 555 as soon as practicable and provide 

details of the remains and their location 

3. Not recommence work at that location unless authorised in writing by OEH. 

Recommendation 11  Aboriginal heritage induction 

An Aboriginal heritage induction should take place as a part of the project induction for onsite contractors. 

This induction will inform contractors’ roles and responsibilities in relation to Aboriginal heritage for the 

project. 
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Appendix 1 Consultation log 

A1.1 Stage 1 – Notification of project proposal and registration of interest 

Step 1- Identification of Aboriginal people/parties with an interest in the proposed study area.  

Organisation contacted Date and type of 

contact 

Date and type of 

response 

Response details 

Bathurst Local Aboriginal 

Land Council (Bathurst 

LALC) 

16 May 2017 - 

Letter 

18 May 2017 – Email Registered interest in the project 

Central Tablelands Local 

Land Services (CTLLS) 

16 May 2017 - 

Letter 

22 May 2017 – Email Responded with the names of groups 

who may be interested in the project 

Lithgow City Council (LCC) 16 May 2017 - 

Letter 

22 May 2017 – Email Responded with the names of groups 

who may be interested in the project 

National Native Title 

Tribunal (NNTT) 

16 May 2017 – 

Email 

17 May 2017 – Email Responded with the names of groups 

who may be interested in the project 

NSW Native Title Services 

Corporation Limited 

(NTSCORP Limited) 

16 May 2017 - 

Letter 

- - 

NSW Office of 

Environment and 

Heritage (OEH) 

16 May 2017 - 

Letter 

29 May 2017 – Email Responded with the names of groups 

who may be interested in the project 

Office of the Registrar, 

Aboriginal Land Rights 

Act 1983 of Aboriginal 

Owners 

16 May 2017 - 

Letter 

19 May 2017 – Email Responded stating that there does not 

appear to be any registered owners in 

within the search area. Suggested that 

Biosis contact Bathurst LALC. 

 

Step 2- Public advertisement  

The public notice was published in the Lithgow Mercury on 20 May 2017. A copy of the advertisement is 

provided in Appendix 2. 

Step 3- Registration of interest.  

The registration period ran from 2 June 2017 to 16 June 2017. Leeway was given to Aboriginal parties/groups 

who provided responses shortly after the close of this period and they have been registered as Aboriginal 

parties for consultation. 

Organisation contacted Date and type of 

contact 

Date and type of 

response 

Response details 

Bathurst Local Aboriginal 

Land Council 

2 June 2017 - 

Letter 

7 June 2017 – Email Registered an interest in the project. 

Dhuuluu-Yala Aboriginal 

Corporation 

2 June 2017 - 

Letter 

- - 
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Organisation contacted Date and type of 

contact 

Date and type of 

response 

Response details 

Gundungurra Aboriginal 

Heritage Association 

2 June 2017 - 

Letter 

- - 

Gundungurra Tribal 

Council Aboriginal 

Corporation 

2 June 2017 - 

Letter 

- - 

Hawkesbury- Nepean 

Catchment Management 

Authority  

2 June 2017 - 

Letter 

- - 

Mingaan Wiradjuri 

Aboriginal Corporation 

2 June 2017 - 

Letter 

- - 

Murra Bidgee Mullangari 

Aboriginal Corporation 

(MBMAC) 

2 June 2017 - 

Letter 

9 June 2017 – Email Registered an interest in the project. 

North- Eastern Wiradjuri 2 June 2017 - 

Letter 

- - 

Warrabinga Native Title 

Claimants Aboriginal 

Corporation (WNTCAC) 

2 June 2017 - 

Letter 

8 June 2017 – Email Registered an interest in the project. 

Wiradjuri Council of Elders 2 June 2017 - 

Letter 

- - 

Wiradjuri Interim Working 

Party 

2 June 2017 - 

Letter 

- - 

Trevor Robinson 2 June 2017 - 

Letter 

- - 

Mooka 2 June 2017 - 

Letter 

- - 

Gunjeewong Cultural 

Heritage Aboriginal 

Corporation 

- 9 June 2017 – Email Registered an interest in the project. 

Muragadi Heritage 

Indigenous Corporation 

- 9 June 2017 – Email Registered an interest in the project. 

 

A1.2 Stage 2 – Presentation of information about the proposed project 

Step 1- Provision of project information pack.  

A copy of the information pack is provided in Appendix 3 along with a copy of the covering email addressed to 

each registered organisation, and confirmation of the delivery of each email sent out to the interested parties. 
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Organisation contacted Date and type of 

contact 

Date and type of 

response 

Response details 

Bathurst Local Aboriginal 

Land Council 

3 July 2017 - Email - - 

Gunjeewong Cultural 

Heritage Aboriginal 

Corporation 

3 July 2017 - Email - - 

Muragadi Heritage 

Indigenous Corporation 

3 July 2017 - Email - - 

Murra Bidgee Mullangari 

Aboriginal Corporation 

3 July 2017 - Email - - 

Warrabinga Native Title 

Claimants Aboriginal 

Corporation 

3 July 2017 - Email - - 

 

A1.3 Stage 3 – Gathering information about cultural significance 

Step 1- Provision of project methodology pack and consultation meeting.  

A copy of the methodology pack is provided in Appendix 4 and a copy of the covering email is provided 

following. 

Organisation contacted Date and type of 

contact 

Date and type of 

response 

Response details 

Bathurst Local Aboriginal 

Land Council 

3 July 2017 - Email - - 

Gunjeewong Cultural 

Heritage Aboriginal 

Corporation 

3 July 2017 - Email - - 

Muragadi Heritage 

Indigenous Corporation 

3 July 2017 - Email - - 

Murra Bidgee Mullangari 

Aboriginal Corporation 

3 July 2017 - Email - - 

Warrabinga Native Title 

Claimants Aboriginal 

Corporation 

3 July 2017 - Email 31 July 2017 – Email Responded querying a number of 

points in Biosis’ methodology. Full 

details of WNTCAC’s response and 

subsequent contact from Biosis in 

Section 4.3.1 and Appendix 4. 
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Step 2- Field survey  

Organisation contacted Date and type of 

contact 

Date and type of 

response 

Response details 

Bathurst Local Aboriginal 

Land Council 

15 August 2017 – 

Email 

16 August 2017 – Email Confirmed LALC’s availability for 

fieldwork. 

A1.4 Stage 4 – Review of draft report 

A copy of responses received by Biosis from Warrabinga Native Title Claimants Aboriginal Corporation, and 

subsequent correspondence is provided in Appendix 2. 

Organisation contacted Date and type of 

contact 

Date and type of 

response 

Response details 

Bathurst Local Aboriginal 

Land Council 

19 October 2017 - 

Email 

- - 

Gunjeewong Cultural 

Heritage Aboriginal 

Corporation 

19 October 2017 - 

Email 

- - 

Muragadi Heritage 

Indigenous Corporation 

19 October 2017 - 

Email 

- - 

Murra Bidgee Mullangari 

Aboriginal Corporation 

19 October 2017 - 

Email 

- - 

Warrabinga Native Title 

Claimants Aboriginal 

Corporation 

19 October 2017 - 

Email 

19 October 2017 - Email Responded, requesting the details of 

the project manager, proponent, and 

inquiring as to whether Warrabinga had 

been invited to attend fieldwork for the 

proposed works. 

Warrabinga Native Title 

Claimants Aboriginal 

Corporation 

27 October 2017 - 

Email 

17 November 2017 - 

Email 

Responded, providing comments on 

the ACHA and AR. Full details of 

WNTCAC’s response and subsequent 

contact from Biosis are documented in 

Appendix 5. WNTCAC have raised a 

number of queries with Biosis, and 

have requested a written response. 

Biosis provided a response to 

Warrabinga’s queries on 4 December 

2017, with the full text of the response 

available in Appendix 5. 
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Appendix 2 Stage 1: Notification of project proposal and 

registration of interest 

 



 

 

 

Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

21 November 2017 
 
Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land Council 
Cultural  Heritage Officer 
149 Russell Street 
Bathurst NSW 2795 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Notification to 
Agencies 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 
EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 140 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project. 

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you could please provide contact details for any such Aboriginal people or 
organisations of which you are aware it would be greatly appreciated. Please provide these details by 5pm 
on 30 May, 2017. 



  

2 

 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
 

All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

 

mailto:amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au�
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Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

21 November 2017 
 
Central Tablelands Local Land Services 
Mr Larry Towney 
Senior Land Services Officer 
PO Box 3109 
Bowenfels NSW 2790 

Dear Mr Towney, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Notification to 
Agencies 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 
EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 140 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project. 

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you could please provide contact details for any such Aboriginal people or 
organisations of which you are aware it would be greatly appreciated. Please provide these details by 5pm 
on 30 May, 2017. 



  

2 

 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
 

All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
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Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

21 November 2017 
 
Lithgow City Council 
General Manager 
PO Box 19 
Lithgow NSW 2790 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Notification to 
Agencies 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 
EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 140 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project. 

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you could please provide contact details for any such Aboriginal people or 
organisations of which you are aware it would be greatly appreciated. Please provide these details by 5pm 
on 30 May, 2017. 



  

2 

 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
 

All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

 

mailto:amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au�
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Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

21 November 2017 
 
National Native Title Tribunal 
GPO Box 9973 
Sydney NSW 2001 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Notification to 
Agencies 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 
EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 140 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project. 

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you could please provide contact details for any such Aboriginal people or 
organisations of which you are aware it would be greatly appreciated. Please provide these details by 5pm 
on 30 May, 2017. 



  

2 

 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
 

All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

 

mailto:amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au�
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Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

21 November 2017 
 
Native Title Services Corporation 
Mr George Tonna 
Land and Notifications Officer 
PO Box 2105 
Strawberry Hills NSW 2012 

Dear Mr Tonna, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Notification to 
Agencies 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 
EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 140 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project. 

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you could please provide contact details for any such Aboriginal people or 
organisations of which you are aware it would be greatly appreciated. Please provide these details by 5pm 
on 30 May, 2017. 



  

2 

 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
 

All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

 

mailto:amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au�
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Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

21 November 2017 
 
Office of Environment and Heritage, Environment and Conservation Programs 
PO Box 2111 
Dubbo NSW 2830 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Notification to 
Agencies 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 
EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 140 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project. 

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you could please provide contact details for any such Aboriginal people or 
organisations of which you are aware it would be greatly appreciated. Please provide these details by 5pm 
on 30 May, 2017. 



  

2 

 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
 

All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
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Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

21 November 2017 
 
Office of the Registrar, Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 
PO Box 112 
Glebe NSW 2037 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Notification to 
Agencies 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 
EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 140 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project. 

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you could please provide contact details for any such Aboriginal people or 
organisations of which you are aware it would be greatly appreciated. Please provide these details by 5pm 
on 30 May, 2017. 
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In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
 

All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

 

mailto:amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au�
mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�
mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�
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 From: James Cole [mailto:JCole@biosis.com.au]  
Sent: Tuesday, 16 May 2017 4:21 PM 
To: Enquiries <Enquiries@nntt.gov.au> 
Subject: 21637 ‐ Request for search 

Good afternoon, 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former Wallerawang 
Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. The study area is 
located at 140 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power Station Main Site and the 
Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. 
Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal 
Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project. 

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and Wildlife 
Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the ACHA and 
consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the consultation 
requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide sufficient information for 
the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold cultural 
knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in the Wallerawang 
area. If you could please provide contact details for any such Aboriginal people or organisations of which you are 
aware it would be greatly appreciated. Please provide these details by 5pm on 30 May, 2017. 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 
Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 

All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold cultural 
knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 
James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 
14, 17‐17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 
Yours sincerely, 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
Mobile: 0437 856 233 
Direct: (02) 9101 8708 
Email: jcole@biosis.com.au 
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Leaders in Ecology and Heritage
 

 Consulting  
Unit 14 17‐27 Power Avenue Alexandria NSW 2015 
ph: (02) 9101 8700 fax: (03) 9646 9242 
biosis.com.au

The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed 
and may contain copyright material, or information that is confidential or is exempt from disclosure by law. Any 
review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this information by 
persons or entities other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you received this in error, please 
contact the sender and delete the material from your computer. The views expressed in this email are those of the 
sender except where the sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty 
Ltd does not represent that this email is free of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to communicate 
with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to that information by Biosis Pty Ltd personnel is strictly limited and controlled.  
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: Bathurst LALC <bathlalc2@bigpond.com>
Sent: Thursday, 18 May 2017 1:03 PM
To: James Cole
Subject: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Assessment 

Hi James, 
 
As per your correspondence regarding the above works, The Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land Council express and 
interest in the process. 
 
If you require further information please do not hesitate to contact our office on the below number. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Tonilee Scott 
Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land Council  
149 Russell Street 
Bathurst NSW 2795 
P: 026332 6835 
F: 026332 3623 
E: bathlalc2@bigpond.com 
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: Michelle Hines <michelle.hines@lls.nsw.gov.au>
Sent: Monday, 22 May 2017 12:59 PM
To: James Cole
Subject: Request for Aboriginal contacts in regard to Cultural Heritage Assessment 

notification
Attachments: Correspondence (1).pdf

Hi James, 
I am responding to your Cultural Heritage Assessment notification for Wallerawang power station. Relevant 
contacts for Aboriginal communities within our region who may have an interest include: 
 
Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land Council; E: bathlalc2@bigpond.com ; P: 02 6332 6835 
Mingaan Wiradjuri Aboriginal Corporation; E: mingaan.lithgow@ymail.com 
Mudgee Local Aboriginal Land Council; E: mudgeelalc@bigpond.com; P: 02 63723511 
 
Regards, Michelle 
 
Michelle Hines | Senior Strategic Land Services Officer - MERI 
Central Tablelands Local Land Services 
30 Lynch St| Cowra NSW 2794 
T: 02 6341 9304| F: 02 6342 2565| M: 0437 133 684|  
E: michelle.hines@lls.nsw.gov.au  
W: www.lls.nsw.gov.au | Like Central Tablelands / Central West LLS on facebook 

 
Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 
DISCLAIMER 
This message is confidential, and may contain proprietary or legally privileged information. If you have received this email in error, please 
notify the sender and delete it immediately. 
Internet communications are not secure. You should scan this message and any attachments for viruses. Under no circumstances do we 
accept liability for any loss or damage which may result from your receipt of this message or any attachments. 
 

 

This message is intended for the addressee named and may contain confidential information. If you are not the 
intended recipient, please delete it and notify the sender. Views expressed in this message are those of the individual 
sender, and are not necessarily the views of their organisation. 



Doc No. 1499603: LGS 
Environment and Development 

22 May 2017 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, 
Portland Post Office NSW 2847 
amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment -
Notification to Agencies 

I refer to your letter received 22 May 2017 relating to consultation with the Aboriginal 
community for the decommissioning of the Wallerawang Power Station. 

The following is a list of Aboriginal Organisations within the Lithgow area: 

• Mingaan Aboriginal Corporation
38 Tweed Rd
Lithgow 2790
mingaan.lithgow@ymail.com
0411 507 230

• Wiradjuri Council of Elders
Po Box 8565
Kooringal NSW 2650

• Bathurst Aboriginal Lands Council
PO 1500
Bathurst NSW 2795

• Sharon Brown
Gundungurra Tribal Council Aboriginal Corporation
14 Oak St
Katoomba NSW 2780
4782 6578

• Gundungurra Aboriginal Heritage Association
Po Box 31
Lawson NSW 2783
Merle Williams 0419 466 583
Sharon Hall 0428 270 594

• Warrabinga Native Title Claimants Aboriginal Corporation
535 Pheasants Nest Road
PHEASANTS NEST NSW 2574

PO Box 19, LITHGOW NSW 2790 
Tel: (02) 6354 9999 Fax: (02) 63514259 

Web: www.lithgow.nsw.gov.au Email: council@lithgow.nsw.gov.au 
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: Enquiries <Enquiries@nntt.gov.au>
Sent: Wednesday, 17 May 2017 7:28 PM
To: James Cole
Subject: RE: 21637 - Request for search - SR2555
Attachments: 20170517_SR2555_Lithgow_City_Council_LGA_Overlap_Report.xls

UNCLASSIFIED 

Native title search – NSW Freehold Parcels in Lithgow City Council LGA 
Your ref: 21637 ‐ Our ref: SR2555  
 
Dear James Cole, 
 
Thank you for your search request received on 16 May 2017 in relation to the above area. Please find your results 
attached. 
 
Please note: Where the area identified to be searched is indistinct, generalised, or is for a freehold parcel, the 
results provided may relate to the Local Government Area (LGA) or Local Aboriginal Land Council (ALC). 
 
Search Results 
The results provided are based on the information you supplied and are derived from a search of the following 
Tribunal databases:  
 

 Schedule of Native Title Determinations Applications  

 Register of Native Title Claims 

 National Native Title Register 

 Register of Indigenous Land Use Agreements 

 Notified Indigenous Land Use Agreements 
 

For more information about the Tribunal’s registers or to search the registers yourself and obtain copies of
relevant register extracts, please visit our website. 
 
 
Please note: There may be a delay between a native title determination application being lodged in the Federal 
Court and its transfer to the Tribunal. As a result, some native title determination applications recently filed with the 
Federal Court may not appear on the Tribunal’s databases. 
 
The search results are based on analysis against external boundaries of applications only. Native title applications 
commonly contain exclusions clauses which remove areas from within the external boundary. To determine 
whether the areas described are in fact subject to claim, you need to refer to the “Area covered by claim” section of 
the relevant Register Extract or Schedule Extract and any maps attached. 
 
Search results and the existence of native title 
Please note that the enclosed information from the Register of Native Title Claims and/or the Schedule of 
Applications is not confirmation of the existence of native title in this area. This cannot be confirmed until the 
Federal Court makes a determination that native title does or does not exist in relation to the area. Such 
determinations are registered on the National Native Title Register. 
 
Tribunal accepts no liability for reliance placed on enclosed information 
The enclosed information has been provided in good faith. Use of this information is at your sole risk. The National 
Native Title Tribunal makes no representation, either express or implied, as to the accuracy or suitability of the 
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information enclosed for any particular purpose and accepts no liability for use of the information or reliance placed 
on it. 

If you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to contact me on the number below or on the free call 
number 1800 640 501. 

Regards, 

Enquiries 
National Native Title Tribunal 
Freecall 1800 640 501  
Email enquiries@nntt.gov.au 
Website www.nntt.gov.au 
Shared country, shared future. 
Celebrating 25 Years of Native Title Recognition www.nativetitle25.gov.au 



PO Box 2111  Dubbo  NSW  2830 
Level 1, 48-52 Wingewarra Street  Dubbo  NSW  2830 

Tel: (02) 6883 5330     Fax: (02) 6884 8675 
ABN 30 841 387 271 

www.environment.nsw.gov.au 

DOC17/284547 

Mr James Cole  
Biosis Pty Ltd 
14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria  NSW  2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au  

Dear Mr Cole 

WRITTEN NOTIFICATION AS REQUIRED UNDER OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENT AND HERITAGE 
(OEH) ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE REQUIREMENT FOR PROPONENTS 2010 – 
proposed Wallerawang Power Station  

I refer to your letter dated 16 May 2017 to the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) regarding 
the above matter.  

A list of known Aboriginal parties that OEH considers is likely to have an interest in this development 
is attached as Attachment 1 (overleaf). Please note this list is not necessarily an exhaustive list of all 
interested Aboriginal parties and receipt of this list does not remove the requirement of a 
proponent/consultant to advertise in local print media and contact other bodies seeking interested 
Aboriginal parties, in accordance with the requirements of Section 80C of the National Parks and 
Wildlife Regulation 2009. 

Should you require further information regarding issues that are the responsibility of the OEH please 
contact Michelle Howarth, Conservation Planning Officer on (02) 6883 5339.  

Yours sincerely 

STEVEN COX 
Senior Team Leader Planning North West 
Regional Operations Group 

26 May 2017 

Contact officer: MICHELLE HOWARTH 
02 6883 5339 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Table 1: List of aboriginal stakeholder groups within the Lithgow Local Government 
Area - that may have an interest in the project; provided as per the “OEH aboriginal 
cultural heritage requirement for proponents 2010”. 

Organisation/Affiliation  Name/Title  Address  

Dhuuluu-Yala Aboriginal 
Corporation 

Chairperson 63 Stanley Street, 
Bathurst NSW 2795 

Gundungurra Aboriginal 
Heritage Association inc 

Chairperson PO Box 31, Lawson NSW 
2783 

Gundungurra Tribal 
Council Aboriginal 
Corporation 

Chairperson 14 Oak St, Katoomba 
NSW 2780 

Hawkesbury- Nepean 
Catchment Management 
Authroity 

Aboriginal Reference 
Group 

PO Box 556, Windsor 
NSW 2756 

Lyn Syme North-East Wiraduri  PO Box 29, Kandos NSW 
2848 

Mingaan Aboriginal 
Corporation 

Helen Riley 38 Tweed Road, Lithgow 
NSW 2790 

Mooka Neville Williams PO Box 70, Cowra NSW 
2794  

Murra BidgeeAboriginal 
Corporation, Cultural 
Heritage 

PO Box 246, Seven Hills 
NSW 2147 

North- Eastern Wiradjuri PO Box 29, Kandos NSW 
2848 

Trevor Robinson PO Box 73, Peak Hill 
NSW 2869 

Warrabinga Native Tittle 
Claimants Aboriginal 
Corporation 

The Board of Directors PO Box 282, Mudgee 
NSW 2850 

Wiradjuri Council of Elders Robert Clegg 28 Hodges Street, Parkes 
NSW 2870 

Wiradjuri Interim Working 
Party 

PO Box 73, Peak Hill 
NSW 2869 
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: Ceissman, Bianca <Bianca.Ceissman4@oralra.nsw.gov.au>
Sent: Friday, 19 May 2017 3:47 PM
To: James Cole
Subject: RE: Request for Aboriginal stakeholder
Attachments: Biosis - Wallerawang.docx

Hi, 
Please see attached in regards to your request for Aboriginal stakeholders. 

Kind regards, 

Bianca Ceissman 
Administration Support Officer 

Office of the Registrar Aboriginal Land Rights Act 
11‐13 Mansfield Street GLEBE NSW 2037 

T: (02) 9562 6324 F: (02) 9562 6350 
www.oralra.nsw.gov.au 

********************************************************************** 
This message is intended for the addressee named and may contain  
privileged information or confidential information or both. If you  
are not the intended recipient please delete it and notify the sender. 
********************************************************************** 



 
EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd 

NOTIFICATION AND REGISTRATION OF ABORIGINAL INTERESTS 
 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the 
boundaries of the Wallerawang Power station as a part of the 
decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site, within the 
Lithgow Local Government Area.  
An Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment will be undertaken which will 
support a possible application for an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit 
(AHIP) and possible sub-surface investigations. 
Biosis Pty Ltd invites Aboriginal people who hold cultural knowledge in 
determining the significance of Aboriginal object(s) and/or places in the 
vicinity of the above area to register their interest in a process of community 
consultation. 
The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage 
values and to assist and inform the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment. 
For more information please contact: Amila Koswattage 

Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 
Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au  

To register in writing please contact: James Cole 
Biosis Pty. Ltd. Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue  Alexandria NSW 2015 

Tel: (02) 9101 8708 Email: jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

REGISTRATIONS MUST BE RECEIVED 
BEFORE 5.00pm 2 June 2017 

 

mailto:amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au


Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097 
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

2 June 2017 

Tonilee Scott 
Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land Council 
149 Russell Street 
Bathurst NSW 2795 

Dear Tonilee, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – identification of 
interested Aboriginal parties 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project, within the 
boundaries of these areas.

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you would like to register your interest to be consulted for this project, please 
respond to this letter by 5pm on 16 June 2017. 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 

mailto:amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au�
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All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

 

mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�
mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�


 

 

 

Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

2 June 2017 
 
Dhuuluu-Yala Aboriginal Corporation 
63 Stanley Street 
Bathurst NSW 2795 
 
Dear Sir or Madam, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – identification of 
interested Aboriginal parties 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project, within the 
boundaries of these areas.

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you would like to register your interest to be consulted for this project, please 
respond to this letter by 5pm on 16 June 2017. 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
 

mailto:amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au�
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All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

 

mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�
mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�


 

 

 

Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

2 June 2017 
 
Merle Williams and Sharon Hall  
Gundungurra Aboriginal Heritage Association 
PO Box 31 
Lawson NSW 2783 
 
Dear Merle Williams and Sharon Hall, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – identification of 
interested Aboriginal parties 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project, within the 
boundaries of these areas.

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you would like to register your interest to be consulted for this project, please 
respond to this letter by 5pm on 16 June 2017. 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
 

mailto:amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au�
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All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

 

mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�
mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�


 

 

 

Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

2 June 2017 
 
Sharon Brown 
Gundungurra Tribal Council Aboriginal Corporation 
14 Oak Street 
Katoomba NSW 2780 
 
Dear Sharon, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – identification of 
interested Aboriginal parties 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project, within the 
boundaries of these areas.

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you would like to register your interest to be consulted for this project, please 
respond to this letter by 5pm on 16 June 2017. 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
 

mailto:amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au�
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All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

 

mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�
mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�


 

 

 

Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

2 June 2017 
 
Aboriginal Reference Group  
Hawkesbury- Nepean Catchment Management Authroity 
PO Box 556 
Windsor NSW 2756 
 
Dear Aboriginal Reference Group, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – identification of 
interested Aboriginal parties 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project, within the 
boundaries of these areas.

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you would like to register your interest to be consulted for this project, please 
respond to this letter by 5pm on 16 June 2017. 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
 

mailto:amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au�
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All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

 

mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�
mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�


 

 

 

Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

2 June 2017 
 
Helen Riley 
Mingaan Wiradjuri Aboriginal Corporation 
38 Tweed Road 
Lithgow NSW 2790 
 
Dear Helen, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – identification of 
interested Aboriginal parties 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project, within the 
boundaries of these areas.

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you would like to register your interest to be consulted for this project, please 
respond to this letter by 5pm on 16 June 2017. 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
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All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

 

mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�
mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�


 

 

 

Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

2 June 2017 
 
Neville Williams 
Mooka 
PO Box 70 
Cowra NSW 2794 
 
Dear Neville, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – identification of 
interested Aboriginal parties 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project, within the 
boundaries of these areas.

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you would like to register your interest to be consulted for this project, please 
respond to this letter by 5pm on 16 June 2017. 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
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All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

 

mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�
mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�


 

 

 

Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

2 June 2017 
 
Murra Bidgee Aboriginal Corporation 
PO Box 246 
Seven Hills NSW 2147 
 
Dear Sir or Madam, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – identification of 
interested Aboriginal parties 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project, within the 
boundaries of these areas.

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you would like to register your interest to be consulted for this project, please 
respond to this letter by 5pm on 16 June 2017. 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
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All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

 

mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�
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Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

2 June 2017 
 
Lyn Syme 
North- Eastern Wiradjuri 
PO Box 29 
Kandos NSW 2848 
 
Dear Lyn, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – identification of 
interested Aboriginal parties 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project, within the 
boundaries of these areas.

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you would like to register your interest to be consulted for this project, please 
respond to this letter by 5pm on 16 June 2017. 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
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All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

 

mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�
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Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

2 June 2017 
 
Warrabinga Native Title Claimants Aboriginal Corporation 
535 Pheasants Nest Road 
Pheasants Nest NSW 2574 
 
Dear Sir or Madam, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – identification of 
interested Aboriginal parties 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project, within the 
boundaries of these areas.

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you would like to register your interest to be consulted for this project, please 
respond to this letter by 5pm on 16 June 2017. 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
 

mailto:amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au�
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All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

 

mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�
mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�


 

 

 

Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

2 June 2017 
 
Warrabinga Native Title Claimants Aboriginal Corporation 
PO Box 282 
Mudgee NSW 2850 
 
Dear Sir or Madam, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – identification of 
interested Aboriginal parties 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project, within the 
boundaries of these areas.

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you would like to register your interest to be consulted for this project, please 
respond to this letter by 5pm on 16 June 2017. 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
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All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

 

mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�
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Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

2 June 2017 
 
Robert Clegg 
Wiradjuri Council of Elders 
PO Box 8565 
Kooringal NSW 2650 
 
Dear Robert, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – identification of 
interested Aboriginal parties 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project, within the 
boundaries of these areas.

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you would like to register your interest to be consulted for this project, please 
respond to this letter by 5pm on 16 June 2017. 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
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All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
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Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

2 June 2017 
 
Robert Clegg 
Wiradjuri Council of Elders 
28 Hodges Street 
Parkes NSW 2870 
 
Dear Robert, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – identification of 
interested Aboriginal parties 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project, within the 
boundaries of these areas.

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you would like to register your interest to be consulted for this project, please 
respond to this letter by 5pm on 16 June 2017. 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
 

mailto:amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au�
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All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

 

mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�
mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�


 

 

 

Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

2 June 2017 
 
Wiradjuri Interim Working Party 
PO Box 73 
Peak Hill NSW 2869 
 
Dear Sir or Madam, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – identification of 
interested Aboriginal parties 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project, within the 
boundaries of these areas.

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you would like to register your interest to be consulted for this project, please 
respond to this letter by 5pm on 16 June 2017. 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
 

mailto:amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au�
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All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

 

mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�
mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�


 

 

 

Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydneyg@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

2 June 2017 
 
Trevor Robinson 
PO Box 73 
Peak Hill NSW 2869 
 
Dear Trevor, 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – identification of 
interested Aboriginal parties 
Our Ref: Matter 21637 
 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd are proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of the former 
Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation of the site. 
The study area is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the Wallerawang Power 
Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek 
Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. Biosis have been engaged by Advisian Pty Ltd on behalf of EnergyAustralia 
NSW Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project, within the 
boundaries of these areas.

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (consultation requirements), Part 6 National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974, individuals or groups are invited to register their interest in writing to participate in the 
ACHA and consultation process for the project. 

Biosis Pty Ltd is assisting with consultation with the Aboriginal community in accordance with the 
consultation requirements. The purpose of the Aboriginal community consultation will be to provide 
sufficient information for the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as part of the Development 
Application. 

Biosis wishes to identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest in the proposed study area and hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Places in 
the Wallerawang area. If you would like to register your interest to be consulted for this project, please 
respond to this letter by 5pm on 16 June 2017. 

In accordance with the consultation requirements, please note that the relevant client contact for this 
project is: 

Amila Koswattage 
Locked Bag 1000, Portland Post Office NSW 2847 

Email: amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au 
 

mailto:amila.koswattage@energyaustraliansw.com.au�
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All correspondence regarding provision of names and contact details of Aboriginal people who may hold 
cultural knowledge relevant to the study area should be provided in writing to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 

14, 17-17 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the project please don’t hesitate to contact me on the details below. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
02 9101 8700 
0437 856 233 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

 
 

mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�
mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: Bathurst LALC <bathlalc2@bigpond.com>
Sent: Wednesday, 7 June 2017 10:53 AM
To: Koswattage, Amila
Subject: Wallerawang Power Station - Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment 

Hi Amila, 
 
The Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land Council would like to express an interest in the participation of the Aboriginal 
Cultural Heritage Assessment for Wallerawang Power Station. 
 
Kind regards  
 
Tonilee Scott 
Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land Council  
149 Russell Street 
Bathurst NSW 2795 
P: 026332 6835 
F: 026332 3623 
E: bathlalc2@bigpond.com 
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: Ryan Johnson <murrabidgeemullangari@yahoo.com.au>
Sent: Friday, 9 June 2017 12:00 PM
To: James Cole
Subject: Wallerawang Power Station
Attachments: Wallerang registration 001.jpg

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

HI James, 
As per our conversation I thought I had just better send a letter for registration. 
Thanks 
Darleen Johnson 
 
Ryan Johnson | Murra Bidgee Mullangari 
 

 
Aboriginal Corporation Cultural Heritage 
 
A: PO Box 246, Seven Hills, NSW, 2147 
E: murrabidgeemullangari@yahoo.com.au  
ICN: 8112 
 
Note: Privileged/Confidential information may be contained in this message and may be subject to legal privilege. 
Access to this e‐mail by anyone other than the intended is unauthorised. If you are not the intended recipient (or 
responsible for delivery of the message to such person), you may not use, copy, distribute or deliver to anyone this 
message (or any part of its contents ) or take any action in reliance on it. In such case, you should destroy this 
message, and notify us immediately. If you have received this email in error, please notify us immediately by e‐mail 
or telephone and delete the e‐mail from any computer. If you or your employer does not consent to internet e‐mail 
messages of this kind, please notify us immediately. All reasonable precautions have been taken to ensure no 
viruses are present in this e‐mail. As our company cannot accept responsibility for any loss or damage arising from 
the use of this e‐mail or attachments we recommend that you subject these to your virus checking procedures prior 
to use. The views, opinions, conclusions and other informations expressed in this electronic mail are not given or 
endorsed by the company unless otherwise indicated by an authorized representative independent of this message. 
 

 

 

Virus-free. www.avast.com  
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: Cherie Carroll <cheriecarroll68@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, 9 June 2017 12:19 PM
To: James Cole
Subject: Wallerawang Power Station
Attachments: Biosis Wallerawang Power Station 001.jpg

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi James, 
How are you, it’s been a while since we have spoken. Please register my corporation for this project, I look forward 
to hearing from you. 
Thanks  
Cherie Carroll Turrise 
Elder 

 

 

Virus-free. www.avast.com  
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: Muragadi <muragadi@yahoo.com.au>
Sent: Friday, 9 June 2017 12:09 PM
To: James Cole
Subject: Wallerawang Power Station
Attachments: biosis 001.jpg

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear James, 
Please find attached letter for the above project. 
Cheers 
Jesse & Vickylee 

 

 

Virus-free. www.avast.com  
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Appendix 3 Stage 2: Presentation of information about the 

proposed project 



 

 

 

Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Lane Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydney@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

03 July 2017 
 
Tonilee Scott 
Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land Council 
149 Russell Street 
Bathurst NSW 2795 

 

Dear Tonilee 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – 
Project Information  

Our Ref: Matter: 21637 

The following information has been provided in accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation 
requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010a) (Consultation Requirements). The aim of this document is 
to provide Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) with information about the scope of the proposed project. 

Study area 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd (EA) (the proponent) is proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of 
the former Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation 
of the site (the project). The study area is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the 
Wallerawang Power Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, 
Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. One previously registered Aboriginal site, recorded 
on the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS# 45-1-0211), as located within the 
boundary of the study area. However, a review of the Site Card for this site indicated that it is likely located 
approximately 300 metres to the west of the study area. 

Project 

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (Consultation Requirements and Part 6 of the National 
Parks and Wildlife Act 1974, Biosis Pty Ltd (Biosis) is preparing an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment 
(ACHA) on behalf of EA. 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) process 
The assessment process includes the following steps: 

Background research 

This task will identify known Aboriginal sites, areas of potential archaeological deposit (PAD) and previous 
disturbance, and inform the predictive modelling for the study area. The following steps will be undertaken: 

 A search of the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) will be completed to 
identify registered sites in the vicinity of the study area. The results of the AHIMS search will be used 
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to obtain relevant site cards and relevant previously completed Aboriginal cultural heritage 
assessments. 

 Review of relevant reports identified through the AHIMS search. 

 Review of aerial photographs and other resources to gauge the existing landscape and previous 
history of land disturbance. 

 Review of the historical heritage databases. 

 A brief summary of the historical uses of the study area. 

Consultation with the Aboriginal community 

This task will allow the Aboriginal community the opportunity to participate in decisions regarding the 
management of their cultural heritage by providing proponents information regarding cultural significance 
and inputting into management options. 

Aboriginal community consultation will be undertaken in accordance with the consultation requirements, 
which includes: 

 COMPLETED. Biosis ascertained the names of Aboriginal people or groups who may hold cultural 
knowledge relevant to determining the significance of Aboriginal objects and/ or places within the 
proposed study area. This included writing to the following: 

– Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) 

– Lithgow Local Aboriginal Land Council (LALC) 

– Office of the Registrar (Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983) 

– National Native Title Tribunal (NNTT) 

– Native Title Services Corporation Limited (NTSCORP Limited) 

– Lithgow City Council 

– Central Tablelands Local Land Services 

 COMPLETED. Biosis undertook the 'Placement of Notification’ (Public Notice) in the Lithgow Mercury 
on behalf of EA, that included details of the proponent, the project, the exact location and 
statement of the purpose of the community consultation to assist with the preparation of the ACHA 
and to provide sufficient information for the consideration of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as 
part of the development application. The Public Notice was also an invitation for Aboriginal people 
who hold relevant cultural knowledge about the study area to register an interest in the process of 
community consultation. A closing date for registration was included and was no less than 14 days 
from the date of publication. Registration closed on 30 May 2017. 

 COMPLETED. Aboriginal people or groups identified were provided with notification of the 
proposed project via Biosis and given the opportunity to be involved in consultation. Registrations 
of interest closed on 16 June 2017. 

 A list of Aboriginal people or groups who register an interest in the project will be forwarded to the 
OEH and the LALC by Biosis no later than 28 days following close of registration. 

 This document outlines the details of the proposed project for RAPs. 

 Biosis will provide details of the project methodology for the archaeological assessment and survey 
to the RAPs. The RAPs must be given an opportunity to review and provide feedback to the 
proponent within a minimum of 28 days of Biosis providing the methodology document. 
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 Selected representatives of the RAPs will be given the opportunity to participate in the 
archaeological survey of the study area. 

 The DRAFT Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and Archaeological Report (AR) 
will be provided to all RAPs for comment – the proponent must allow 28 days for comment. All 
comments and correspondence sent and received regarding the project will be included in the final 
report in an appendix. 

Field survey  

The Aboriginal archaeological survey of the study area will be undertaken in accordance with the guidelines 
outlined in Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (DECCW 2010b) (the 
code) in order to identify any previously unknown Aboriginal objects, sites or places. If identified, these will 
be recorded to the required standard. Should any sites of significance be identified the location and extent 
shall be recorded on MGA coordinates to enable overlay with the site plans.  

Registered sites in the near vicinity of the study area will be visited to ensure they will not be impacted by 
the project. This task will assist in the assessment of disturbance and with the predictive modelling for areas 
of potential archaeological deposit. It will also assist with the assessment of whether the project is likely to 
impact on undiscovered Aboriginal objects and /or places. 

Reporting 

A draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and Archaeological Report (AR) will be 
prepared in accordance with the code and will include: 

 Background and project description. 

 A summary and analysis of the findings including the presence and location of registered or 
undiscovered Aboriginal artefacts or heritage items within proximity of the study area. 

 A summary of any other relevant studies or surveys which have relevance to the assessment area. 

 A summary of the landscape features of the site which may indicate a history of Aboriginal activity. 

 A summary of previous land use that may have affected the retention of intact Aboriginal 
archaeology in the landscape. 

 The potential or likelihood for the project to uncover or expose potential undiscovered Aboriginal 
objects. 

 Legislative implications of the project. 

 Recommendations and justification for further assessment (if required). 

 Mitigation measures (if any) required for the project to proceed. 

 Mapping will be carried out to show the location of registered and newly located (if any) Aboriginal 
sites in relation to the project. 

As part of this methodology, RAPs will be provided with the draft ACHAR and AR for comment and allowed 
28 days for review.  

The final ACHAR will incorporate all comments. 

Project Schedule 
The proposed schedule and broad time allocations for the consultation stages are summarised below. 
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Action Timeframe Notes 

Commencement of Aboriginal community 
Consultation – advertising of project, notification 
to stakeholders etc. 

Completed Project advertised in the Lithgow 
Mercury on 19 May 2017; notices 
sent to Aboriginal parties on 2 June 
2017. 

Aboriginal stakeholder registration period. Completed  Registration period expired on16 
June 2017. 

Provision of client-reviewed DRAFT Methodology 
Document to registered Aboriginal stakeholders 
for review and comment – these methods will 
form the basis for all archaeological and cultural 
heritage work. 

3 July 2017 to 31 July 
2017 

28 days review time allowed under 
OEH Consultation Requirements. 

Information gathering. Ongoing Until finalisation of reporting. 

Archaeological survey of the study area TBC1  

Review of the draft ACHAR and AR. TBC 28 days review time allowed under 
OEH Aboriginal Consultation 
Requirements. 

Final ACHAR and AR. TBC  

Responsibilities and roles 
As part of the consultation process, RAPs are expected to respond to requests for cultural information and 
comment on draft reporting, as appropriate in accordance with their role specified in the Consultation 
Requirements (DECCW 2010a, p. 16). Biosis and the proponent, in accordance with their role under the 
Consultation Requirements, will consult with the Aboriginal community by supplying suitable project 
information and providing the opportunity for Aboriginal stakeholders to provide input into the heritage 
management process (DECCW 2010a, pp. 16-17; DECCW 2010b). 

Each section of the methodology will be undertaken in consultation with the Aboriginal stakeholders. Biosis 
invites Aboriginal stakeholders to provide culturally appropriate information via mail, email or phone with 
regards to this project. 

Cultural information provided will be recorded in the Aboriginal consultation log and discussed in the Draft 
ACHAR. If the information is regarded as too sensitive to be made public then the Aboriginal stakeholder 
should advise Biosis and identify the nature of the sensitivity. Biosis will then arrange for the recording of 
the information in accordance with its sensitivity. Documents which hold sensitive information will clearly 
list, on the front cover, who can have access to the document. These documents will be stored securely. 

                                                         

1 TBC = to be confirmed. 
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If you have any queries regarding the project or the information in this letter, please don't hesitate to 
contact me in the office on (02) 9101 8700. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
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Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Lane Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydney@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

03 July 2017 
 
Cherie Carroll Turrise 
Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation 
1 Bellevue Place 
Portland NSW 2847 

 

Dear Cherie 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – 
Project Information  

Our Ref: Matter: 21637 

The following information has been provided in accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation 
requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010a) (Consultation Requirements). The aim of this document is 
to provide Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) with information about the scope of the proposed project. 

Study area 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd (EA) (the proponent) is proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of 
the former Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation 
of the site (the project). The study area is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the 
Wallerawang Power Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, 
Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. One previously registered Aboriginal site, recorded 
on the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS# 45-1-0211), as located within the 
boundary of the study area. However, a review of the Site Card for this site indicated that it is likely located 
approximately 300 metres to the west of the study area. 

Project 

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (Consultation Requirements and Part 6 of the National 
Parks and Wildlife Act 1974, Biosis Pty Ltd (Biosis) is preparing an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment 
(ACHA) on behalf of EA. 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) process 
The assessment process includes the following steps: 

Background research 

This task will identify known Aboriginal sites, areas of potential archaeological deposit (PAD) and previous 
disturbance, and inform the predictive modelling for the study area. The following steps will be undertaken: 

 A search of the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) will be completed to 
identify registered sites in the vicinity of the study area. The results of the AHIMS search will be used 
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to obtain relevant site cards and relevant previously completed Aboriginal cultural heritage 
assessments. 

 Review of relevant reports identified through the AHIMS search. 

 Review of aerial photographs and other resources to gauge the existing landscape and previous 
history of land disturbance. 

 Review of the historical heritage databases. 

 A brief summary of the historical uses of the study area. 

Consultation with the Aboriginal community 

This task will allow the Aboriginal community the opportunity to participate in decisions regarding the 
management of their cultural heritage by providing proponents information regarding cultural significance 
and inputting into management options. 

Aboriginal community consultation will be undertaken in accordance with the consultation requirements, 
which includes: 

 COMPLETED. Biosis ascertained the names of Aboriginal people or groups who may hold cultural 
knowledge relevant to determining the significance of Aboriginal objects and/ or places within the 
proposed study area. This included writing to the following: 

– Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) 

– Lithgow Local Aboriginal Land Council (LALC) 

– Office of the Registrar (Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983) 

– National Native Title Tribunal (NNTT) 

– Native Title Services Corporation Limited (NTSCORP Limited) 

– Lithgow City Council 

– Central Tablelands Local Land Services 

 COMPLETED. Biosis undertook the 'Placement of Notification’ (Public Notice) in the Lithgow Mercury 
on behalf of EA, that included details of the proponent, the project, the exact location and 
statement of the purpose of the community consultation to assist with the preparation of the ACHA 
and to provide sufficient information for the consideration of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as 
part of the development application. The Public Notice was also an invitation for Aboriginal people 
who hold relevant cultural knowledge about the study area to register an interest in the process of 
community consultation. A closing date for registration was included and was no less than 14 days 
from the date of publication. Registration closed on 30 May 2017. 

 COMPLETED. Aboriginal people or groups identified were provided with notification of the 
proposed project via Biosis and given the opportunity to be involved in consultation. Registrations 
of interest closed on 16 June 2017. 

 A list of Aboriginal people or groups who register an interest in the project will be forwarded to the 
OEH and the LALC by Biosis no later than 28 days following close of registration. 

 This document outlines the details of the proposed project for RAPs. 

 Biosis will provide details of the project methodology for the archaeological assessment and survey 
to the RAPs. The RAPs must be given an opportunity to review and provide feedback to the 
proponent within a minimum of 28 days of Biosis providing the methodology document. 
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 Selected representatives of the RAPs will be given the opportunity to participate in the 
archaeological survey of the study area. 

 The DRAFT Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and Archaeological Report (AR) 
will be provided to all RAPs for comment – the proponent must allow 28 days for comment. All 
comments and correspondence sent and received regarding the project will be included in the final 
report in an appendix. 

Field survey  

The Aboriginal archaeological survey of the study area will be undertaken in accordance with the guidelines 
outlined in Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (DECCW 2010b) (the 
code) in order to identify any previously unknown Aboriginal objects, sites or places. If identified, these will 
be recorded to the required standard. Should any sites of significance be identified the location and extent 
shall be recorded on MGA coordinates to enable overlay with the site plans.  

Registered sites in the near vicinity of the study area will be visited to ensure they will not be impacted by 
the project. This task will assist in the assessment of disturbance and with the predictive modelling for areas 
of potential archaeological deposit. It will also assist with the assessment of whether the project is likely to 
impact on undiscovered Aboriginal objects and /or places. 

Reporting 

A draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and Archaeological Report (AR) will be 
prepared in accordance with the code and will include: 

 Background and project description. 

 A summary and analysis of the findings including the presence and location of registered or 
undiscovered Aboriginal artefacts or heritage items within proximity of the study area. 

 A summary of any other relevant studies or surveys which have relevance to the assessment area. 

 A summary of the landscape features of the site which may indicate a history of Aboriginal activity. 

 A summary of previous land use that may have affected the retention of intact Aboriginal 
archaeology in the landscape. 

 The potential or likelihood for the project to uncover or expose potential undiscovered Aboriginal 
objects. 

 Legislative implications of the project. 

 Recommendations and justification for further assessment (if required). 

 Mitigation measures (if any) required for the project to proceed. 

 Mapping will be carried out to show the location of registered and newly located (if any) Aboriginal 
sites in relation to the project. 

As part of this methodology, RAPs will be provided with the draft ACHAR and AR for comment and allowed 
28 days for review.  

The final ACHAR will incorporate all comments. 

Project Schedule 
The proposed schedule and broad time allocations for the consultation stages are summarised below. 
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Action Timeframe Notes 

Commencement of Aboriginal community 
Consultation – advertising of project, notification 
to stakeholders etc. 

Completed Project advertised in the Lithgow 
Mercury on 19 May 2017; notices 
sent to Aboriginal parties on 2 June 
2017. 

Aboriginal stakeholder registration period. Completed  Registration period expired on16 
June 2017. 

Provision of client-reviewed DRAFT Methodology 
Document to registered Aboriginal stakeholders 
for review and comment – these methods will 
form the basis for all archaeological and cultural 
heritage work. 

3 July 2017 to 31 July 
2017 

28 days review time allowed under 
OEH Consultation Requirements. 

Information gathering. Ongoing Until finalisation of reporting. 

Archaeological survey of the study area TBC2  

Review of the draft ACHAR and AR. TBC 28 days review time allowed under 
OEH Aboriginal Consultation 
Requirements. 

Final ACHAR and AR. TBC  

Responsibilities and roles 
As part of the consultation process, RAPs are expected to respond to requests for cultural information and 
comment on draft reporting, as appropriate in accordance with their role specified in the Consultation 
Requirements (DECCW 2010a, p. 16). Biosis and the proponent, in accordance with their role under the 
Consultation Requirements, will consult with the Aboriginal community by supplying suitable project 
information and providing the opportunity for Aboriginal stakeholders to provide input into the heritage 
management process (DECCW 2010a, pp. 16-17; DECCW 2010b). 

Each section of the methodology will be undertaken in consultation with the Aboriginal stakeholders. Biosis 
invites Aboriginal stakeholders to provide culturally appropriate information via mail, email or phone with 
regards to this project. 

Cultural information provided will be recorded in the Aboriginal consultation log and discussed in the Draft 
ACHAR. If the information is regarded as too sensitive to be made public then the Aboriginal stakeholder 
should advise Biosis and identify the nature of the sensitivity. Biosis will then arrange for the recording of 
the information in accordance with its sensitivity. Documents which hold sensitive information will clearly 
list, on the front cover, who can have access to the document. These documents will be stored securely. 

                                                         

2 TBC = to be confirmed. 
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If you have any queries regarding the project or the information in this letter, please don't hesitate to 
contact me in the office on (02) 9101 8700. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
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Dear Jesse Johnson & Vickylee Paddison 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – 
Project Information  

Our Ref: Matter: 21637 

The following information has been provided in accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation 
requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010a) (Consultation Requirements). The aim of this document is 
to provide Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) with information about the scope of the proposed project. 

Study area 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd (EA) (the proponent) is proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of 
the former Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation 
of the site (the project). The study area is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the 
Wallerawang Power Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, 
Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. One previously registered Aboriginal site, recorded 
on the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS# 45-1-0211), as located within the 
boundary of the study area. However, a review of the Site Card for this site indicated that it is likely located 
approximately 300 metres to the west of the study area. 

Project 

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (Consultation Requirements and Part 6 of the National 
Parks and Wildlife Act 1974, Biosis Pty Ltd (Biosis) is preparing an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment 
(ACHA) on behalf of EA. 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) process 
The assessment process includes the following steps: 

Background research 

This task will identify known Aboriginal sites, areas of potential archaeological deposit (PAD) and previous 
disturbance, and inform the predictive modelling for the study area. The following steps will be undertaken: 

 A search of the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) will be completed to 
identify registered sites in the vicinity of the study area. The results of the AHIMS search will be used 
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to obtain relevant site cards and relevant previously completed Aboriginal cultural heritage 
assessments. 

 Review of relevant reports identified through the AHIMS search. 

 Review of aerial photographs and other resources to gauge the existing landscape and previous 
history of land disturbance. 

 Review of the historical heritage databases. 

 A brief summary of the historical uses of the study area. 

Consultation with the Aboriginal community 

This task will allow the Aboriginal community the opportunity to participate in decisions regarding the 
management of their cultural heritage by providing proponents information regarding cultural significance 
and inputting into management options. 

Aboriginal community consultation will be undertaken in accordance with the consultation requirements, 
which includes: 

 COMPLETED. Biosis ascertained the names of Aboriginal people or groups who may hold cultural 
knowledge relevant to determining the significance of Aboriginal objects and/ or places within the 
proposed study area. This included writing to the following: 

– Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) 

– Lithgow Local Aboriginal Land Council (LALC) 

– Office of the Registrar (Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983) 

– National Native Title Tribunal (NNTT) 

– Native Title Services Corporation Limited (NTSCORP Limited) 

– Lithgow City Council 

– Central Tablelands Local Land Services 

 COMPLETED. Biosis undertook the 'Placement of Notification’ (Public Notice) in the Lithgow Mercury 
on behalf of EA, that included details of the proponent, the project, the exact location and 
statement of the purpose of the community consultation to assist with the preparation of the ACHA 
and to provide sufficient information for the consideration of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as 
part of the development application. The Public Notice was also an invitation for Aboriginal people 
who hold relevant cultural knowledge about the study area to register an interest in the process of 
community consultation. A closing date for registration was included and was no less than 14 days 
from the date of publication. Registration closed on 30 May 2017. 

 COMPLETED. Aboriginal people or groups identified were provided with notification of the 
proposed project via Biosis and given the opportunity to be involved in consultation. Registrations 
of interest closed on 16 June 2017. 

 A list of Aboriginal people or groups who register an interest in the project will be forwarded to the 
OEH and the LALC by Biosis no later than 28 days following close of registration. 

 This document outlines the details of the proposed project for RAPs. 

 Biosis will provide details of the project methodology for the archaeological assessment and survey 
to the RAPs. The RAPs must be given an opportunity to review and provide feedback to the 
proponent within a minimum of 28 days of Biosis providing the methodology document. 
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 Selected representatives of the RAPs will be given the opportunity to participate in the 
archaeological survey of the study area. 

 The DRAFT Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and Archaeological Report (AR) 
will be provided to all RAPs for comment – the proponent must allow 28 days for comment. All 
comments and correspondence sent and received regarding the project will be included in the final 
report in an appendix. 

Field survey  

The Aboriginal archaeological survey of the study area will be undertaken in accordance with the guidelines 
outlined in Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (DECCW 2010b) (the 
code) in order to identify any previously unknown Aboriginal objects, sites or places. If identified, these will 
be recorded to the required standard. Should any sites of significance be identified the location and extent 
shall be recorded on MGA coordinates to enable overlay with the site plans.  

Registered sites in the near vicinity of the study area will be visited to ensure they will not be impacted by 
the project. This task will assist in the assessment of disturbance and with the predictive modelling for areas 
of potential archaeological deposit. It will also assist with the assessment of whether the project is likely to 
impact on undiscovered Aboriginal objects and /or places. 

Reporting 

A draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and Archaeological Report (AR) will be 
prepared in accordance with the code and will include: 

 Background and project description. 

 A summary and analysis of the findings including the presence and location of registered or 
undiscovered Aboriginal artefacts or heritage items within proximity of the study area. 

 A summary of any other relevant studies or surveys which have relevance to the assessment area. 

 A summary of the landscape features of the site which may indicate a history of Aboriginal activity. 

 A summary of previous land use that may have affected the retention of intact Aboriginal 
archaeology in the landscape. 

 The potential or likelihood for the project to uncover or expose potential undiscovered Aboriginal 
objects. 

 Legislative implications of the project. 

 Recommendations and justification for further assessment (if required). 

 Mitigation measures (if any) required for the project to proceed. 

 Mapping will be carried out to show the location of registered and newly located (if any) Aboriginal 
sites in relation to the project. 

As part of this methodology, RAPs will be provided with the draft ACHAR and AR for comment and allowed 
28 days for review.  

The final ACHAR will incorporate all comments. 

Project Schedule 
The proposed schedule and broad time allocations for the consultation stages are summarised below. 
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Action Timeframe Notes 

Commencement of Aboriginal community 
Consultation – advertising of project, notification 
to stakeholders etc. 

Completed Project advertised in the Lithgow 
Mercury on 19 May 2017; notices 
sent to Aboriginal parties on 2 June 
2017. 

Aboriginal stakeholder registration period. Completed  Registration period expired on16 
June 2017. 

Provision of client-reviewed DRAFT Methodology 
Document to registered Aboriginal stakeholders 
for review and comment – these methods will 
form the basis for all archaeological and cultural 
heritage work. 

3 July 2017 to 31 July 
2017 

28 days review time allowed under 
OEH Consultation Requirements. 

Information gathering. Ongoing Until finalisation of reporting. 

Archaeological survey of the study area TBC3  

Review of the draft ACHAR and AR. TBC 28 days review time allowed under 
OEH Aboriginal Consultation 
Requirements. 

Final ACHAR and AR. TBC  

Responsibilities and roles 
As part of the consultation process, RAPs are expected to respond to requests for cultural information and 
comment on draft reporting, as appropriate in accordance with their role specified in the Consultation 
Requirements (DECCW 2010a, p. 16). Biosis and the proponent, in accordance with their role under the 
Consultation Requirements, will consult with the Aboriginal community by supplying suitable project 
information and providing the opportunity for Aboriginal stakeholders to provide input into the heritage 
management process (DECCW 2010a, pp. 16-17; DECCW 2010b). 

Each section of the methodology will be undertaken in consultation with the Aboriginal stakeholders. Biosis 
invites Aboriginal stakeholders to provide culturally appropriate information via mail, email or phone with 
regards to this project. 

Cultural information provided will be recorded in the Aboriginal consultation log and discussed in the Draft 
ACHAR. If the information is regarded as too sensitive to be made public then the Aboriginal stakeholder 
should advise Biosis and identify the nature of the sensitivity. Biosis will then arrange for the recording of 
the information in accordance with its sensitivity. Documents which hold sensitive information will clearly 
list, on the front cover, who can have access to the document. These documents will be stored securely. 

                                                         

3 TBC = to be confirmed. 
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If you have any queries regarding the project or the information in this letter, please don't hesitate to 
contact me in the office on (02) 9101 8700. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
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Dear Darleen 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – 
Project Information  

Our Ref: Matter: 21637 

The following information has been provided in accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation 
requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010a) (Consultation Requirements). The aim of this document is 
to provide Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) with information about the scope of the proposed project. 

Study area 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd (EA) (the proponent) is proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of 
the former Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation 
of the site (the project). The study area is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the 
Wallerawang Power Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, 
Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. One previously registered Aboriginal site, recorded 
on the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS# 45-1-0211), as located within the 
boundary of the study area. However, a review of the Site Card for this site indicated that it is likely located 
approximately 300 metres to the west of the study area. 

Project 

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (Consultation Requirements and Part 6 of the National 
Parks and Wildlife Act 1974, Biosis Pty Ltd (Biosis) is preparing an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment 
(ACHA) on behalf of EA. 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) process 
The assessment process includes the following steps: 

Background research 

This task will identify known Aboriginal sites, areas of potential archaeological deposit (PAD) and previous 
disturbance, and inform the predictive modelling for the study area. The following steps will be undertaken: 

 A search of the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) will be completed to 
identify registered sites in the vicinity of the study area. The results of the AHIMS search will be used 
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to obtain relevant site cards and relevant previously completed Aboriginal cultural heritage 
assessments. 

 Review of relevant reports identified through the AHIMS search. 

 Review of aerial photographs and other resources to gauge the existing landscape and previous 
history of land disturbance. 

 Review of the historical heritage databases. 

 A brief summary of the historical uses of the study area. 

Consultation with the Aboriginal community 

This task will allow the Aboriginal community the opportunity to participate in decisions regarding the 
management of their cultural heritage by providing proponents information regarding cultural significance 
and inputting into management options. 

Aboriginal community consultation will be undertaken in accordance with the consultation requirements, 
which includes: 

 COMPLETED. Biosis ascertained the names of Aboriginal people or groups who may hold cultural 
knowledge relevant to determining the significance of Aboriginal objects and/ or places within the 
proposed study area. This included writing to the following: 

– Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) 

– Lithgow Local Aboriginal Land Council (LALC) 

– Office of the Registrar (Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983) 

– National Native Title Tribunal (NNTT) 

– Native Title Services Corporation Limited (NTSCORP Limited) 

– Lithgow City Council 

– Central Tablelands Local Land Services 

 COMPLETED. Biosis undertook the 'Placement of Notification’ (Public Notice) in the Lithgow Mercury 
on behalf of EA, that included details of the proponent, the project, the exact location and 
statement of the purpose of the community consultation to assist with the preparation of the ACHA 
and to provide sufficient information for the consideration of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as 
part of the development application. The Public Notice was also an invitation for Aboriginal people 
who hold relevant cultural knowledge about the study area to register an interest in the process of 
community consultation. A closing date for registration was included and was no less than 14 days 
from the date of publication. Registration closed on 30 May 2017. 

 COMPLETED. Aboriginal people or groups identified were provided with notification of the 
proposed project via Biosis and given the opportunity to be involved in consultation. Registrations 
of interest closed on 16 June 2017. 

 A list of Aboriginal people or groups who register an interest in the project will be forwarded to the 
OEH and the LALC by Biosis no later than 28 days following close of registration. 

 This document outlines the details of the proposed project for RAPs. 

 Biosis will provide details of the project methodology for the archaeological assessment and survey 
to the RAPs. The RAPs must be given an opportunity to review and provide feedback to the 
proponent within a minimum of 28 days of Biosis providing the methodology document. 
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 Selected representatives of the RAPs will be given the opportunity to participate in the 
archaeological survey of the study area. 

 The DRAFT Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and Archaeological Report (AR) 
will be provided to all RAPs for comment – the proponent must allow 28 days for comment. All 
comments and correspondence sent and received regarding the project will be included in the final 
report in an appendix. 

Field survey  

The Aboriginal archaeological survey of the study area will be undertaken in accordance with the guidelines 
outlined in Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (DECCW 2010b) (the 
code) in order to identify any previously unknown Aboriginal objects, sites or places. If identified, these will 
be recorded to the required standard. Should any sites of significance be identified the location and extent 
shall be recorded on MGA coordinates to enable overlay with the site plans.  

Registered sites in the near vicinity of the study area will be visited to ensure they will not be impacted by 
the project. This task will assist in the assessment of disturbance and with the predictive modelling for areas 
of potential archaeological deposit. It will also assist with the assessment of whether the project is likely to 
impact on undiscovered Aboriginal objects and /or places. 

Reporting 

A draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and Archaeological Report (AR) will be 
prepared in accordance with the code and will include: 

 Background and project description. 

 A summary and analysis of the findings including the presence and location of registered or 
undiscovered Aboriginal artefacts or heritage items within proximity of the study area. 

 A summary of any other relevant studies or surveys which have relevance to the assessment area. 

 A summary of the landscape features of the site which may indicate a history of Aboriginal activity. 

 A summary of previous land use that may have affected the retention of intact Aboriginal 
archaeology in the landscape. 

 The potential or likelihood for the project to uncover or expose potential undiscovered Aboriginal 
objects. 

 Legislative implications of the project. 

 Recommendations and justification for further assessment (if required). 

 Mitigation measures (if any) required for the project to proceed. 

 Mapping will be carried out to show the location of registered and newly located (if any) Aboriginal 
sites in relation to the project. 

As part of this methodology, RAPs will be provided with the draft ACHAR and AR for comment and allowed 
28 days for review.  

The final ACHAR will incorporate all comments. 

Project Schedule 
The proposed schedule and broad time allocations for the consultation stages are summarised below. 
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Action Timeframe Notes 

Commencement of Aboriginal community 
Consultation – advertising of project, notification 
to stakeholders etc. 

Completed Project advertised in the Lithgow 
Mercury on 19 May 2017; notices 
sent to Aboriginal parties on 2 June 
2017. 

Aboriginal stakeholder registration period. Completed  Registration period expired on16 
June 2017. 

Provision of client-reviewed DRAFT Methodology 
Document to registered Aboriginal stakeholders 
for review and comment – these methods will 
form the basis for all archaeological and cultural 
heritage work. 

3 July 2017 to 31 July 
2017 

28 days review time allowed under 
OEH Consultation Requirements. 

Information gathering. Ongoing Until finalisation of reporting. 

Archaeological survey of the study area TBC4  

Review of the draft ACHAR and AR. TBC 28 days review time allowed under 
OEH Aboriginal Consultation 
Requirements. 

Final ACHAR and AR. TBC  

Responsibilities and roles 
As part of the consultation process, RAPs are expected to respond to requests for cultural information and 
comment on draft reporting, as appropriate in accordance with their role specified in the Consultation 
Requirements (DECCW 2010a, p. 16). Biosis and the proponent, in accordance with their role under the 
Consultation Requirements, will consult with the Aboriginal community by supplying suitable project 
information and providing the opportunity for Aboriginal stakeholders to provide input into the heritage 
management process (DECCW 2010a, pp. 16-17; DECCW 2010b). 

Each section of the methodology will be undertaken in consultation with the Aboriginal stakeholders. Biosis 
invites Aboriginal stakeholders to provide culturally appropriate information via mail, email or phone with 
regards to this project. 

Cultural information provided will be recorded in the Aboriginal consultation log and discussed in the Draft 
ACHAR. If the information is regarded as too sensitive to be made public then the Aboriginal stakeholder 
should advise Biosis and identify the nature of the sensitivity. Biosis will then arrange for the recording of 
the information in accordance with its sensitivity. Documents which hold sensitive information will clearly 
list, on the front cover, who can have access to the document. These documents will be stored securely. 

                                                         

4 TBC = to be confirmed. 
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If you have any queries regarding the project or the information in this letter, please don't hesitate to 
contact me in the office on (02) 9101 8700. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
 



  

6 

 

 

References 
Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water. 2010a. Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation 
requirements for proponents 2010. NSW Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water, Sydney 
NSW.  

Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water. 2010b. Code of practice for Archaeological 
Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales 2010. NSW Department of Environment, Climate 
Change and Water, Sydney NSW. 



 

 

 

Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Lane Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015 Fax: 03 9646 9242 ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydney@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

03 July 2017 
 
Kristen Kerr 
Warrabinga Natiive Title Claimants Aboriginal Corporation 
PO Box 282 
Mudgee NSW 2850 

 

Dear Kristen 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – 
Project Information  

Our Ref: Matter: 21637 

The following information has been provided in accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation 
requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010a) (Consultation Requirements). The aim of this document is 
to provide Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) with information about the scope of the proposed project. 

Study area 

EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd (EA) (the proponent) is proposing to undertake works within the boundaries of 
the former Wallerawang Power Station as a part of the decommissioning, deconstruction and rehabilitation 
of the site (the project). The study area is located at 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW 2845, and includes the 
Wallerawang Power Station Main Site and the Ash Disposal Area including Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, 
Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam and the Lidsdale Cut. One previously registered Aboriginal site, recorded 
on the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS# 45-1-0211), as located within the 
boundary of the study area. However, a review of the Site Card for this site indicated that it is likely located 
approximately 300 metres to the west of the study area. 

Project 

In accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation 
Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010) (Consultation Requirements and Part 6 of the National 
Parks and Wildlife Act 1974, Biosis Pty Ltd (Biosis) is preparing an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment 
(ACHA) on behalf of EA. 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) process 
The assessment process includes the following steps: 

Background research 

This task will identify known Aboriginal sites, areas of potential archaeological deposit (PAD) and previous 
disturbance, and inform the predictive modelling for the study area. The following steps will be undertaken: 

 A search of the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) will be completed to 
identify registered sites in the vicinity of the study area. The results of the AHIMS search will be used 
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to obtain relevant site cards and relevant previously completed Aboriginal cultural heritage 
assessments. 

 Review of relevant reports identified through the AHIMS search. 

 Review of aerial photographs and other resources to gauge the existing landscape and previous 
history of land disturbance. 

 Review of the historical heritage databases. 

 A brief summary of the historical uses of the study area. 

Consultation with the Aboriginal community 

This task will allow the Aboriginal community the opportunity to participate in decisions regarding the 
management of their cultural heritage by providing proponents information regarding cultural significance 
and inputting into management options. 

Aboriginal community consultation will be undertaken in accordance with the consultation requirements, 
which includes: 

 COMPLETED. Biosis ascertained the names of Aboriginal people or groups who may hold cultural 
knowledge relevant to determining the significance of Aboriginal objects and/ or places within the 
proposed study area. This included writing to the following: 

– Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) 

– Lithgow Local Aboriginal Land Council (LALC) 

– Office of the Registrar (Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983) 

– National Native Title Tribunal (NNTT) 

– Native Title Services Corporation Limited (NTSCORP Limited) 

– Lithgow City Council 

– Central Tablelands Local Land Services 

 COMPLETED. Biosis undertook the 'Placement of Notification’ (Public Notice) in the Lithgow Mercury 
on behalf of EA, that included details of the proponent, the project, the exact location and 
statement of the purpose of the community consultation to assist with the preparation of the ACHA 
and to provide sufficient information for the consideration of Aboriginal cultural heritage values as 
part of the development application. The Public Notice was also an invitation for Aboriginal people 
who hold relevant cultural knowledge about the study area to register an interest in the process of 
community consultation. A closing date for registration was included and was no less than 14 days 
from the date of publication. Registration closed on 30 May 2017. 

 COMPLETED. Aboriginal people or groups identified were provided with notification of the 
proposed project via Biosis and given the opportunity to be involved in consultation. Registrations 
of interest closed on 16 June 2017. 

 A list of Aboriginal people or groups who register an interest in the project will be forwarded to the 
OEH and the LALC by Biosis no later than 28 days following close of registration. 

 This document outlines the details of the proposed project for RAPs. 

 Biosis will provide details of the project methodology for the archaeological assessment and survey 
to the RAPs. The RAPs must be given an opportunity to review and provide feedback to the 
proponent within a minimum of 28 days of Biosis providing the methodology document. 
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 Selected representatives of the RAPs will be given the opportunity to participate in the 
archaeological survey of the study area. 

 The DRAFT Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and Archaeological Report (AR) 
will be provided to all RAPs for comment – the proponent must allow 28 days for comment. All 
comments and correspondence sent and received regarding the project will be included in the final 
report in an appendix. 

Field survey  

The Aboriginal archaeological survey of the study area will be undertaken in accordance with the guidelines 
outlined in Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (DECCW 2010b) (the 
code) in order to identify any previously unknown Aboriginal objects, sites or places. If identified, these will 
be recorded to the required standard. Should any sites of significance be identified the location and extent 
shall be recorded on MGA coordinates to enable overlay with the site plans.  

Registered sites in the near vicinity of the study area will be visited to ensure they will not be impacted by 
the project. This task will assist in the assessment of disturbance and with the predictive modelling for areas 
of potential archaeological deposit. It will also assist with the assessment of whether the project is likely to 
impact on undiscovered Aboriginal objects and /or places. 

Reporting 

A draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and Archaeological Report (AR) will be 
prepared in accordance with the code and will include: 

 Background and project description. 

 A summary and analysis of the findings including the presence and location of registered or 
undiscovered Aboriginal artefacts or heritage items within proximity of the study area. 

 A summary of any other relevant studies or surveys which have relevance to the assessment area. 

 A summary of the landscape features of the site which may indicate a history of Aboriginal activity. 

 A summary of previous land use that may have affected the retention of intact Aboriginal 
archaeology in the landscape. 

 The potential or likelihood for the project to uncover or expose potential undiscovered Aboriginal 
objects. 

 Legislative implications of the project. 

 Recommendations and justification for further assessment (if required). 

 Mitigation measures (if any) required for the project to proceed. 

 Mapping will be carried out to show the location of registered and newly located (if any) Aboriginal 
sites in relation to the project. 

As part of this methodology, RAPs will be provided with the draft ACHAR and AR for comment and allowed 
28 days for review.  

The final ACHAR will incorporate all comments. 

Project Schedule 
The proposed schedule and broad time allocations for the consultation stages are summarised below. 
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Action Timeframe Notes 

Commencement of Aboriginal community 
Consultation – advertising of project, notification 
to stakeholders etc. 

Completed Project advertised in the Lithgow 
Mercury on 19 May 2017; notices 
sent to Aboriginal parties on 2 June 
2017. 

Aboriginal stakeholder registration period. Completed  Registration period expired on16 
June 2017. 

Provision of client-reviewed DRAFT Methodology 
Document to registered Aboriginal stakeholders 
for review and comment – these methods will 
form the basis for all archaeological and cultural 
heritage work. 

3 July 2017 to 31 July 
2017 

28 days review time allowed under 
OEH Consultation Requirements. 

Information gathering. Ongoing Until finalisation of reporting. 

Archaeological survey of the study area TBC5  

Review of the draft ACHAR and AR. TBC 28 days review time allowed under 
OEH Aboriginal Consultation 
Requirements. 

Final ACHAR and AR. TBC  

Responsibilities and roles 
As part of the consultation process, RAPs are expected to respond to requests for cultural information and 
comment on draft reporting, as appropriate in accordance with their role specified in the Consultation 
Requirements (DECCW 2010a, p. 16). Biosis and the proponent, in accordance with their role under the 
Consultation Requirements, will consult with the Aboriginal community by supplying suitable project 
information and providing the opportunity for Aboriginal stakeholders to provide input into the heritage 
management process (DECCW 2010a, pp. 16-17; DECCW 2010b). 

Each section of the methodology will be undertaken in consultation with the Aboriginal stakeholders. Biosis 
invites Aboriginal stakeholders to provide culturally appropriate information via mail, email or phone with 
regards to this project. 

Cultural information provided will be recorded in the Aboriginal consultation log and discussed in the Draft 
ACHAR. If the information is regarded as too sensitive to be made public then the Aboriginal stakeholder 
should advise Biosis and identify the nature of the sensitivity. Biosis will then arrange for the recording of 
the information in accordance with its sensitivity. Documents which hold sensitive information will clearly 
list, on the front cover, who can have access to the document. These documents will be stored securely. 

                                                         

5 TBC = to be confirmed. 
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If you have any queries regarding the project or the information in this letter, please don't hesitate to 
contact me in the office on (02) 9101 8700. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: James Cole
Sent: Monday, 3 July 2017 4:48 PM
To: 'bathlalc2@bigpond.com'
Subject: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - 

Project Information and Methodology
Attachments: 21637.Wallerawang.Information151.pdf; 21637.Wallerawang.Methodology151.pdf

Hi Tonilee, 
 
Thank you for your registration of interest in this project. Please find attached to this email a copy of the project 
information and project methodology documents provided under sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the Aboriginal cultural 
heritage consultation requirements for proponents (DECCW 2010) for your review and comment. It would be 
appreciated if you could provide feedback on these documents to Biosis by 4pm 31 July 2017. 
 
If you have any queries regarding the documents, please don’t hesitate to contact me. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
James 

 
James Cole 
Archaeologist 
M: 0437 856 233 
D: (02) 9101 8708 
E: jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting

 
 
The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain copyright material, or information 
that is confidential or is exempt from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this 
information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material 
from your computer. The views expressed in this email are those of the sender except where the sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of 
Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is free of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to 
that information by Biosis Pty Ltd personnel is strictly limited and controlled.  
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: James Cole
Sent: Monday, 3 July 2017 4:49 PM
To: 'cheriecarroll68@yahoo.com'
Subject: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - 

Project Information and Methodology
Attachments: 21637.Wallerawang.Information152.pdf; 21637.Wallerawang.Methodology152.pdf

Hi Cherie, 
 
Thank you for your registration of interest in this project. Please find attached to this email a copy of the project 
information and project methodology documents provided under sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the Aboriginal cultural 
heritage consultation requirements for proponents (DECCW 2010) for your review and comment. It would be 
appreciated if you could provide feedback on these documents to Biosis by 4pm 31 July 2017. 
 
If you have any queries regarding the documents, please don’t hesitate to contact me. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
James 
 

 
James Cole 
Archaeologist 
M: 0437 856 233 
D: (02) 9101 8708 
E: jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting

 
 
The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain copyright material, or information 
that is confidential or is exempt from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this 
information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material 
from your computer. The views expressed in this email are those of the sender except where the sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of 
Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is free of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to 
that information by Biosis Pty Ltd personnel is strictly limited and controlled.  
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: James Cole
Sent: Monday, 3 July 2017 4:49 PM
To: 'muragadi@yahoo.com.au'
Subject: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - 

Project Information and Methodology
Attachments: 21637.Wallerawang.Information153.pdf; 21637.Wallerawang.Methodology153.pdf

Hi Jesse and Vickylee, 
 
Thank you for your registration of interest in this project. Please find attached to this email a copy of the project 
information and project methodology documents provided under sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the Aboriginal cultural 
heritage consultation requirements for proponents (DECCW 2010) for your review and comment. It would be 
appreciated if you could provide feedback on these documents to Biosis by 4pm 31 July 2017. 
 
If you have any queries regarding the documents, please don’t hesitate to contact me. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
James 
 

 
James Cole 
Archaeologist 
M: 0437 856 233 
D: (02) 9101 8708 
E: jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting

 
 
The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain copyright material, or information 
that is confidential or is exempt from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this 
information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material 
from your computer. The views expressed in this email are those of the sender except where the sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of 
Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is free of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to 
that information by Biosis Pty Ltd personnel is strictly limited and controlled.  
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: James Cole
Sent: Monday, 3 July 2017 4:49 PM
To: 'murrabidgeemullangari@yahoo.com.au'
Subject: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - 

Project Information and Methodology
Attachments: 21637.Wallerawang.Information154.pdf; 21637.Wallerawang.Methodology154.pdf

Hi Darleen, 
 
Thank you for your registration of interest in this project. Please find attached to this email a copy of the project 
information and project methodology documents provided under sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the Aboriginal cultural 
heritage consultation requirements for proponents (DECCW 2010) for your review and comment. It would be 
appreciated if you could provide feedback on these documents to Biosis by 4pm 31 July 2017. 
 
If you have any queries regarding the documents, please don’t hesitate to contact me. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
James 
 

 
James Cole 
Archaeologist 
M: 0437 856 233 
D: (02) 9101 8708 
E: jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting

 
 
The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain copyright material, or information 
that is confidential or is exempt from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this 
information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material 
from your computer. The views expressed in this email are those of the sender except where the sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of 
Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is free of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to 
that information by Biosis Pty Ltd personnel is strictly limited and controlled.  
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: James Cole
Sent: Monday, 3 July 2017 4:48 PM
To: 'info@warrabinga.com.au'
Subject: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - 

Project Information and Methodology
Attachments: 21637.Wallerawang.Information155.pdf; 21637.Wallerawang.Methodology155.pdf

Hi Kristen, 
 
Thank you for your registration of interest in this project. Please find attached to this email a copy of the project 
information and project methodology documents provided under sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the Aboriginal cultural 
heritage consultation requirements for proponents (DECCW 2010) for your review and comment. It would be 
appreciated if you could provide feedback on these documents to Biosis by 4pm 31 July 2017. 
 
If you have any queries regarding the documents, please don’t hesitate to contact me. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
James 
 

 
James Cole 
Archaeologist 
M: 0437 856 233 
D: (02) 9101 8708 
E: jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting

 
 
The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain copyright material, or information 
that is confidential or is exempt from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this 
information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material 
from your computer. The views expressed in this email are those of the sender except where the sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of 
Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is free of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to 
that information by Biosis Pty Ltd personnel is strictly limited and controlled.  
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Appendix 4 Stage 3: Gathering information about cultural 

significance 



 

 

 

03 July 2017 
 
Tonilee Scott 
Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land Council 
149 Russell Street 
Bathurst NSW 2795 

 

Dear Tonilee 

 
RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Project 
Methodology  
Our Ref: Matter: 21637 
 

Thank you for your registration of interest in this project. Attached is information about the proposed 
project and the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) methodology. This document also includes 
the methodology for collecting information regarding cultural significance. 

We are seeking your input into the project methodology. It would be appreciated if you could provide 
feedback on the methodology to Biosis Pty Ltd by 4 pm 31 July 2017, either by email or return mail. 

Please address methodology feedback to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 
Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the Project or the information in this letter, please don't hesitate to 
contact me in the office on (02) 9101 8700. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
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Project Methodology  

The following information has been provided in accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation 
requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010b) (consultation requirements). The aim of this document is 
to provide registered Aboriginal parties (RAPs) with information about the proposed project methodology, 
including the survey strategy. 

Biosis has been engaged by Advisian on behalf of EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd to conduct an Aboriginal 
Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project (Figure 1, Figure 2). It is proposed to undertake a survey 
of the study area in accordance with the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of Aboriginal Objects 
in New South Wales (the code) (DECCW 2010a). 

Background 
Prior to completing this methodology, Biosis has undertaken background research into the study area, 
including an extensive Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) search and a review of 
related reports. The AHIMS search identified one registered Aboriginal site present within the study area, 
however did identify 93 sites in the 10 by 10 kilometre  search area (Figure 3). 

Predictive statements  
Based on the results of the AHIMS search, conducted with a 10 by 10 kilometre buffer centred on the study 
area (site types shown in Table 1), it is possible to form predictive statements for the site types likely to be 
identified within the study area. Some recorded sites consist of more than one element, for example 
artefacts and a modified tree, however for the purposes of this breakdown and the predictive modelling, all 
individual site types will be studied and compared. This explains why there are 107 results presented here, 
compared to the 93 sites identified in AHIMS. 

Table 1  AHIMS site frequencies in the vicinity of the study area (10 x 10km search area) 

Site type Number of occurrences Frequency (%) 

Aboriginal ceremony and dreaming 1 0.93 

Art 1 0.93 

Artefact 59 55.14 

Burial 2 1.87 

Grinding groove 8 7.48 

Modified tree 4 3.74 

PAD 7 6.54 

Shelter with art 5 4.67 

Shelter with deposit 19 17.76 

Stone arrangement 1 0.93 

Total 107 100.00 
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A simple analysis of the Aboriginal cultural heritage sites registered within the 10 kilometre buffer of the 
study area indicates that the dominant site type is artefact sites, accounting for 55.14% (n=59) of registered 
sites. Shelter with deposit sites are the second most frequent, making up 17.76% (n=19) of the sites in the 
area, followed by grinding grooves, PADs and shelters with art. Modified trees, stone arrangements, art and 
Aboriginal ceremonial and dreaming sites have also been recorded in small numbers in the vicinity of the 
study area. Shelter, art and grinding groove sites are highly dependent on the presence of sandstone 
outcroppings in the local geology, and as such are only expected to be present in location where 
appropriate outcrops are present. 

Two burial sites have been registered in the vicinity of the study area. Previous studies in the area have 
shown that the location of AHIMS 45-1-0048, being the burial of the Late King of Wallerawang, is incorrect 
due to early mapping techniques. It is considered likely that the site is more accurately located at the 
intersection of Duncan Street, the abandoned Wallerawang Colliery Railway Line and the Springvale Colliery 
Coal Conveyor (McIntyre 1993). If this assessment is correct, it places AHIMS 45-1-0048 to the north of the 
Castlereagh Highway, and outside of the current study area. 

S2 – AHIMS# 45-1-0211 

The site S2 is recorded on the AHIMS register a being located within the study area. The site was originally 
recorded by Rich and Baker in 1992 during a survey in advance of the proposed Springvale Conveyor, and 
consisted of approximately 100 stone artefacts in an area of 200 metres by 40 metres located on a low rise 
above and adjacent to Pipers Flat Creek. 

The site was in a poor condition when recorded, having been bulldozed previously, but it was considered 
that two of the quartz concentrations represented in situ working floors. The artefacts were primarily 
comprised of quartz, with a few quartzite and indurated mudstone flakes present. The site was subject to 
Section 90 “consent to destroy” (Consent#516) in July 1993 to make way for the construction of the coal 
conveyor. 

Based on a review of the mapping and location description provided on the site card, it appears that the 
destroyed site was actually located approximately 300 metres west of the study area, and not within it. 
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Aims of the survey 
The principle aims of the survey are to: 

 Undertake a systematic archaeological survey of the study area in accordance with the code, while 
targeting areas with the potential for Aboriginal heritage. 

 Identify and record Aboriginal archaeological sites visible on the ground surface. 

 Identify and record areas of PAD. 

Survey methodology 
The archaeological survey methods are intended to assess and understand the landforms and to determine 
whether any archaeological material from Aboriginal occupation or land use exists within the study area. 
Identification of natural soil deposits within the study area will be undertaken, if possible.   

Photographs and recording techniques will be incorporated into the survey including representative 
photographs of survey units, landforms, vegetation coverage, ground surface visibility and the recording of 
soil information for each survey unit. Any Aboriginal objects observed during the survey will be documented 
and photographed.  

Since this is purely a survey, no artefacts are to be removed from the site. The survey will be carried out in 
transects, following the methodology outlined in Burke and Smith (2004, p. 65). Team members will walk 
transects through the study area, scanning the ground surface in order to identify Aboriginal sites or objects 
present. 

Recording during the survey will follow the guidelines of the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH), in 
particular the Code of Practice for the Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales 
(DECCW 2010). Specific information that will be recorded during the survey includes: 

 Aboriginal objects or sites present in the study area 

 Survey coverage 

 Survey effectiveness 

 Any resources that may have potentially have been exploited by Aboriginal people 

 Landforms and general soil information 

 Photographs of the site indicating landforms 

 Evidence of disturbance 

 Aboriginal artefacts, culturally modified trees, shell middens or any other Aboriginal sites. 

Distinguishing landform elements and their association with Aboriginal cultural heritage will assist with the 
identification of site patterning, though with the awareness of the following limitations: 

 The degree of ground surface visibility (GSV) and amount of exposed areas can significantly bias the 
discovery of surface artefacts. 

 Cultural material exposed on the surface is not necessarily representative of the potential extent of 
the site (either horizontally or vertically). 
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Information about the presence of potentially exploitable resources helps contribute to predictions of the 
Aboriginal sites that may occur within the study area. Information about GSV, distance visibility (DV) and 
areas of exposures help to provide a general indication of the effectiveness of the survey for identifying 
Aboriginal cultural heritage exposed to the surface. Observable disturbances are also considered when 
assessing the integrity of known or potential sites in a study area. The location of Aboriginal cultural 
heritage and points marking the boundary of the landform elements will be recorded using a hand-held 
Global Positioning System and the Map Grid of Australia (94) coordinate system. 

Test Excavations 
Should the results of the survey determine that test excavation is necessary, then this excavation will be 
conducted in accordance with Requirement 16a of the code “…in order to understand site characteristics, 
local and regional prehistory and conservation requirements for the subject area…” (DECCW 2010a). 

The aim of the subsurface investigation under the code (if required) would be to characterise the extent, 
nature and archaeological (scientific) value of cultural heritage within the area of impact.  

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report 
Biosis will prepare an Archaeological Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) for the project. The main 
aim of the report is to document the assessment of potential development related impacts to Aboriginal 
cultural heritage and to formulate strategies to manage these impacts. Reporting will follow the guidelines 
of the OEH, in particular the code (DECCW 2010a) and the consultation guidelines (DECCW 2010b). 

The report will contain: 

 The Aboriginal consultation process undertaken  

 The environmental context 

 The Aboriginal archaeological context 

 The archaeological survey results  

 The test excavation results (if excavation is required) 

 An Aboriginal site significance assessment 

 An impact assessment 

 Appropriate management strategies 

 Maps relevant to the project.  

The RAPs will be provided with the draft ACHAR and their comments on the content will be sought. 

These comments, as well as responses to these comments by Biosis, will be documented in the final ACHAR. 
Biosis will consider and respond to all comments and will also explain how suggestions concerning 
management strategies were considered and/or implemented in the finalisation of the report (DECCW 
2010a, p. 6). 

Cultural Heritage Management strategies 
Strategies to manage development related impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage will be formulated 
through consultation with the RAPs (DECCW 2010b, pp. 1-15). The development of these strategies will be 
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principally based on the significance of this heritage, particularly its cultural and archaeological (scientific) 
value (DECCW 2010b, p. 13). 

As a starting point, Biosis will develop preliminary strategies based on the archaeological (significance) of 
cultural heritage relevant to the project. These strategies will also be influenced by: 

 Predicted impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage. 

 The planning approvals framework. 

 Best practice conservation principals; and the ethos of the Australia International Council on 
Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) Burra Charter (Australia ICOMOS 2013). 

These strategies will be presented to the RAPs in the draft ACHAR and their comments sought.  

All suggestions will be documented and described as they were understood by Biosis in the final ACHAR 
(DECCW 2010b, p. 6). In the final ACHAR Biosis will also explain how suggestions were considered and / or 
implemented in the finalisation of the management strategies (DECCW 2010b, p. 6). 
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03 July 2017 
 
Cherie Carroll Turrise 
Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation 
1 Bellevue Place 
Portland NSW 2847 

 

Dear Cherie 

 
RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Project 
Methodology  
Our Ref: Matter: 21637 
 

Thank you for your registration of interest in this project. Attached is information about the proposed 
project and the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) methodology. This document also includes 
the methodology for collecting information regarding cultural significance. 

We are seeking your input into the project methodology. It would be appreciated if you could provide 
feedback on the methodology to Biosis Pty Ltd by 4 pm 31 July 2017, either by email or return mail. 

Please address methodology feedback to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 
Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the Project or the information in this letter, please don't hesitate to 
contact me in the office on (02) 9101 8700. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
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Project Methodology  

The following information has been provided in accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation 
requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010b) (consultation requirements). The aim of this document is 
to provide registered Aboriginal parties (RAPs) with information about the proposed project methodology, 
including the survey strategy. 

Biosis has been engaged by Advisian on behalf of EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd to conduct an Aboriginal 
Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project (Figure 1, Figure 2). It is proposed to undertake a survey 
of the study area in accordance with the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of Aboriginal Objects 
in New South Wales (the code) (DECCW 2010a). 

Background 
Prior to completing this methodology, Biosis has undertaken background research into the study area, 
including an extensive Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) search and a review of 
related reports. The AHIMS search identified one registered Aboriginal site present within the study area, 
however did identify 93 sites in the 10 by 10 kilometre  search area (Figure 3). 

Predictive statements  
Based on the results of the AHIMS search, conducted with a 10 by 10 kilometre buffer centred on the study 
area (site types shown in Table 1), it is possible to form predictive statements for the site types likely to be 
identified within the study area. Some recorded sites consist of more than one element, for example 
artefacts and a modified tree, however for the purposes of this breakdown and the predictive modelling, all 
individual site types will be studied and compared. This explains why there are 107 results presented here, 
compared to the 93 sites identified in AHIMS. 

Table 1  AHIMS site frequencies in the vicinity of the study area (10 x 10km search area) 

Site type Number of occurrences Frequency (%) 

Aboriginal ceremony and dreaming 1 0.93 

Art 1 0.93 

Artefact 59 55.14 

Burial 2 1.87 

Grinding groove 8 7.48 

Modified tree 4 3.74 

PAD 7 6.54 

Shelter with art 5 4.67 

Shelter with deposit 19 17.76 

Stone arrangement 1 0.93 

Total 107 100.00 
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A simple analysis of the Aboriginal cultural heritage sites registered within the 10 kilometre buffer of the 
study area indicates that the dominant site type is artefact sites, accounting for 55.14% (n=59) of registered 
sites. Shelter with deposit sites are the second most frequent, making up 17.76% (n=19) of the sites in the 
area, followed by grinding grooves, PADs and shelters with art. Modified trees, stone arrangements, art and 
Aboriginal ceremonial and dreaming sites have also been recorded in small numbers in the vicinity of the 
study area. Shelter, art and grinding groove sites are highly dependent on the presence of sandstone 
outcroppings in the local geology, and as such are only expected to be present in location where 
appropriate outcrops are present. 

Two burial sites have been registered in the vicinity of the study area. Previous studies in the area have 
shown that the location of AHIMS 45-1-0048, being the burial of the Late King of Wallerawang, is incorrect 
due to early mapping techniques. It is considered likely that the site is more accurately located at the 
intersection of Duncan Street, the abandoned Wallerawang Colliery Railway Line and the Springvale Colliery 
Coal Conveyor (McIntyre 1993). If this assessment is correct, it places AHIMS 45-1-0048 to the north of the 
Castlereagh Highway, and outside of the current study area. 

S2 – AHIMS# 45-1-0211 

The site S2 is recorded on the AHIMS register a being located within the study area. The site was originally 
recorded by Rich and Baker in 1992 during a survey in advance of the proposed Springvale Conveyor, and 
consisted of approximately 100 stone artefacts in an area of 200 metres by 40 metres located on a low rise 
above and adjacent to Pipers Flat Creek. 

The site was in a poor condition when recorded, having been bulldozed previously, but it was considered 
that two of the quartz concentrations represented in situ working floors. The artefacts were primarily 
comprised of quartz, with a few quartzite and indurated mudstone flakes present. The site was subject to 
Section 90 “consent to destroy” (Consent#516) in July 1993 to make way for the construction of the coal 
conveyor. 

Based on a review of the mapping and location description provided on the site card, it appears that the 
destroyed site was actually located approximately 300 metres west of the study area, and not within it. 
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Aims of the survey 
The principle aims of the survey are to: 

 Undertake a systematic archaeological survey of the study area in accordance with the code, while 
targeting areas with the potential for Aboriginal heritage. 

 Identify and record Aboriginal archaeological sites visible on the ground surface. 

 Identify and record areas of PAD. 

Survey methodology 
The archaeological survey methods are intended to assess and understand the landforms and to determine 
whether any archaeological material from Aboriginal occupation or land use exists within the study area. 
Identification of natural soil deposits within the study area will be undertaken, if possible.   

Photographs and recording techniques will be incorporated into the survey including representative 
photographs of survey units, landforms, vegetation coverage, ground surface visibility and the recording of 
soil information for each survey unit. Any Aboriginal objects observed during the survey will be documented 
and photographed.  

Since this is purely a survey, no artefacts are to be removed from the site. The survey will be carried out in 
transects, following the methodology outlined in Burke and Smith (2004, p. 65). Team members will walk 
transects through the study area, scanning the ground surface in order to identify Aboriginal sites or objects 
present. 

Recording during the survey will follow the guidelines of the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH), in 
particular the Code of Practice for the Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales 
(DECCW 2010). Specific information that will be recorded during the survey includes: 

 Aboriginal objects or sites present in the study area 

 Survey coverage 

 Survey effectiveness 

 Any resources that may have potentially have been exploited by Aboriginal people 

 Landforms and general soil information 

 Photographs of the site indicating landforms 

 Evidence of disturbance 

 Aboriginal artefacts, culturally modified trees, shell middens or any other Aboriginal sites. 

Distinguishing landform elements and their association with Aboriginal cultural heritage will assist with the 
identification of site patterning, though with the awareness of the following limitations: 

 The degree of ground surface visibility (GSV) and amount of exposed areas can significantly bias the 
discovery of surface artefacts. 

 Cultural material exposed on the surface is not necessarily representative of the potential extent of 
the site (either horizontally or vertically). 
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Information about the presence of potentially exploitable resources helps contribute to predictions of the 
Aboriginal sites that may occur within the study area. Information about GSV, distance visibility (DV) and 
areas of exposures help to provide a general indication of the effectiveness of the survey for identifying 
Aboriginal cultural heritage exposed to the surface. Observable disturbances are also considered when 
assessing the integrity of known or potential sites in a study area. The location of Aboriginal cultural 
heritage and points marking the boundary of the landform elements will be recorded using a hand-held 
Global Positioning System and the Map Grid of Australia (94) coordinate system. 

Test Excavations 
Should the results of the survey determine that test excavation is necessary, then this excavation will be 
conducted in accordance with Requirement 16a of the code “…in order to understand site characteristics, 
local and regional prehistory and conservation requirements for the subject area…” (DECCW 2010a). 

The aim of the subsurface investigation under the code (if required) would be to characterise the extent, 
nature and archaeological (scientific) value of cultural heritage within the area of impact.  

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report 
Biosis will prepare an Archaeological Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) for the project. The main 
aim of the report is to document the assessment of potential development related impacts to Aboriginal 
cultural heritage and to formulate strategies to manage these impacts. Reporting will follow the guidelines 
of the OEH, in particular the code (DECCW 2010a) and the consultation guidelines (DECCW 2010b). 

The report will contain: 

 The Aboriginal consultation process undertaken  

 The environmental context 

 The Aboriginal archaeological context 

 The archaeological survey results  

 The test excavation results (if excavation is required) 

 An Aboriginal site significance assessment 

 An impact assessment 

 Appropriate management strategies 

 Maps relevant to the project.  

The RAPs will be provided with the draft ACHAR and their comments on the content will be sought. 

These comments, as well as responses to these comments by Biosis, will be documented in the final ACHAR. 
Biosis will consider and respond to all comments and will also explain how suggestions concerning 
management strategies were considered and/or implemented in the finalisation of the report (DECCW 
2010a, p. 6). 

Cultural Heritage Management strategies 
Strategies to manage development related impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage will be formulated 
through consultation with the RAPs (DECCW 2010b, pp. 1-15). The development of these strategies will be 
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principally based on the significance of this heritage, particularly its cultural and archaeological (scientific) 
value (DECCW 2010b, p. 13). 

As a starting point, Biosis will develop preliminary strategies based on the archaeological (significance) of 
cultural heritage relevant to the project. These strategies will also be influenced by: 

 Predicted impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage. 

 The planning approvals framework. 

 Best practice conservation principals; and the ethos of the Australia International Council on 
Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) Burra Charter (Australia ICOMOS 2013). 

These strategies will be presented to the RAPs in the draft ACHAR and their comments sought.  

All suggestions will be documented and described as they were understood by Biosis in the final ACHAR 
(DECCW 2010b, p. 6). In the final ACHAR Biosis will also explain how suggestions were considered and / or 
implemented in the finalisation of the management strategies (DECCW 2010b, p. 6). 
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03 July 2017 
 
Jesse Johnson & Vickylee Paddison  
Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation 
5 Hession Road 
Nelson NSW 2765 

 

Dear Jesse Johnson & Vickylee Paddison 

 
RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Project 
Methodology  
Our Ref: Matter: 21637 
 

Thank you for your registration of interest in this project. Attached is information about the proposed 
project and the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) methodology. This document also includes 
the methodology for collecting information regarding cultural significance. 

We are seeking your input into the project methodology. It would be appreciated if you could provide 
feedback on the methodology to Biosis Pty Ltd by 4 pm 31 July 2017, either by email or return mail. 

Please address methodology feedback to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 
Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the Project or the information in this letter, please don't hesitate to 
contact me in the office on (02) 9101 8700. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
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Project Methodology  

The following information has been provided in accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation 
requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010b) (consultation requirements). The aim of this document is 
to provide registered Aboriginal parties (RAPs) with information about the proposed project methodology, 
including the survey strategy. 

Biosis has been engaged by Advisian on behalf of EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd to conduct an Aboriginal 
Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project (Figure 1, Figure 2). It is proposed to undertake a survey 
of the study area in accordance with the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of Aboriginal Objects 
in New South Wales (the code) (DECCW 2010a). 

Background 
Prior to completing this methodology, Biosis has undertaken background research into the study area, 
including an extensive Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) search and a review of 
related reports. The AHIMS search identified one registered Aboriginal site present within the study area, 
however did identify 93 sites in the 10 by 10 kilometre  search area (Figure 3). 

Predictive statements  
Based on the results of the AHIMS search, conducted with a 10 by 10 kilometre buffer centred on the study 
area (site types shown in Table 1), it is possible to form predictive statements for the site types likely to be 
identified within the study area. Some recorded sites consist of more than one element, for example 
artefacts and a modified tree, however for the purposes of this breakdown and the predictive modelling, all 
individual site types will be studied and compared. This explains why there are 107 results presented here, 
compared to the 93 sites identified in AHIMS. 

Table 1  AHIMS site frequencies in the vicinity of the study area (10 x 10km search area) 

Site type Number of occurrences Frequency (%) 

Aboriginal ceremony and dreaming 1 0.93 

Art 1 0.93 

Artefact 59 55.14 

Burial 2 1.87 

Grinding groove 8 7.48 

Modified tree 4 3.74 

PAD 7 6.54 

Shelter with art 5 4.67 

Shelter with deposit 19 17.76 

Stone arrangement 1 0.93 

Total 107 100.00 
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A simple analysis of the Aboriginal cultural heritage sites registered within the 10 kilometre buffer of the 
study area indicates that the dominant site type is artefact sites, accounting for 55.14% (n=59) of registered 
sites. Shelter with deposit sites are the second most frequent, making up 17.76% (n=19) of the sites in the 
area, followed by grinding grooves, PADs and shelters with art. Modified trees, stone arrangements, art and 
Aboriginal ceremonial and dreaming sites have also been recorded in small numbers in the vicinity of the 
study area. Shelter, art and grinding groove sites are highly dependent on the presence of sandstone 
outcroppings in the local geology, and as such are only expected to be present in location where 
appropriate outcrops are present. 

Two burial sites have been registered in the vicinity of the study area. Previous studies in the area have 
shown that the location of AHIMS 45-1-0048, being the burial of the Late King of Wallerawang, is incorrect 
due to early mapping techniques. It is considered likely that the site is more accurately located at the 
intersection of Duncan Street, the abandoned Wallerawang Colliery Railway Line and the Springvale Colliery 
Coal Conveyor (McIntyre 1993). If this assessment is correct, it places AHIMS 45-1-0048 to the north of the 
Castlereagh Highway, and outside of the current study area. 

S2 – AHIMS# 45-1-0211 

The site S2 is recorded on the AHIMS register a being located within the study area. The site was originally 
recorded by Rich and Baker in 1992 during a survey in advance of the proposed Springvale Conveyor, and 
consisted of approximately 100 stone artefacts in an area of 200 metres by 40 metres located on a low rise 
above and adjacent to Pipers Flat Creek. 

The site was in a poor condition when recorded, having been bulldozed previously, but it was considered 
that two of the quartz concentrations represented in situ working floors. The artefacts were primarily 
comprised of quartz, with a few quartzite and indurated mudstone flakes present. The site was subject to 
Section 90 “consent to destroy” (Consent#516) in July 1993 to make way for the construction of the coal 
conveyor. 

Based on a review of the mapping and location description provided on the site card, it appears that the 
destroyed site was actually located approximately 300 metres west of the study area, and not within it. 
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Aims of the survey 
The principle aims of the survey are to: 

 Undertake a systematic archaeological survey of the study area in accordance with the code, while 
targeting areas with the potential for Aboriginal heritage. 

 Identify and record Aboriginal archaeological sites visible on the ground surface. 

 Identify and record areas of PAD. 

Survey methodology 
The archaeological survey methods are intended to assess and understand the landforms and to determine 
whether any archaeological material from Aboriginal occupation or land use exists within the study area. 
Identification of natural soil deposits within the study area will be undertaken, if possible.   

Photographs and recording techniques will be incorporated into the survey including representative 
photographs of survey units, landforms, vegetation coverage, ground surface visibility and the recording of 
soil information for each survey unit. Any Aboriginal objects observed during the survey will be documented 
and photographed.  

Since this is purely a survey, no artefacts are to be removed from the site. The survey will be carried out in 
transects, following the methodology outlined in Burke and Smith (2004, p. 65). Team members will walk 
transects through the study area, scanning the ground surface in order to identify Aboriginal sites or objects 
present. 

Recording during the survey will follow the guidelines of the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH), in 
particular the Code of Practice for the Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales 
(DECCW 2010). Specific information that will be recorded during the survey includes: 

 Aboriginal objects or sites present in the study area 

 Survey coverage 

 Survey effectiveness 

 Any resources that may have potentially have been exploited by Aboriginal people 

 Landforms and general soil information 

 Photographs of the site indicating landforms 

 Evidence of disturbance 

 Aboriginal artefacts, culturally modified trees, shell middens or any other Aboriginal sites. 

Distinguishing landform elements and their association with Aboriginal cultural heritage will assist with the 
identification of site patterning, though with the awareness of the following limitations: 

 The degree of ground surface visibility (GSV) and amount of exposed areas can significantly bias the 
discovery of surface artefacts. 

 Cultural material exposed on the surface is not necessarily representative of the potential extent of 
the site (either horizontally or vertically). 
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Information about the presence of potentially exploitable resources helps contribute to predictions of the 
Aboriginal sites that may occur within the study area. Information about GSV, distance visibility (DV) and 
areas of exposures help to provide a general indication of the effectiveness of the survey for identifying 
Aboriginal cultural heritage exposed to the surface. Observable disturbances are also considered when 
assessing the integrity of known or potential sites in a study area. The location of Aboriginal cultural 
heritage and points marking the boundary of the landform elements will be recorded using a hand-held 
Global Positioning System and the Map Grid of Australia (94) coordinate system. 

Test Excavations 
Should the results of the survey determine that test excavation is necessary, then this excavation will be 
conducted in accordance with Requirement 16a of the code “…in order to understand site characteristics, 
local and regional prehistory and conservation requirements for the subject area…” (DECCW 2010a). 

The aim of the subsurface investigation under the code (if required) would be to characterise the extent, 
nature and archaeological (scientific) value of cultural heritage within the area of impact.  

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report 
Biosis will prepare an Archaeological Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) for the project. The main 
aim of the report is to document the assessment of potential development related impacts to Aboriginal 
cultural heritage and to formulate strategies to manage these impacts. Reporting will follow the guidelines 
of the OEH, in particular the code (DECCW 2010a) and the consultation guidelines (DECCW 2010b). 

The report will contain: 

 The Aboriginal consultation process undertaken  

 The environmental context 

 The Aboriginal archaeological context 

 The archaeological survey results  

 The test excavation results (if excavation is required) 

 An Aboriginal site significance assessment 

 An impact assessment 

 Appropriate management strategies 

 Maps relevant to the project.  

The RAPs will be provided with the draft ACHAR and their comments on the content will be sought. 

These comments, as well as responses to these comments by Biosis, will be documented in the final ACHAR. 
Biosis will consider and respond to all comments and will also explain how suggestions concerning 
management strategies were considered and/or implemented in the finalisation of the report (DECCW 
2010a, p. 6). 

Cultural Heritage Management strategies 
Strategies to manage development related impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage will be formulated 
through consultation with the RAPs (DECCW 2010b, pp. 1-15). The development of these strategies will be 
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principally based on the significance of this heritage, particularly its cultural and archaeological (scientific) 
value (DECCW 2010b, p. 13). 

As a starting point, Biosis will develop preliminary strategies based on the archaeological (significance) of 
cultural heritage relevant to the project. These strategies will also be influenced by: 

 Predicted impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage. 

 The planning approvals framework. 

 Best practice conservation principals; and the ethos of the Australia International Council on 
Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) Burra Charter (Australia ICOMOS 2013). 

These strategies will be presented to the RAPs in the draft ACHAR and their comments sought.  

All suggestions will be documented and described as they were understood by Biosis in the final ACHAR 
(DECCW 2010b, p. 6). In the final ACHAR Biosis will also explain how suggestions were considered and / or 
implemented in the finalisation of the management strategies (DECCW 2010b, p. 6). 
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03 July 2017 
 
Darleen Johnson 
Murra Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal Corporation 
PO Box 246 
Seven Hill NSW 2147 

 

Dear Darleen 

 
RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Project 
Methodology  
Our Ref: Matter: 21637 
 

Thank you for your registration of interest in this project. Attached is information about the proposed 
project and the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) methodology. This document also includes 
the methodology for collecting information regarding cultural significance. 

We are seeking your input into the project methodology. It would be appreciated if you could provide 
feedback on the methodology to Biosis Pty Ltd by 4 pm 31 July 2017, either by email or return mail. 

Please address methodology feedback to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 
Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the Project or the information in this letter, please don't hesitate to 
contact me in the office on (02) 9101 8700. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
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Project Methodology  

The following information has been provided in accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation 
requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010b) (consultation requirements). The aim of this document is 
to provide registered Aboriginal parties (RAPs) with information about the proposed project methodology, 
including the survey strategy. 

Biosis has been engaged by Advisian on behalf of EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd to conduct an Aboriginal 
Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project (Figure 1, Figure 2). It is proposed to undertake a survey 
of the study area in accordance with the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of Aboriginal Objects 
in New South Wales (the code) (DECCW 2010a). 

Background 
Prior to completing this methodology, Biosis has undertaken background research into the study area, 
including an extensive Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) search and a review of 
related reports. The AHIMS search identified one registered Aboriginal site present within the study area, 
however did identify 93 sites in the 10 by 10 kilometre  search area (Figure 3). 

Predictive statements  
Based on the results of the AHIMS search, conducted with a 10 by 10 kilometre buffer centred on the study 
area (site types shown in Table 1), it is possible to form predictive statements for the site types likely to be 
identified within the study area. Some recorded sites consist of more than one element, for example 
artefacts and a modified tree, however for the purposes of this breakdown and the predictive modelling, all 
individual site types will be studied and compared. This explains why there are 107 results presented here, 
compared to the 93 sites identified in AHIMS. 

Table 1  AHIMS site frequencies in the vicinity of the study area (10 x 10km search area) 

Site type Number of occurrences Frequency (%) 

Aboriginal ceremony and dreaming 1 0.93 

Art 1 0.93 

Artefact 59 55.14 

Burial 2 1.87 

Grinding groove 8 7.48 

Modified tree 4 3.74 

PAD 7 6.54 

Shelter with art 5 4.67 

Shelter with deposit 19 17.76 

Stone arrangement 1 0.93 

Total 107 100.00 
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A simple analysis of the Aboriginal cultural heritage sites registered within the 10 kilometre buffer of the 
study area indicates that the dominant site type is artefact sites, accounting for 55.14% (n=59) of registered 
sites. Shelter with deposit sites are the second most frequent, making up 17.76% (n=19) of the sites in the 
area, followed by grinding grooves, PADs and shelters with art. Modified trees, stone arrangements, art and 
Aboriginal ceremonial and dreaming sites have also been recorded in small numbers in the vicinity of the 
study area. Shelter, art and grinding groove sites are highly dependent on the presence of sandstone 
outcroppings in the local geology, and as such are only expected to be present in location where 
appropriate outcrops are present. 

Two burial sites have been registered in the vicinity of the study area. Previous studies in the area have 
shown that the location of AHIMS 45-1-0048, being the burial of the Late King of Wallerawang, is incorrect 
due to early mapping techniques. It is considered likely that the site is more accurately located at the 
intersection of Duncan Street, the abandoned Wallerawang Colliery Railway Line and the Springvale Colliery 
Coal Conveyor (McIntyre 1993). If this assessment is correct, it places AHIMS 45-1-0048 to the north of the 
Castlereagh Highway, and outside of the current study area. 

S2 – AHIMS# 45-1-0211 

The site S2 is recorded on the AHIMS register a being located within the study area. The site was originally 
recorded by Rich and Baker in 1992 during a survey in advance of the proposed Springvale Conveyor, and 
consisted of approximately 100 stone artefacts in an area of 200 metres by 40 metres located on a low rise 
above and adjacent to Pipers Flat Creek. 

The site was in a poor condition when recorded, having been bulldozed previously, but it was considered 
that two of the quartz concentrations represented in situ working floors. The artefacts were primarily 
comprised of quartz, with a few quartzite and indurated mudstone flakes present. The site was subject to 
Section 90 “consent to destroy” (Consent#516) in July 1993 to make way for the construction of the coal 
conveyor. 

Based on a review of the mapping and location description provided on the site card, it appears that the 
destroyed site was actually located approximately 300 metres west of the study area, and not within it. 
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Aims of the survey 
The principle aims of the survey are to: 

 Undertake a systematic archaeological survey of the study area in accordance with the code, while 
targeting areas with the potential for Aboriginal heritage. 

 Identify and record Aboriginal archaeological sites visible on the ground surface. 

 Identify and record areas of PAD. 

Survey methodology 
The archaeological survey methods are intended to assess and understand the landforms and to determine 
whether any archaeological material from Aboriginal occupation or land use exists within the study area. 
Identification of natural soil deposits within the study area will be undertaken, if possible.   

Photographs and recording techniques will be incorporated into the survey including representative 
photographs of survey units, landforms, vegetation coverage, ground surface visibility and the recording of 
soil information for each survey unit. Any Aboriginal objects observed during the survey will be documented 
and photographed.  

Since this is purely a survey, no artefacts are to be removed from the site. The survey will be carried out in 
transects, following the methodology outlined in Burke and Smith (2004, p. 65). Team members will walk 
transects through the study area, scanning the ground surface in order to identify Aboriginal sites or objects 
present. 

Recording during the survey will follow the guidelines of the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH), in 
particular the Code of Practice for the Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales 
(DECCW 2010). Specific information that will be recorded during the survey includes: 

 Aboriginal objects or sites present in the study area 

 Survey coverage 

 Survey effectiveness 

 Any resources that may have potentially have been exploited by Aboriginal people 

 Landforms and general soil information 

 Photographs of the site indicating landforms 

 Evidence of disturbance 

 Aboriginal artefacts, culturally modified trees, shell middens or any other Aboriginal sites. 

Distinguishing landform elements and their association with Aboriginal cultural heritage will assist with the 
identification of site patterning, though with the awareness of the following limitations: 

 The degree of ground surface visibility (GSV) and amount of exposed areas can significantly bias the 
discovery of surface artefacts. 

 Cultural material exposed on the surface is not necessarily representative of the potential extent of 
the site (either horizontally or vertically). 



  

5 

 

Information about the presence of potentially exploitable resources helps contribute to predictions of the 
Aboriginal sites that may occur within the study area. Information about GSV, distance visibility (DV) and 
areas of exposures help to provide a general indication of the effectiveness of the survey for identifying 
Aboriginal cultural heritage exposed to the surface. Observable disturbances are also considered when 
assessing the integrity of known or potential sites in a study area. The location of Aboriginal cultural 
heritage and points marking the boundary of the landform elements will be recorded using a hand-held 
Global Positioning System and the Map Grid of Australia (94) coordinate system. 

Test Excavations 
Should the results of the survey determine that test excavation is necessary, then this excavation will be 
conducted in accordance with Requirement 16a of the code “…in order to understand site characteristics, 
local and regional prehistory and conservation requirements for the subject area…” (DECCW 2010a). 

The aim of the subsurface investigation under the code (if required) would be to characterise the extent, 
nature and archaeological (scientific) value of cultural heritage within the area of impact.  

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report 
Biosis will prepare an Archaeological Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) for the project. The main 
aim of the report is to document the assessment of potential development related impacts to Aboriginal 
cultural heritage and to formulate strategies to manage these impacts. Reporting will follow the guidelines 
of the OEH, in particular the code (DECCW 2010a) and the consultation guidelines (DECCW 2010b). 

The report will contain: 

 The Aboriginal consultation process undertaken  

 The environmental context 

 The Aboriginal archaeological context 

 The archaeological survey results  

 The test excavation results (if excavation is required) 

 An Aboriginal site significance assessment 

 An impact assessment 

 Appropriate management strategies 

 Maps relevant to the project.  

The RAPs will be provided with the draft ACHAR and their comments on the content will be sought. 

These comments, as well as responses to these comments by Biosis, will be documented in the final ACHAR. 
Biosis will consider and respond to all comments and will also explain how suggestions concerning 
management strategies were considered and/or implemented in the finalisation of the report (DECCW 
2010a, p. 6). 

Cultural Heritage Management strategies 
Strategies to manage development related impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage will be formulated 
through consultation with the RAPs (DECCW 2010b, pp. 1-15). The development of these strategies will be 
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principally based on the significance of this heritage, particularly its cultural and archaeological (scientific) 
value (DECCW 2010b, p. 13). 

As a starting point, Biosis will develop preliminary strategies based on the archaeological (significance) of 
cultural heritage relevant to the project. These strategies will also be influenced by: 

 Predicted impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage. 

 The planning approvals framework. 

 Best practice conservation principals; and the ethos of the Australia International Council on 
Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) Burra Charter (Australia ICOMOS 2013). 

These strategies will be presented to the RAPs in the draft ACHAR and their comments sought.  

All suggestions will be documented and described as they were understood by Biosis in the final ACHAR 
(DECCW 2010b, p. 6). In the final ACHAR Biosis will also explain how suggestions were considered and / or 
implemented in the finalisation of the management strategies (DECCW 2010b, p. 6). 
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03 July 2017 
 
Kristen Kerr 
Warrabinga Natiive Title Claimants Aboriginal Corporation 
PO Box 282 
Mudgee NSW 2850 

 

Dear Kristen 

 
RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Project 
Methodology  
Our Ref: Matter: 21637 
 

Thank you for your registration of interest in this project. Attached is information about the proposed 
project and the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) methodology. This document also includes 
the methodology for collecting information regarding cultural significance. 

We are seeking your input into the project methodology. It would be appreciated if you could provide 
feedback on the methodology to Biosis Pty Ltd by 4 pm 31 July 2017, either by email or return mail. 

Please address methodology feedback to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 
Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue 
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

If you have any queries regarding the Project or the information in this letter, please don't hesitate to 
contact me in the office on (02) 9101 8700. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 



  

2 

 

 
Project Methodology  

The following information has been provided in accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation 
requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010b) (consultation requirements). The aim of this document is 
to provide registered Aboriginal parties (RAPs) with information about the proposed project methodology, 
including the survey strategy. 

Biosis has been engaged by Advisian on behalf of EnergyAustralia NSW Pty Ltd to conduct an Aboriginal 
Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the project (Figure 1, Figure 2). It is proposed to undertake a survey 
of the study area in accordance with the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of Aboriginal Objects 
in New South Wales (the code) (DECCW 2010a). 

Background 
Prior to completing this methodology, Biosis has undertaken background research into the study area, 
including an extensive Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) search and a review of 
related reports. The AHIMS search identified one registered Aboriginal site present within the study area, 
however did identify 93 sites in the 10 by 10 kilometre  search area (Figure 3). 

Predictive statements  
Based on the results of the AHIMS search, conducted with a 10 by 10 kilometre buffer centred on the study 
area (site types shown in Table 1), it is possible to form predictive statements for the site types likely to be 
identified within the study area. Some recorded sites consist of more than one element, for example 
artefacts and a modified tree, however for the purposes of this breakdown and the predictive modelling, all 
individual site types will be studied and compared. This explains why there are 107 results presented here, 
compared to the 93 sites identified in AHIMS. 

Table 1  AHIMS site frequencies in the vicinity of the study area (10 x 10km search area) 

Site type Number of occurrences Frequency (%) 

Aboriginal ceremony and dreaming 1 0.93 

Art 1 0.93 

Artefact 59 55.14 

Burial 2 1.87 

Grinding groove 8 7.48 

Modified tree 4 3.74 

PAD 7 6.54 

Shelter with art 5 4.67 

Shelter with deposit 19 17.76 

Stone arrangement 1 0.93 

Total 107 100.00 
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A simple analysis of the Aboriginal cultural heritage sites registered within the 10 kilometre buffer of the 
study area indicates that the dominant site type is artefact sites, accounting for 55.14% (n=59) of registered 
sites. Shelter with deposit sites are the second most frequent, making up 17.76% (n=19) of the sites in the 
area, followed by grinding grooves, PADs and shelters with art. Modified trees, stone arrangements, art and 
Aboriginal ceremonial and dreaming sites have also been recorded in small numbers in the vicinity of the 
study area. Shelter, art and grinding groove sites are highly dependent on the presence of sandstone 
outcroppings in the local geology, and as such are only expected to be present in location where 
appropriate outcrops are present. 

Two burial sites have been registered in the vicinity of the study area. Previous studies in the area have 
shown that the location of AHIMS 45-1-0048, being the burial of the Late King of Wallerawang, is incorrect 
due to early mapping techniques. It is considered likely that the site is more accurately located at the 
intersection of Duncan Street, the abandoned Wallerawang Colliery Railway Line and the Springvale Colliery 
Coal Conveyor (McIntyre 1993). If this assessment is correct, it places AHIMS 45-1-0048 to the north of the 
Castlereagh Highway, and outside of the current study area. 

S2 – AHIMS# 45-1-0211 

The site S2 is recorded on the AHIMS register a being located within the study area. The site was originally 
recorded by Rich and Baker in 1992 during a survey in advance of the proposed Springvale Conveyor, and 
consisted of approximately 100 stone artefacts in an area of 200 metres by 40 metres located on a low rise 
above and adjacent to Pipers Flat Creek. 

The site was in a poor condition when recorded, having been bulldozed previously, but it was considered 
that two of the quartz concentrations represented in situ working floors. The artefacts were primarily 
comprised of quartz, with a few quartzite and indurated mudstone flakes present. The site was subject to 
Section 90 “consent to destroy” (Consent#516) in July 1993 to make way for the construction of the coal 
conveyor. 

Based on a review of the mapping and location description provided on the site card, it appears that the 
destroyed site was actually located approximately 300 metres west of the study area, and not within it. 
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Aims of the survey 
The principle aims of the survey are to: 

 Undertake a systematic archaeological survey of the study area in accordance with the code, while 
targeting areas with the potential for Aboriginal heritage. 

 Identify and record Aboriginal archaeological sites visible on the ground surface. 

 Identify and record areas of PAD. 

Survey methodology 
The archaeological survey methods are intended to assess and understand the landforms and to determine 
whether any archaeological material from Aboriginal occupation or land use exists within the study area. 
Identification of natural soil deposits within the study area will be undertaken, if possible.   

Photographs and recording techniques will be incorporated into the survey including representative 
photographs of survey units, landforms, vegetation coverage, ground surface visibility and the recording of 
soil information for each survey unit. Any Aboriginal objects observed during the survey will be documented 
and photographed.  

Since this is purely a survey, no artefacts are to be removed from the site. The survey will be carried out in 
transects, following the methodology outlined in Burke and Smith (2004, p. 65). Team members will walk 
transects through the study area, scanning the ground surface in order to identify Aboriginal sites or objects 
present. 

Recording during the survey will follow the guidelines of the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH), in 
particular the Code of Practice for the Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales 
(DECCW 2010). Specific information that will be recorded during the survey includes: 

 Aboriginal objects or sites present in the study area 

 Survey coverage 

 Survey effectiveness 

 Any resources that may have potentially have been exploited by Aboriginal people 

 Landforms and general soil information 

 Photographs of the site indicating landforms 

 Evidence of disturbance 

 Aboriginal artefacts, culturally modified trees, shell middens or any other Aboriginal sites. 

Distinguishing landform elements and their association with Aboriginal cultural heritage will assist with the 
identification of site patterning, though with the awareness of the following limitations: 

 The degree of ground surface visibility (GSV) and amount of exposed areas can significantly bias the 
discovery of surface artefacts. 

 Cultural material exposed on the surface is not necessarily representative of the potential extent of 
the site (either horizontally or vertically). 
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Information about the presence of potentially exploitable resources helps contribute to predictions of the 
Aboriginal sites that may occur within the study area. Information about GSV, distance visibility (DV) and 
areas of exposures help to provide a general indication of the effectiveness of the survey for identifying 
Aboriginal cultural heritage exposed to the surface. Observable disturbances are also considered when 
assessing the integrity of known or potential sites in a study area. The location of Aboriginal cultural 
heritage and points marking the boundary of the landform elements will be recorded using a hand-held 
Global Positioning System and the Map Grid of Australia (94) coordinate system. 

Test Excavations 
Should the results of the survey determine that test excavation is necessary, then this excavation will be 
conducted in accordance with Requirement 16a of the code “…in order to understand site characteristics, 
local and regional prehistory and conservation requirements for the subject area…” (DECCW 2010a). 

The aim of the subsurface investigation under the code (if required) would be to characterise the extent, 
nature and archaeological (scientific) value of cultural heritage within the area of impact.  

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report 
Biosis will prepare an Archaeological Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) for the project. The main 
aim of the report is to document the assessment of potential development related impacts to Aboriginal 
cultural heritage and to formulate strategies to manage these impacts. Reporting will follow the guidelines 
of the OEH, in particular the code (DECCW 2010a) and the consultation guidelines (DECCW 2010b). 

The report will contain: 

 The Aboriginal consultation process undertaken  

 The environmental context 

 The Aboriginal archaeological context 

 The archaeological survey results  

 The test excavation results (if excavation is required) 

 An Aboriginal site significance assessment 

 An impact assessment 

 Appropriate management strategies 

 Maps relevant to the project.  

The RAPs will be provided with the draft ACHAR and their comments on the content will be sought. 

These comments, as well as responses to these comments by Biosis, will be documented in the final ACHAR. 
Biosis will consider and respond to all comments and will also explain how suggestions concerning 
management strategies were considered and/or implemented in the finalisation of the report (DECCW 
2010a, p. 6). 

Cultural Heritage Management strategies 
Strategies to manage development related impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage will be formulated 
through consultation with the RAPs (DECCW 2010b, pp. 1-15). The development of these strategies will be 
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principally based on the significance of this heritage, particularly its cultural and archaeological (scientific) 
value (DECCW 2010b, p. 13). 

As a starting point, Biosis will develop preliminary strategies based on the archaeological (significance) of 
cultural heritage relevant to the project. These strategies will also be influenced by: 

 Predicted impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage. 

 The planning approvals framework. 

 Best practice conservation principals; and the ethos of the Australia International Council on 
Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) Burra Charter (Australia ICOMOS 2013). 

These strategies will be presented to the RAPs in the draft ACHAR and their comments sought.  

All suggestions will be documented and described as they were understood by Biosis in the final ACHAR 
(DECCW 2010b, p. 6). In the final ACHAR Biosis will also explain how suggestions were considered and / or 
implemented in the finalisation of the management strategies (DECCW 2010b, p. 6). 
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: James Cole
Sent: Monday, 3 July 2017 4:48 PM
To: 'bathlalc2@bigpond.com'
Subject: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - 

Project Information and Methodology
Attachments: 21637.Wallerawang.Information151.pdf; 21637.Wallerawang.Methodology151.pdf

Hi Tonilee, 
 
Thank you for your registration of interest in this project. Please find attached to this email a copy of the project 
information and project methodology documents provided under sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the Aboriginal cultural 
heritage consultation requirements for proponents (DECCW 2010) for your review and comment. It would be 
appreciated if you could provide feedback on these documents to Biosis by 4pm 31 July 2017. 
 
If you have any queries regarding the documents, please don’t hesitate to contact me. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
James 

 
James Cole 
Archaeologist 
M: 0437 856 233 
D: (02) 9101 8708 
E: jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting

 
 
The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain copyright material, or information 
that is confidential or is exempt from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this 
information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material 
from your computer. The views expressed in this email are those of the sender except where the sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of 
Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is free of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to 
that information by Biosis Pty Ltd personnel is strictly limited and controlled.  
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: James Cole
Sent: Monday, 3 July 2017 4:49 PM
To: 'cheriecarroll68@yahoo.com'
Subject: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - 

Project Information and Methodology
Attachments: 21637.Wallerawang.Information152.pdf; 21637.Wallerawang.Methodology152.pdf

Hi Cherie, 
 
Thank you for your registration of interest in this project. Please find attached to this email a copy of the project 
information and project methodology documents provided under sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the Aboriginal cultural 
heritage consultation requirements for proponents (DECCW 2010) for your review and comment. It would be 
appreciated if you could provide feedback on these documents to Biosis by 4pm 31 July 2017. 
 
If you have any queries regarding the documents, please don’t hesitate to contact me. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
James 
 

 
James Cole 
Archaeologist 
M: 0437 856 233 
D: (02) 9101 8708 
E: jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting

 
 
The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain copyright material, or information 
that is confidential or is exempt from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this 
information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material 
from your computer. The views expressed in this email are those of the sender except where the sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of 
Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is free of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to 
that information by Biosis Pty Ltd personnel is strictly limited and controlled.  
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: James Cole
Sent: Monday, 3 July 2017 4:49 PM
To: 'muragadi@yahoo.com.au'
Subject: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - 

Project Information and Methodology
Attachments: 21637.Wallerawang.Information153.pdf; 21637.Wallerawang.Methodology153.pdf

Hi Jesse and Vickylee, 
 
Thank you for your registration of interest in this project. Please find attached to this email a copy of the project 
information and project methodology documents provided under sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the Aboriginal cultural 
heritage consultation requirements for proponents (DECCW 2010) for your review and comment. It would be 
appreciated if you could provide feedback on these documents to Biosis by 4pm 31 July 2017. 
 
If you have any queries regarding the documents, please don’t hesitate to contact me. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
James 
 

 
James Cole 
Archaeologist 
M: 0437 856 233 
D: (02) 9101 8708 
E: jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting

 
 
The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain copyright material, or information 
that is confidential or is exempt from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this 
information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material 
from your computer. The views expressed in this email are those of the sender except where the sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of 
Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is free of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to 
that information by Biosis Pty Ltd personnel is strictly limited and controlled.  
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: James Cole
Sent: Monday, 3 July 2017 4:49 PM
To: 'murrabidgeemullangari@yahoo.com.au'
Subject: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - 

Project Information and Methodology
Attachments: 21637.Wallerawang.Information154.pdf; 21637.Wallerawang.Methodology154.pdf

Hi Darleen, 
 
Thank you for your registration of interest in this project. Please find attached to this email a copy of the project 
information and project methodology documents provided under sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the Aboriginal cultural 
heritage consultation requirements for proponents (DECCW 2010) for your review and comment. It would be 
appreciated if you could provide feedback on these documents to Biosis by 4pm 31 July 2017. 
 
If you have any queries regarding the documents, please don’t hesitate to contact me. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
James 
 

 
James Cole 
Archaeologist 
M: 0437 856 233 
D: (02) 9101 8708 
E: jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting

 
 
The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain copyright material, or information 
that is confidential or is exempt from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this 
information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material 
from your computer. The views expressed in this email are those of the sender except where the sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of 
Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is free of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to 
that information by Biosis Pty Ltd personnel is strictly limited and controlled.  
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: James Cole
Sent: Monday, 3 July 2017 4:48 PM
To: 'info@warrabinga.com.au'
Subject: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - 

Project Information and Methodology
Attachments: 21637.Wallerawang.Information155.pdf; 21637.Wallerawang.Methodology155.pdf

Hi Kristen, 

Thank you for your registration of interest in this project. Please find attached to this email a copy of the project 
information and project methodology documents provided under sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the Aboriginal cultural 
heritage consultation requirements for proponents (DECCW 2010) for your review and comment. It would be 
appreciated if you could provide feedback on these documents to Biosis by 4pm 31 July 2017. 

If you have any queries regarding the documents, please don’t hesitate to contact me. 

Kind regards, 

James 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
M: 0437 856 233 
D: (02) 9101 8708 
E: jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting

The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain copyright material, or information 
that is confidential or is exempt from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this 
information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material 
from your computer. The views expressed in this email are those of the sender except where the sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of 
Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is free of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to 
that information by Biosis Pty Ltd personnel is strictly limited and controlled. 
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: Mail Delivery System <MAILER-DAEMON@mail.biosis.com.au>
To: bathlalc2@bigpond.com
Sent: Monday, 3 July 2017 4:49 PM
Subject: Relayed: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Assessment - Project Information and Methodology

Delivery to these recipients or groups is complete, but no delivery notification was sent by 
the destination server: 

bathlalc2@bigpond.com 

Subject: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - Project Information and 

Methodology
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: Mail Delivery System <MAILER-DAEMON@mail.biosis.com.au>
To: cheriecarroll68@yahoo.com
Sent: Monday, 3 July 2017 4:50 PM
Subject: Relayed: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Assessment - Project Information and Methodology

Delivery to these recipients or groups is complete, but no delivery notification was sent by 
the destination server: 

cheriecarroll68@yahoo.com 

Subject: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - Project Information and 

Methodology
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: Mail Delivery System <MAILER-DAEMON@mail.biosis.com.au>
To: muragadi@yahoo.com.au
Sent: Monday, 3 July 2017 4:49 PM
Subject: Relayed: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Assessment - Project Information and Methodology

Delivery to these recipients or groups is complete, but no delivery notification was sent by 
the destination server: 

muragadi@yahoo.com.au 

Subject: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - Project Information and 

Methodology
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: Mail Delivery System <MAILER-DAEMON@mail.biosis.com.au>
To: murrabidgeemullangari@yahoo.com.au
Sent: Monday, 3 July 2017 4:49 PM
Subject: Relayed: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Assessment - Project Information and Methodology

Delivery to these recipients or groups is complete, but no delivery notification was sent by 
the destination server: 

murrabidgeemullangari@yahoo.com.au 

Subject: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - Project Information and 

Methodology
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: Mail Delivery System <MAILER-DAEMON@mail.biosis.com.au>
To: info@warrabinga.com.au
Sent: Monday, 3 July 2017 4:50 PM
Subject: Relayed: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Assessment - Project Information and Methodology

Delivery to these recipients or groups is complete, but no delivery notification was sent by 
the destination server: 

info@warrabinga.com.au 

Subject: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - Project Information and 

Methodology



Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: kristen.kerr@warrabinga.com.au
Sent: Monday, 31 July 2017 3:21 PM
To: James Cole
Subject: RE: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - 

Project Information and Methodology
Attachments: 3472_001.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Hi James, 

Please find attached Warrabinga’s comments for project information and Methodology. 

Kind regards, 

Kristen Kerr 
On behalf of 
Warrabinga NTCAC 
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Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

From: James Cole
Sent: Tuesday, 29 August 2017 5:02 PM
To: 'kristen.kerr@warrabinga.com.au'
Subject: RE: 21637 - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - 

Project Information and Methodology
Attachments: 3472_001.pdf; Wallerawang Heritage Issues Study - Final Report.pdf; 45-1-0211.pdf

Hi Kristen, 

Thank you for your response to the methodology. Please find below responses to the queries raised in your letter. 

 Site 45‐5‐0211. Please find attached to this email a copy of the site card. As indicated on the site card itself, the
site is located outside of the study area. This is consistent with the description of the location of the site, 
which do not match the landforms as indicated by aerial photographs. No update has been made to the site 
card yet as it is intended that we will visit the recorded AHIMS point during the survey to confirm that the 
registered site is located outside of the study area. 

 All Aboriginal sites will be recoded in accordance with the requirements of the Code of practice for the
archaeological investigation of Aboriginal objects in NSW (DECCW 2010). Any recorded sites will be 
identified on overlaid site plans 

 McIntyre S 1993. Springvale Coal Project: An investigation to Determine the Likelihood of Aboriginal Skeletal
Material Occurring in the Area to be affected by the Springvale to Mt Piper Coal Conveyor at the Cox’s River, 
Lidsdale. Report to the Springvale Coal Project. 

 Site 45‐5‐0048. Please find attached a desktop assessment completed by AHMS in 2014, which outlines
background undertaken in order to identify the location of the site. Biosis intends to undertake further 
research as a part of the assessment to confirm this. 

 As outlined above, the relevant steps will be undertaken following confirmation of the location of site 45‐5‐

0211 during the survey. 

With regard to the additional information requested by Warrabinga, these items do not typically form a part of the 
project methodology pack. All information which Biosis has regarding the proposed works has been provided in the 
project information and methodology. Further information regarding previous assessments relating to the study 
area will be provided with the draft ACHAR and Archaeological Report.  

If you have any further queries on this matter, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Kind regards, 

James 

James Cole 
Archaeologist 
M: 0437 856 233 
D: (02) 9101 8708 
E: jcole@biosis.com.au 

Leaders in Ecology and Heritage
 

 Consulting

The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain copyright material, or information 
that is confidential or is exempt from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this 
information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material 
from your computer. The views expressed in this email are those of the sender except where the sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of 
Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is free of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to 
that information by Biosis Pty Ltd personnel is strictly limited and controlled. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

In September, 2014, Aurecon, acting on behalf of Energy Australia, commissioned Archaeological 

and Heritage Management Solutions Pty Ltd (AHMS) to provide a short report which reviews and 

documents any current statutory and non-statutory heritage listings for the Wallerawang Power 

Station site, identifies any potential cultural heritage issues associated with the existing buildings and 

structures on the site, provides advice regarding the statutory requirements arising from the heritage 

listings and/or heritage issues and makes recommendations regarding the nature and extent of any 

further works or studies required to fulfil the client's legal and social obligations in relation to the 

heritage values of the site. 

 

1.2  The Subject Site 

The Wallerawang Power Station is located on the south side of Main Street, Wallerawang, 1.8 km 

north-east of the township of Wallerawang.  The Castlereagh Highway passes along the eastern and 

northern boundaries of the site. The Wallerawang Power Station is located within the City of Lithgow 

local government area.  The location of the Power Station is shown in Figures 1 and 2. 

Wallerawang Power Station is a discrete entity, generating electricity from a group of buildings and 

structures located within a defined set of boundaries. However, in reality, the Power Station includes a 

range of ancillary structures and modified landscapes across a wider area (eg the man-made cooling-

water lake and the extensive ash-disposal dams) and also has a buffer zone around the vicinity of the 

power station which is owned by the Power Station. The area of land owned by the power station 

which forms the study area for this report is shown in Figure 3. 

 

1.3 Approach and Methodology 

The principles and definitions used in the preparation of this Report are in accordance with the 

Australia ICOMOS Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural Significance - The Burra Charter 

(Australia ICOMOS 2013) and its guidelines.  Heritage Significance Assessment is undertaken in 

accordance with the Heritage Assessment Criteria adopted by the NSW Heritage Council. 

 

1.4 Limitations 

Wallerawang Power Station and its site were inspected and photographed by the author of this report 

on 4
th
 September, 2014. The inspection was undertaken as a visual study only. 

The historical overview provides sufficient historical background to provide an understanding of the 

place in order to assess the significance and provide relevant recommendations; however, it is not 

intended as an exhaustive history of the site, nor is it a full photographic record of the power station or 

the individual heritage items noted. This report does not address any natural heritage issues relevant 

to the property. It does not undertake an assessment of Historical or Aboriginal archaeological 

potential. 
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1.5 Author Identification 

This report has been prepared by Tony Brassil, for AHMS.  The report was reviewed by Susan 

McIntyre-Tamwoy, Associate Director, AHMS. 

 

1.6  Acknowledgements 

We gratefully acknowledge the assistance of: 

Andrew Davies – Energy Australia 

 

1.7 Terminology 

The terminology in this report follows definitions presented in The Burra Charter (Australia ICOMOS 

2013). Article 1 provides the following definitions: 

Place means site, area, land, landscape, building or other work, group of buildings or other works, 

and may include components, contents, spaces and views. 

Cultural significance means aesthetic, historic, scientific, social or spiritual value for past, present or 

future generations. 

Cultural significance is embodied in the place itself, its fabric, setting, use, associations, meanings, 

records, related places and related objects. 

Places may have a range of values for different individuals or groups. 

Fabric means all the physical material of the place including components, fixtures, contents, and 

objects. 

Conservation means all the processes of looking after a place so to retain its cultural significance.  

Maintenance means the continuous protective care of the fabric and setting of a place, and is to be 

distinguished from repair. Repair involves restoration or reconstruction. 

Preservation means maintaining the fabric of a place in its existing state and retarding deterioration. 

Restoration means returning the existing fabric of a place to a known earlier state by removing 

accretions or by reassembling existing components without the introduction of new material. 

Reconstruction means returning the place to a known earlier state and is distinguished from 

restoration by the introduction of new material into the fabric. 

Adaptation means modifying a place to suit the existing use or a proposed use. Use means the 

functions of a place, as well as the activities and practices that may occur at the place. 

Compatible use means a use that respects the cultural significance of a place. Such a use involves 

no, or minimal, impact on cultural significance. 

Setting means the area around a place, which may include the visual catchment.  

Related place means a place that contributes to the cultural significance of another place. 
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Figure 1: Study area location.  (Source: Nearmap). 

 

Figure 2: The Power Station  (arrowed) (Source: Nearmap). 
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Figure 3: Plan showing the Wallerawang Power Station property boundaries (red), major roads 

(orange), sealed minor roads (yellow) and the location of the identified historic and 

indigenous heritage sites within the property boundaries.  (Source: Energy Australia). 
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2 EUROPEAN HERITAGE - STATUTORY CONTEXT 

2.1 Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

(Commonwealth) 

The Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) 

provides a statutory framework for protecting and managing significant environmental and cultural 

heritage places, flora, fauna and environmental communities.  The Act establishes the National 

Heritage List (NHL) and the Commonwealth Heritage List (CHL) and provides protection for places 

included in the two lists.  The Act also provides protection for those Australian places on the World 

Heritage List (WHL). 

Wallerawang Power Station is not listed on the WHL, the NHL or the CHL.   

There are no items within the Wallerawang Power Station property boundaries listed on the 

WHL, the NHL or the CHL. 

 

2.2 Heritage Act 1977 (NSW) 

The NSW Heritage Act 1977 is designed to conserve the environmental heritage of New South Wales 

and regulate development impacts on the state’s heritage assets. 

State Heritage Register 

The Heritage Act 1977 establishes the State Heritage Register (SHR), a list of places and items of 

State heritage significance.  The Act provides statutory protection for items included on the SHR.  

Approval from the Heritage Council of NSW is required prior to undertaking work that results in the 

alteration or modification of a SHR-listed item, unless an endorsed ‘Exemption’ applies. 

Wallerawang Power Station is not listed on the State Heritage Register.  

There are no items within the Wallerawang Power Station property boundaries listed on the 

State Heritage Register. 

State Agency Register (S.170) 

In addition to the SHR, Section 170 of the Heritage Act 1977 requires that all State government 

agencies maintain a Heritage and Conservation Register of heritage assets within land that they own 

and/or manage.   

Wallerawang Power Station is not currently listed on any State Agency Register.  

There are no items within the Wallerawang Power Station property boundaries currently listed 

on any State Agency Register. 

The ‘Wallerawang A and B Power Stations chimney stack’ was formerly listed on the Pacific Power 

Heritage and Conservation Register and, more recently, on the Delta Electricity Heritage and 

Conservation Register. Following the sale of the Power Station by the State-owned Delta Electricity to 

Energy Australia, this listing is no longer effective and the items have not been transferred to other 

appropriate registers. 
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The following items are located within the Wallerawang Power Station property boundaries and were 

formerly listed on the Delta Electricity Heritage and Conservation Register but, since the Power 

Station has subsequently been sold to Energy Australia, these listings are no longer effective. 

• Barton Park Cemetery  

• Hospital Cottage  

• Hospital Farm Barn  

• Wallerawang Schoolhouse  

 

Section 170A(1) of the Heritage Act requires that:  

(1) A government instrumentality must give the Heritage Council not less than 14 days written 

notice before the government instrumentality:  

(a) removes any item from its register under section 170, or  

(b) transfers ownership of any item entered in its register, or  

(c) ceases to occupy or demolishes any place, building or work entered in its 

register.  

 

It is unknown whether Delta Electricity provided the Heritage Council with the required notice (though 

this may be able to be determined). There is no evidence that the Heritage Council has acted upon 

any such notice. Contact with the Planning section of the City of Lithgow Council has indicated that 

there are no current nominations to the local statutory heritage schedule. There are no apparent 

statutory implications arising for Energy Australia.  

Relics 

In addition to the protection afforded to places, buildings, works, moveable objects, and precincts, 

significant historical archaeological features are afforded automatic statutory protection by the 'relics' 

provisions of the Act.  Section 4(1) of the Heritage Act (as amended 2009) defines ‘relic’ as: 

any deposit, artefact, object or material evidence that: 

a) relates to the settlement of the area that comprises New South Wales, not being 

Aboriginal settlement, and  

b) is of State or local heritage significance. 

 

It is an offence to disturb or excavate land, where this may affect a relic, without the approval of the 

Heritage Council of NSW, unless an endorsed ‘Exemption’ or ‘Exception’ to disturb or expose and 

destroy a ‘relic’ applies. 

Wallerawang Power Station is not associated with any known ‘relics’.  

There are no known ‘relics’ located within the Wallerawang Power Station property 

boundaries. However, in the light of the age and origins of a number of individual ‘properties’ within 

the Wallerawang Power Station property boundaries, there is some likelihood that relics may exist in 

association with these places. 

 

2.3 Lithgow City Local Environmental Plan 1994 

The Wallerawang Power Station is located within the Lithgow City Council Area. The relevant 

environmental planning instrument is the Lithgow City Local Environmental Plan 1994. Part 4 of the 

LEP contains provisions to protect environmental heritage of the Lithgow City Council Area and 

requires that development consent is required for any works that involve demolition, alteration to or 

impact upon a heritage item or heritage conservation area.  A heritage item or heritage conservation 

area is an item or area listed in Schedule 1 of the LEP. 
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Wallerawang Power Station is not listed on Schedule 1 (Heritage Items) of the Lithgow City 

Local Environmental Plan 1994. 

The following items are located within the Wallerawang Power Station property boundaries 

and are listed on Schedule 1 (Heritage Items) of the Lithgow City Local Environmental Plan 

1994: 

• Walker/Barton Private Cemetery 

• Main Street - School and Residence  

 

The Lithgow City Draft Local Environmental Plan 2013 (Draft LEP) has been publicly exhibited and is 

in process of approval and implementation. Section 5.10 of the Draft LEP contains provisions to 

protect environmental heritage of Lithgow City Council area and requires that development consent is 

required for any works that involve demolition, alteration to or impact upon a heritage item or heritage 

conservation area.  A heritage item or heritage conservation area is an item or area listed in Schedule 

5 of the Draft LEP. 

The Wallerawang Power Station is not listed on Schedule 5 (Environmental Heritage) of the 

Draft Lithgow City Local Environmental Plan 2013. 

The following items are located within the Wallerawang Power Station property boundaries 

and are listed on Schedule 5 (Environmental Heritage) of the Draft Lithgow City Local 

Environmental Plan 2013: 

• Old Wallerawang School (Former National School) 

• Walker/Barton Private Cemetery  

• Cottage and Stone Barn, 10 Skelly Road, Lidsdale {aka the Hospital Farm Barn} 

• The Cottage, Castlereagh Highway, Lidsdale {aka the Hospital Cottage}   

 

The entry in Schedule 5 for the Cottage and Stone Barn, 10 Skelly Road, Lidsdale, provides incorrect 

property title details for this item – identifying the adjacent property.   

 

2.4 Non-Statutory Listings 

There is one non-statutory heritage list which is relevant to the subject site. The relevant non-statutory 

heritage list is the Register of the National Trust of Australia (NSW).  

Wallerawang Power Station is not listed on the Register of the National Trust of Australia 

(NSW).   

 

2.5 Interim Heritage Orders  

Section 24 of the NSW Heritage Act provides that: 

(1) The Minister may make an interim heritage order for a place, building, work, relic, 

moveable object or precinct that the Minister considers may, on further inquiry or 

investigation, be found to be of State or local heritage significance.  

(2) The Heritage Council is to provide advice to the Minister on the making of interim heritage 

orders, either at the request of the Minister or on its own initiative.  

Section 25 additionally states: 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL & HERITAGE MANAGEMENT SOLUTIONS 

 

     Wallerawang Power Station – Heritage Issues Report• December 2014 
7 

(1) The Minister may, by order published in the Gazette, authorise a council to make interim 

heritage orders for items in the council’s area.  

(2) A council authorised under this section may make an interim heritage order for a place, 

building, work, relic, moveable object or precinct in the council’s area that the council 

considers may, on further inquiry or investigation, be found to be of local heritage 

significance, and that the council considers is being or is likely to be harmed.  

 

 

Figure 4:  European Heritage Sites within the Wallerawang Power Station property boundaries. Note that 

the State Agency Heritage Register items have no statutory protection. 

 

On 12 July 2013, the Minister for Heritage authorised all local councils in NSW to make Interim 

Heritage Orders (IHOs) under s.25 of the NSW Heritage Act 1977. This was part of the State 

Government’s commitment to devolve decision making to the appropriate level and allows for local 

decision-making by councils on local heritage matters. 
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The former listing of certain items (as above) as heritage items in the Pacific Power and Delta 

Electricity Heritage and Conservation Registers may be considered to be prima facie evidence that 

the item is ‘likely to be of local heritage significance’. Lithgow City Council, and/or the Minister for 

Heritage on the advice of the NSW Heritage Council, may or may not choose to exercise their powers 

under this section of the NSW Heritage Act.  

There are no current Interim Heritage Orders affecting lands or buildings within the 

Wallerawang Power Station property boundaries. 

 

2.6 Heritage Items in the Vicinity 

There are numerous heritage items in the vicinity of the Wallerawang Power Station listed in Schedule 

5 of the Lithgow City Draft Local Environmental Plan 2013 (the Draft LEP). Three are in close 

proximity, being: 

• Church of St John the Evangelist, Main Street, Wallerawang -  Lot 1 DP 372255 (STATE 

HERITAGE REGISTER) 

• Wallerawang rail bridges over Cox's River, Main Western Railway (STATE HERITAGE 

REGISTER) 

• Former Wallerawang Public School, 121-123 Main Street, Wallerawang - Lot 1 DP 795132 & 

Lot 1 DP 795133 

Other items listed in the Draft LEP within a 1.5 km radius of the Wallerawang Power Station are: 

• Wallerawang Railway Station and Yard Group,  (STATE HERITAGE REGISTER) 

• Bottom Pub, Main St, Wallerawang 

• Surgery, 50 Main St, Wallerawang 

• Wang Emporium, 48 Main St, Wallerawang 

• Post Office, 32 Main St, Wallerawang 

• Former CBC Bank, 30 Main St, Wallerawang 

• Uniting Church, 23 Wolgan Road Lidsdale 

• Cottage, 25 Wolgan Road, Lidsdale 

• Windmill Lad Stud, 35 Ian Holt Drive, Lidsdale 

• Braemai, Castlereagh Highway, Lidsdale 

• Riverdale, 1333 Castlereagh Highway, Lidsdale 

• Square and Compass Inn, 70 Ian Holt Drive, Lidsdale 

• Woodlands, 111 Ian Holt Drive, Lidsdale 

• The Meadows, 41 Maddox St, Lidsdale 

Section 5.10 (5) of the Draft LEP requires that: 

The consent authority may, before granting consent to any development: 
(a) on land on which a heritage item is located, or 

(b) on land that is within a heritage conservation area, or 

(c) on land that is within the vicinity of land referred to in paragraph (a) or (b),  

require a heritage management document to be prepared that assesses the extent to which 
the carrying out of the proposed development would affect the heritage significance of the 
heritage item or heritage conservation area concerned. 

Figure 5 below shows items adjacent to and within 1.5 km southwards of the Wallerawang Power 

Station. Figure 6 shows items within 1.5 km northwards of the Wallerawang Power Station. 
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Figure 5: Heritage Items identified in the Draft LEP located in the vicinity (1.5 km southwards) of 

Wallerawang Power Station (Local heritage Items shown in red – State Heritage items are shown in red 

with black hatching). (Nb. shading indicates property boundary, rather than the specific heritage item) 

 

 

Figure 6: Heritage Items identified in the Draft LEP located in the vicinity (1.5 km northwards) of 

Wallerawang Power Station (Local heritage Items shown in red – State Heritage items are shown in red 

with black hatching). Nb. shading indicates property boundary, rather than the specific heritage item). 
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2.7 Summary 

The following list identifies the European heritage items located within the property boundaries of 

Wallerawang Power Station which have current statutory heritage protection (See Figure 5 below). 

ITEM Statute/s Level of 
Significance 

 

Walker/Barton Park Private 

Cemetery 

 

 

Lithgow City Local Environmental Plan 1994 

 

Lithgow City Draft Local Environmental Plan 2013  

 

Local 

 

Local 

 

Old Wallerawang School (Former 

National School) (aka School & 

Residence) 

 

Lithgow City Local Environmental Plan 1994 

 

Lithgow City Draft Local Environmental Plan 2013  

 

Local 

 

Local 

Cottage and Stone Barn, 10 

Skelly Road, Lidsdale  

 

Lithgow City Draft Local Environmental Plan 2013  Local 

The Cottage,  Castlereagh 

Highway, Lidsdale   

Lithgow City Draft Local Environmental Plan 2013  Local 
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3 ABORIGINAL SITES - STATUTORY CONTEXT 

3.1 Statutory Context  

The primary piece of legislation which protects Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW is the National 

Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act). Under the NPW Act, it is an offence to harm (destroy, deface, 

or damage) or desecrate an Aboriginal object or Aboriginal place, or in relation to an object, move the 

object from the land on which is has been situated. The NPW Act and Aboriginal heritage generally is 

managed by the NSW Office and Environment and Heritage (OEH). 

The NPW Act can also protect areas of land that have recognised values of significance to Aboriginal 

people. These areas may or may not contain Aboriginal objects (i.e. any physical evidence of 

Aboriginal occupation or use). The Minister can declare an area to be an 'Aboriginal place' if the 

Minister believes that the place is or was of special significance to Aboriginal culture. An area can 

have spiritual, natural resource usage, historical, social, educational or other type of significance.  

The provisions of the Act require that any person exercise ‘due diligence’ in determining whether any 

intended actions will harm Aboriginal objects. Anyone who exercises due diligence in determining that 

their actions will not harm Aboriginal objects has a defence against prosecution for the strict liability 

objects offence if they later harm an Aboriginal object. 

An Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) can be issued by OEH under Part 6 of the NPW Act, 

where harm to an Aboriginal object or Aboriginal place cannot be avoided. An AHIP is a defence to a 

prosecution for harming Aboriginal objects and/or Aboriginal places, if the harm was authorised by the 

AHIP and the conditions of that AHIP were not contravened.  

 

3.2 Known Sites  

AHIMS 

The Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) maintained by the Office of 

Environment and Heritage was searched to determine the location of any known Aboriginal sites 

within the boundaries of the Wallerawang Power Station boundaries. A total of five items are 

identified, with many more in the vicinity. One item is located in the vicinity of a property 

boundary and is addressed in detail in Section 3.2 below. 

 

ABORIGINAL SITE SURVEY 

Existing sites registered in the AHIMS are supplemented by a survey carried out in 1989 within the 

Wallerawang Power Station Buffer Zone by S McIntyre for the Electricity Commission of NSW 

(Elcom). A total of seven Aboriginal Sites and six Potential Archaeological Deposits (PADs) were 

identified in that survey. Two of those sites are outside of the area of this present study. 

Additionally, areas considered likely to contain further sites and/or where Potential Archaeological 

Deposits (PADs) were located are identified as ‘archaeologically sensitive areas’. All areas likely to 

contain sandstone overhangs are included in this category.  

Aboriginal sites 1—4 inclusive were shelter sites with deposits. Site 5 was an axe grinding groove site 

(See Figure 7). The five archaeological sites have not been fully recorded and have not been 

subjected to subsurface investigation. All but one are located in rock-shelters and have some 

potential for subsurface material to exist. Although the surface archaeological material is relatively 

minor, these sites cannot be fully assessed until subsurface testing has been carried out.  
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Aboriginal sites other than those detected in the sample survey may exist within the Wallerawang 

Power Station property boundaries. Such sites are most likely to occur within three areas identified as 

archaeologically sensitive. There is a low likelihood of undetected sites occurring in the remainder of 

the buffer zone.  

Most of the Aboriginal sites and PADs are clustered in two areas, each of which is likely to contain 

further sites. A third archaeologically sensitive area is the narrow strip on the northern side of 

Kerosene Vale. This area has been identified based on the results of surveys carried out for the 

proposed Angus Place Extension and Kariwara Mine. These three areas are regarded as 

archaeologically sensitive and require further investigation prior to any future development or the 

implementation of management strategies which may affect Aboriginal sites in these areas.  

Aboriginal sites in these areas have the potential to answer questions concerning the antiquity of 

occupation west of the Blue Mountains and the relationship between those people who occupied the 

mountains and those that occupied the area immediately to the west.  

 

3.3 Sites in the Vicinity 

Of particular significance is site ‘AHIMS 45-1-0048’, which is recorded as an Aboriginal burial site with 

carved trees and is reputedly the site of the burial of the ‘Former King of Wallerawang”. It is located 

either just within or just outside of the lot boundaries of Lot 32 DP 827807 and/or Lot 4 DP 1087684.   

Although this site is recorded on AHIMS as being at the location of the old post office at Wallerawang, 

this is not correct.  Prior to the development of a digital database of Aboriginal sites in NSW, sites 

were recorded manually (using coded Letraset circles) on hardcopy mapsheets and the convention at 

the time was to record unprovenanced sites as open circles on these maps, co-located with the 

nearest post office. This was the case with site 45-1-0048.  

The actual location of this site is roughly indicated by the intersection of Duncan St, the abandoned 

Wallerawang Colliery Railway Line and the Springvale Colliery Coal Conveyor.  This area was investigated 

during the construction of the Springvale to Mt Piper Coal conveyor (McIntyre 1993). The 

archaeological investigation for physical evidence was not exhaustive and only involved test 

excavation at the proposed footprint of the conveyor foundations. No extant physical remains were 

found but the accompanying research produced convincing historical and oral testimony of the 

existence of carved trees associated with the burial being located in this area up until the 1950’s, 

when they were destroyed by fire. There is adequate historical (Anon 1880;Meehan 1971;Bell, D 

1979-82) and oral testimony (see McIntyre 1993) to be confident of the general location of this site. 
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Figure 7: Image and extract from Illustrated Sydney News and NSW Agricultural  & Grazier October 

30
th

 1880.  National Library of Australia. 

 

 

Figure 8: Plan showing the area of previous investigations into the location of 45-1-0048 
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3.4  

 

 

 

 

Figure 9: Aboriginal Heritage Sites within the Wallerawang Power Station property boundaries 
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4 INDIVIDUAL HERITAGE ITEMS 

The following section summarises existing information regarding the four identified Statutory Listed 

Heritage Items which are currently under the ownership of Energy Australia. The primary source for 

this information for the items is the NSW State Heritage Inventory. During their ownership by Pacific 

Power, the Walker Barton (sic) Private Cemetery, and the Old Wallerawang Schoolhouse and the 

Stone Cottage (Hospital Cottage) were the subjects of detailed Heritage Assessments to inform their 

long-term management. 

 

4.1 Walker/Barton Park Private Cemetery 

Description: 

The cemetery contains an array of monumental masonry including stone memorials. The cemetery 

was substantially altered in 1977 when flooding from the cooling pond was threatened. The present 

cemetery is an 80 x 20 m rectangle on the verge of the pond, surrounded by a reconstructed stone 

wall, 1.5 m high ashlar with curved top. Fine iron gates with ornate cement-rendered posts with 

sandstone caps give entry. The gravemarkers have been rearranged and no longer mark the 

placement of the remains. There are sixty-three monuments in all, dating from 1841 to 1948. James 

Walker's stone table monument was built to resemble that of an ancestor in Largo in Fife. The quality 

of the markers is, as one could expect, high and the masons include Charles Goodluck, Andrew 

Brown's personal stonemason. The plantings are sparse: an oak at the entrance and a cypress at the 

north end. 

History: 

'Barton Park' cemetery is a private cemetery which was used by the Walker family from the 1840's 

until the 1940's. Both the cemetery and the 'Barton Park' school house are linked with the 

Wallerawang pioneering family, the Walkers. The Walkers were at the forefront of European 

settlement in the area and had pastoral links across New South Wales and Queensland. Several 

generations of the family are buried in the private cemetery. The cemetery was moved to higher 

ground and reconstructed in 1977 to make way for the Wallerawang Power Station reservoir now 

referred to as Lake Wallace. 

    

Figure 10: Barton Park Cemetery (Source: Delta Electricity) 

Significance: 

The Barton Park Cemetery is of historic significance because it provides a direct historical record of 

the people of the surrounding district for over 100 years, especially James Walker, one of the leading 

graziers in the early colony, and Thomas Brown of Eskbank, the grazier who made the industrial 

growth of Lithgow in the 1870s feasible. The cemetery documents the area's pioneering families, a 

number of prominent local identities and particular individuals associated with the first settlement of 
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the Wallerawang area. The cemetery contains a range of 19th Century monument types, many of 

which display creative and technical accomplishment. The cemetery is also a reflection of the 

character of the social relationships and religious beliefs of the period. Since the two-storeyed 

homestead of ‘Wallerawang’ is now under water, this cemetery is a particularly important memorial to 

a highly significant family. 

 

4.2 Old Wallerawang School (aka School & Residence) 

Description: 

A large, rectangular dressed sandstone main wing with gabled corrugated-iron roof dates from 1860. 

This has a rubble sandstone wing dating from 1880 at the south-western end, with a hipped 

corrugated iron roof and timber verandah with a similar roof on the western side. To the north are a 

small number of rooms constructed from timber framing sheeted with asbestos cement and timber 

weatherboards and having gable and skillion roofing sheeted with corrugated iron. 

 

History: 

The main stone building that formed the school was donated as a local school by Mrs Robina Walker 

in 1860. Robina was the wife of James Walker, a wealthy pastoralist and founding father of the 

Wallerawang district (Both Robina and James were buried at Barton Park cemetery). Increases in 

student numbers resulted in a new school building being constructed on a different site in 1882 and 

the school relocated to the new facility. The old school site was controlled by the Walker family trust 

until 1950, when it was purchased by the Joint Coal Board. It was transferred to Railway 

Commissioners in 1966 and then to the NSW Electricity Commission in 1978. 

 

Significance 

The school house is the oldest remaining building in the Wallerawang area, dating from 1860, with 

subsequent alterations and additions dating to 1882. The building forms a tangible link with the 

Walker family, who were the first pioneering family in the area, and whose descendants occupied the 

property until the 1950s. It also serves as a demonstration of the philanthropic role of many pastoral 

dynasties in their local community. The building is a fine example of the ecclesiastical influence on 

school architecture during the 19th century in New South Wales. It is a rare surviving example of the 

combined ‘school and residence’ type of small rural schoolhouse, recalling the village character of the 

area during the 19th century. 

 

 
Figure 11: The old Wallerawang School and Residence 
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4.3 Stone Cottage (aka Hospital Cottage) 

Description 

The Stone Cottage is a rectangular building constructed of ashlar sandstone with windows, central 

entrance doorway and quoins accentuated with lighter sandstone blocks. It has a hipped roof and 

bull-nosed verandahs. Two additions were made to the house, one of stone, the other of 

weatherboard.  

 

A number of outbuildings were once present but have been demolished. The remains of a cottage 

garden are also present in front of the cottage and Monterey Pines form a significant landscape 

element. 

 

History 

The rural property on which the cottage is located had several owners, beginning in 1857. The precise 

date of construction of the cottage is not known but it was probably built mid-1880s. The term Hospital 

Cottage is a misnomer, as the cottage only briefly served as a birthing facility.  

 

The cottage was occupied by its builder, Clare, until his death in 1906, after when it served as a rental 

property. It was purchased by the New South Wales Electricity Commission from Mr Arthur Collins in 

1978. A Conservation Management Plan for this cottage was prepared by Pacific Power in 1991 

(Rosen) and an exploratory excavation (McIntyre pers. comm.) was undertaken before a ruined 

timber extension at the rear of the cottage was removed. 

 

Significance 

The cottage is an example of a small-farm rural residential settlement which is not uncommon in the 

area. Of more significance is the fact that the cottage is built using materials and methods that 

indicate the use of a skilled mason, usually restricted to important buildings. The cottage gardens also 

contain evidence of design to enhance the aesthetic qualities of the house. The physical setting and 

construction of the cottage indicate the aspirations of the owner. 

 

 

 
Figure 12: The building known as the Hospital Cottage 
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4.4 Cottage and Stone Barn (aka Hospital Farm Barn ) 

Description 

The Stone Barn is the main feature of this site, although it is associated with a small hipped-roof 

weatherboard cottage which is included in the LEP Schedule. The Barn is a substantial single storey 

building, approximately 18.5 metres in length, 5.8 metres in width and 4-4.5m high, of stone rubble 

masonry, with a corrugated-metal clad hipped roof.  

 

The original entrance is located along the southern elevation. A date of 1899 is inscribed in stone 

above the original entrance, located along the eastern corner of the entrance way. The entrance way 

has been cut in order to widen the door way in a westerly direction. The quoins located along the 

western entrance door and along the lintel have been moved from their original position to 

accommodate the widened space. The resulting gap along the lintel has been filled with fine grained 

sandstone blocks, presumably taken from the original wall. 

 

History 

Originally the barn served as a coach stop and later functioned as a dairy. Although known as 

'Hospital' Farm barn, the association of this building with 'Hospital' Cottage and the farm that this was 

originally located on is unclear. 

 

Significance 

The barn represents the progression in the history and economy of the area, from early 

communication routes to closer settlement and pastoral diversification. 

 

 
Figure 13: The building known as the Hospital Farm Barn 
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5 POTENTIAL HERITAGE ITEMS 

The following section summarises existing information regarding the Potential Heritage Item (ie 

formerly recognised as a Heritage Item by Delta Electricity) which is currently under the ownership of 

Energy Australia. The primary source for this information is the NSW State Heritage Inventory.  

 

5.1 Wallerawang A and B Power Stations chimney stack  

Description 

The chimney stacks for Wallerawang A & B Stations were of faceted, reinforced concrete type. These 

stacks have incorporated facets and flutes as an architectural feature. The remaining stack is an 80 

metres high concrete windshield with 3 levels of architectural fluting at the top and corbel supported 

acid resistant blocks. 

 

History 

Prior to 1950, the electricity supply industry in NSW consisted of a number of State Government, 

Local Government and privately owned corporations, each responsible for power generation. The 

Electricity Commission of NSW was set up by Act of Parliament in May 1950. The Commission was 

set up to take over the generation and main transmission functions of electricity industry.  

 

In 1953, Wallerawang Power Station, which had been planned by the Railways Department, was 

transferred during construction phase to the Electricity Commission. Wallerawang A station, 

consisting of four 30MW units, began operation in April 1957, the fourth unit being completed in 1959. 

Wallerawang A station was decommissioned in May 1986 and has now been demolished.  

 

Wallerawang B station began operation in January 1961 and consisted of two 60MW units, with the 

installation of the second unit completed in November 1961. Wallerawang B station was 

decommissioned in 1990 and has since been demolished.  One A station stack remains. 

 

   Figure 14: The remaining A Station Stack 
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Significance 

Wallerawang A & B Stations originally contained several technical aspects which were significant 

because of their innovative industrial design, within the context of power generation technology. 

These were the precipitators and the coal weighers which were of an innovative, lightweight design.  

Wallerawang Power Station was significant as a major regional employer, drawing employees from 

the western Blue Mountains to Bathurst. The Station played a pioneering role in some areas of mid-

20th century industrial reform and employee relations within the electricity supply industry.  

 

The Wallerawang Station chimney stacks have significance as a visually dominant element of the 

cultural landscape and provide a visual focus and stimulus for evoking the local community's close 

historical and cultural association with the station. The surviving stack from ‘A’ station is significant as 

Wallerawang was the first station to utilise faceted concrete stacks. At later stations, this type was 

replaced by more modern smooth, tapered stacks. 

 

 

 
Figure 15: The Wallerawang Power Station from Main St, showing the surviving ‘A’ Station  chimney 

amongst the components of the current ‘C’ Station. 
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6 CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 

The closure and potential future demolition of Wallerawang ‘C’ Station raises a number of questions 

regarding the future heritage management of the site.  

6.1 Individual Heritage Items 

As set out in Section 2.0 above, the former State Agency Heritage Listings, created by the Electricity 

Commission of NSW and inherited by Delta Electricity, have now lapsed owing to the sale of the 

power station into private ownership. Assuming that Delta Electricity did undertake the required 

notification of the disposal of these items to the NSW Heritage Council, because they were ranked as 

of ‘Local’ rather than ‘State’ significance, the Heritage Council could only recommend that these items 

be added to the City of Lithgow Heritage Schedule.  

One of these items, the Wallerawang A and B Power Stations Chimney Stack, does not appear on the 

Heritage Schedule of the Draft LEP, which is to come into force in October, 2014. There is no 

apparent intention of Lithgow Council for this item to be added to that Schedule in the immediate 

future (ie Lithgow Council does not have a list of additional nominations for this schedule to hand). 

However, should demolition of this item be proposed by Energy Australia, Lithgow Council or the 

NSW Heritage Council have the option to  apply an Interim Conservation Order so as to address and 

resolve this issue. 

Should Energy Australia intend to dispose of its Wallerawang Power Station properties, a general 

approach to the future heritage management of the identified heritage items, both those already listed 

and those for which the listing has lapsed,  would aim to sell the following items into private or public 

ownership: 

• The Walker/ Barton Park Cemetery; 

• The old Wallerawang School and Residence; 

• The Hospital Cottage;  

• The Hospital Farm Barn; and 

• Wallerawang A and B Power Stations chimney stack. 

Sale of the latter item should be accompanied by a nomination to Lithgow Council for its inclusion of 

in Schedule 5 of the Lithgow City Draft Local Environmental Plan 2013. It should be noted that some 

of these items are likely to have potential for archaeological relics under the Heritage Act 1977. 

 

6.2 Former Burial Site of the ‘last Aboriginal King of Wallerawang’ 

The recommendations and undertakings of the Springvale Coal Project and the former Pacific Power 

in relation to this site do not appear to have been implemented.   

The site of the burial of the ‘Former King of Wallerawang” should be managed appropriately and 

interpreted and it is recommended that an interpretation and management strategy is developed for 

this site. The development of such a strategy should be developed with input from the local Aboriginal 

community. A caveat on the title of the land in the location should be considered to protect it 

adequately.  

The Office of Environment and Heritage should amend the AHIMS record with the correct locational 

information for this site, in line with the recommendations made in 1993 (McIntyre 1993:16-17). 
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6.3 Wallerawang Power Station 

The historical and social significance of the Wallerawang Power Station is apparent and, largely as a 

symbolic representation of the earlier stations and in the light of their individual architectural and 

engineering significance, one of the original chimneys has been conserved on site.  

Generally, it is recognised that, irrespective of their heritage significance, conservation of large 

boilers, turbo-alternators and the various ancillary structures of a major power station is, owing to their 

size and their purpose-built nature, difficult except in special circumstances. Whilst heritage listings 

authorities may be circumspect regarding the listing of operational infrastructure facilities, such as a 

major power station, the potential closure of the power station may alter this attitude and there may be 

a degree of interest in identifying and conserving a significant item of fabric as a symbolic relic of the 

station for future generations. 

The existing historic chimney stack may be suitable for this purpose, depending upon the issues 

associated with its ongoing ownership and maintenance. Equally, Lithgow Council (the most likely 

candidate for future ownership of heritage structures) may baulk at taking ownership of a structure 

which has notable maintenance costs, with attendant potential public safety issues if maintenance is 

neglected. There are potential compromise outcomes which may include, for example, the retention of 

a truncated stack (or two, if the ‘C’ Station stacks are also considered), reducing future maintenance 

and safety issues, whilst achieving some retention of heritage fabric. 

It is recommended that a heritage management strategy be developed by Energy Australia for the 

Wallerawang Power Station itself. The development of this strategy would examine the surviving 

fabric of the site both in terms of its heritage significance and the potential for its long-term 

conservation. From this study, and in the light of Energy Australia’s intentions for the future of the site, 

a detailed strategy could be developed. 

The heritage strategy could be developed with reference to Lithgow Council, who may be willing to 

accept ownership of suitable heritage fabric as part of a public open space reserve (for example). If 

this approach was not favoured, sale of the property as private land could also occur with remnant 

heritage fabric located on the site, if the future owner was to accept ownership of heritage assets and 

statutory protection of these assets was arranged with Lithgow Council. In any case, these questions 

cannot be determined except through the identification of a workable approach which will be accepted 

by all (or, at least, most) stakeholders.  

To a large degree, the conservation of any heritage fabric on the site is dependent upon future 

management outcomes in the first instance and, for this reason, it is recommended that the Heritage 

Strategy be developed in a consultative manner with the local community and significant 

stakeholders. 

A future Heritage Strategy should also consider the relationship of the Wallerawang Power Station 

with the local community, many, if not most of whom, have either worked at, or have had family who 

worked at, the power station. Community heritage objectives could relate to a wide variety of 

outcomes, including but not limited to: 

• The production of a book which documents the history and operation of the Power Station 

over fifty years; 

• The provision of records, photographs and archival material to the local history section of the 

Lithgow/Wallerawang public libraries; 

• The preparation of a ‘oral history’ program which records the experiences and memories of 

the staff, past and present; 

• The holding of a closure ceremony/ public open day/farewell picnic or similar event which 

allows the community to gather and share the opportunity to farewell the power station; and/or  
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•  The establishment of a single commemorative place, such as a picnic area or park, 

dedicated to the memory of the power station 

It is worth noting that the provision of community outcomes, such as are identified above, may form a 

significant alternative to other, more difficult, heritage conservation outcomes. 

 

 

 

Figure 16: The Cooling Tower for Wallerawang Power Station was the first of its type in Australia and is a 

well-known local landmark. 
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Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Assessment Report. 

Wallerawang Power Station Project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Purpose of this assessment  
 



 
The purpose of this assessment is to determine whether any features of Aboriginal 
cultural significance occur within the study area for this project, and whether their 
significance would be affected by the project. This assessment will be used to assist 
Biosis Ecology and Heritage Consulting to determine whether further assessment and 
consultation is required for this project. 
 

Project details: 
 

a) Project title:  
           Aboriginal Cultural Heritage and Archaeological Assessment- Wallerawang 
Power Station. 
 

b) Location of study area: 
            Corner of Main Street, Wallerawang and Great Western Highway. 
 

c) Name of Aboriginal site officer(s) completing this assessment: 
            Amy Armstrong 

 
d) Name of Aboriginal organisation(s) represented by this survey: 

           Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land Council 
 
e) Name of site officer(s) who undertook site survey: 

            Amy Armstrong 
 
f) Date of survey: 

31st August 2017. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



Methodology: 
 
 
 

a) Approximately how much of the total project study area was surveyed (e.g.  
10%-100%) and why? (e.g. certain areas were heavily disturbed, properties 
were inaccessible, ground visibility was poor, difficult weather conditions, etc.) 

 
Approximately 90% of the survey was conducted. Due to areas of contamination 
with asbestos and area’s not owned by Wallerawang Power Station, these areas 
could not be surveyed. 
 
 

 
 

b) How was the survey undertaken? (e.g.. by foot, by car, individually, in 
groups, other? If other people were involved in the survey, please provide 
their names and name of their organisation, if relevant) 

 
 
The survey was conducted on foot by myself and Matthew Smith. (Archaeologist from Biosis 
Ecology and Heritage Consulting). 

 

 
Results: 
 
 

a) Please provide a description of the area surveyed. Include a description of 
the total area covered, landforms, built areas, etc. Where appropriate survey 
areas should be identified on the map/plan. 

 
 
The surveyed area consisted of heavy vegetation and creek ways. Previous works have 
disturbed the natural soils therefore no artefacts have been located in area’s 1 through to 
9. Survey was conducted around creek lines, previously disturbed areas where works are 
to be carried out and heavy vegetated areas. Please see below photo relating to heavy 
vegetated areas. 
 
 
 
 



 
Area 1: Heavily vegetated, Creek line running through area to left.  

 
 

b) Where any of the following features identified during the survey? 
 
 

Stone tools or flakes  
      
Scarred Trees    

 
Bora circles 

 
Totems 

 
Other – please state: 

x 

 

 

 

 



 
Hearths 
 
Shelters 

  
Significant spiritual or social areas 
  
Significant cultural landscape features 
 
Shell middens 
 
Art sites 
 

If any of the above items were ticked, please provide a description including the 
location, quality, size, condition and significance of the feature, if known. Where 
appropriate, this information should be identified on the map/plan 
 
Location of artefact was located in Wallerawang Power Station carpark on left hand side. 
One white/cream chert flake located. Chert flake is good condition. No other artefacts 
located in area. 
 

Is it considered likely that any of the above features may be present in the  

c) study area despite not being positively identified during the survey?  
 
Yes  
 
 
 
 

 
d) If known, please provide a description of the natural resources used by 

Aboriginal people that are, or would have been, available within the study 
area. Please describe the significance of these resources to past and present 
aboriginal communities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The main natural resource in this area are flat plateau’s and creek lines providing fresh 
water and hunting grounds for Aboriginal people. The area also uncovered great tool 
making materials such as quartz and sillig or obsidian. Due to lack of visibility it is most 
likely that artefacts are in the area but were unable to be located.  
 

Signs of kangaroo and wombats provide food sources. Eucalyptus trees and wattles were 
located in area’s providing tool making materials. Stone materials such as quartz, obsidian 
and basalt would have provided tools. 
 



 

Area 2: Showing creek line and juvenile eucalyptus.  
 
 
 

e) Please provide a description of past disturbances to the study area, if known, 
and how this may affected Aboriginal cultural heritage features. 

 
 
Previous works through establishing tailing dams, buildings, pipe lines, roads etc, have 
highly disturbed the area making it difficult to locate evidence of Aboriginal inhabitancy.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
AREA 3: Highly disturbed area. Previous works carried out to establish pipe lines and 
buildings. 

AREA 3: Heavily vegetated area, creek line heavily overgrown with pampass grass. 



AREA 5: Tailing dams, highly disturbed areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

AREA 5: Highly disturbed due to construction of road. Heavily vegetated to left hand 



side. Highly disturbed mining area to right of photo. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

AREA 6: Highly disturbed area due to previous mining. (Matthew Smith Biosis Arch) 
 
 
 
 
Conclusion: 
 
Is the project likely to affect any significant known or potential Aboriginal cultural 
heritage features as identified by the survey? 
 

No 
   

Yes (if yes, please describe the features and how they would be affected) 
 
 
Although one artefact had been located, it would be highly possible in surrounding areas 
with heavy vegetation that cultural heritage would be uncovered. I would like to state that 
although two days were set aside to carry out a thorough search of the area’s, the 
representative from Wallerawang Power Station was quite forthcoming in the matter we 

 

X 



complete the survey in one day. I would also like to state due to being rushed we were 
unable to conduct a detailed search of listed AHIMS site located alongside the Great 
Western Highway outside of Wallerawang Power Station’s boundary. I believe given more 
time to complete a detailed search of the site, we would have uncovered more artefacts, 
regarding the location of the area, this would have made a subsistence area for Aboriginal 
peoples.  
 

 
 
 
 
This assessment has been completed by: 
 
 
Name:    Amy Armstrong 
     
 
 
Position Title:  Sites Officer 
 
 
 
Organisation name:  Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land Council 
 
 
 
On the following date: 1st September 2017 
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Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015  ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydney@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

19 October 2017 

Tonilee Scott 
Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land Council 
149 Russell Street 
Bathurst NSW 2795 
 

Dear Tonilee 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Draft 
ACHAR and AR 
Our Ref: Matter: 24164 
 

Following up on your registration for the Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Assessment, enclosed is a copy of the Draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and 
Archaeological Report (AR) for the project for your review. Once comments have been received by RAPs, the 
comments will be incorporated into a Final report which will then be issued to all RAPs for their records. 

In accordance with the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents (DECCW 2010), 
we provide the ACHAR and AR for your review and feedback. If you would like further information, please 
do not hesitate to contact us.  It would be appreciated if you would provide feedback on the report to Biosis 
Pty Ltd by 4pm Thursday 16 November 2017 either by email, return mail or a phone call.  

Please address feedback to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 
Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue    
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

If you have any queries regarding the study area or the information in this letter, please don't hesitate to 
contact me in the office on (02) 9101 8700. 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist

mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�


 

 

 

Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015  ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydney@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

19 October 2017 

Cherie Carroll Turrise 
Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation 
1 Bellevue Place 
Portland NSW 2847 
 

Dear Cherie 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Draft 
ACHAR and AR 
Our Ref: Matter: 24164 
 

Following up on your registration for the Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Assessment, enclosed is a copy of the Draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and 
Archaeological Report (AR) for the project for your review. Once comments have been received by RAPs, the 
comments will be incorporated into a Final report which will then be issued to all RAPs for their records. 

In accordance with the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents (DECCW 2010), 
we provide the ACHAR and AR for your review and feedback. If you would like further information, please 
do not hesitate to contact us.  It would be appreciated if you would provide feedback on the report to Biosis 
Pty Ltd by 4pm Thursday 16 November 2017 either by email, return mail or a phone call.  

Please address feedback to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 
Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue    
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

If you have any queries regarding the study area or the information in this letter, please don't hesitate to 
contact me in the office on (02) 9101 8700. 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist

mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�


 

 

 

Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015  ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydney@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

19 October 2017 

Jesse Johnson & Vickylee Paddison  
Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation 
5 Hession Road 
Nelson NSW 2765 
 

Dear Jesse Johnson & Vickylee Paddison 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Draft 
ACHAR and AR 
Our Ref: Matter: 24164 
 

Following up on your registration for the Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Assessment, enclosed is a copy of the Draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and 
Archaeological Report (AR) for the project for your review. Once comments have been received by RAPs, the 
comments will be incorporated into a Final report which will then be issued to all RAPs for their records. 

In accordance with the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents (DECCW 2010), 
we provide the ACHAR and AR for your review and feedback. If you would like further information, please 
do not hesitate to contact us.  It would be appreciated if you would provide feedback on the report to Biosis 
Pty Ltd by 4pm Thursday 16 November 2017 either by email, return mail or a phone call.  

Please address feedback to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 
Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue    
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

If you have any queries regarding the study area or the information in this letter, please don't hesitate to 
contact me in the office on (02) 9101 8700. 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist

mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�


 

 

 

Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015  ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydney@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

19 October 2017 

Darleen Johnson 
Murra Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal Corporation 
PO Box 246 
Seven Hill NSW 2147 
 

Dear Darleen 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Draft 
ACHAR and AR 
Our Ref: Matter: 24164 
 

Following up on your registration for the Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Assessment, enclosed is a copy of the Draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and 
Archaeological Report (AR) for the project for your review. Once comments have been received by RAPs, the 
comments will be incorporated into a Final report which will then be issued to all RAPs for their records. 

In accordance with the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents (DECCW 2010), 
we provide the ACHAR and AR for your review and feedback. If you would like further information, please 
do not hesitate to contact us.  It would be appreciated if you would provide feedback on the report to Biosis 
Pty Ltd by 4pm Thursday 16 November 2017 either by email, return mail or a phone call.  

Please address feedback to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 
Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue    
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

If you have any queries regarding the study area or the information in this letter, please don't hesitate to 
contact me in the office on (02) 9101 8700. 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist

mailto:jcole@biosis.com.au�


 

 

 

Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015  ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydney@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 

19 October 2017 

Kristen Kerr 
Warrabinga Native Title Claimants Aboriginal Corporation 
PO Box 282 
Mudgee NSW 2850 
 

Dear Kristen 

RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Draft 
ACHAR and AR 
Our Ref: Matter: 24164 
 

Following up on your registration for the Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Assessment, enclosed is a copy of the Draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and 
Archaeological Report (AR) for the project for your review. Once comments have been received by RAPs, the 
comments will be incorporated into a Final report which will then be issued to all RAPs for their records. 

In accordance with the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents (DECCW 2010), 
we provide the ACHAR and AR for your review and feedback. If you would like further information, please 
do not hesitate to contact us.  It would be appreciated if you would provide feedback on the report to Biosis 
Pty Ltd by 4pm Thursday 16 November 2017 either by email, return mail or a phone call.  

Please address feedback to: 

James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 
Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue    
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 

If you have any queries regarding the study area or the information in this letter, please don't hesitate to 
contact me in the office on (02) 9101 8700. 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

James Cole 
Archaeologist
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From: Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman
To: "bathlalc2@bigpond.com"
Subject: 21637 - Stage 4 Consultation - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Heritage Assessment
Date: Thursday, 19 October 2017 3:55:14 PM
Attachments: PDFMailer.pdf
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Thank you for registering your interest in the Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage

Assessment.

Please find the draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and Archaeological

Report (AR) available for your review here: https://spaces.hightail.com/receive/JeIdG1km7U

Biosis would appreciate your input into the draft ACHAR and AR. It would be appreciated if you could

provide feedback on the draft reports to Biosis Pty Ltd by the 16th of November 2017, either by email

or return mail. Please address methodology feedback to:

James Cole

Consultant Archaeologist

Biosis Pty Ltd

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue

Alexandria NSW 2015

jcole@biosis.com.au

If you have any further queries regarding the project or the information in this letter, please don't

hesitate to contact James Cole on (02) 9101 8708.

Kind regards,

Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

Research Assistant

Biosis Pty Ltd.

Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

Research Assistant - Heritage

   

M: 0428 175 025

D: (02) 4911 4042

E: akeevers-eastman@biosis.com.au

   

Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting

The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain copyright

material, or information that is confidential or is exempt from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking

of any action in reliance upon this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you received this in

error, please contact the sender and delete the material from your computer. The views expressed in this email are those of the sender except

where the sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is free

of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to that information by Biosis Pty Ltd personnel is

strictly limited and controlled. 
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Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 


Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015  ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydney@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 


19 October 2017 


Tonilee Scott 
Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land Council 
149 Russell Street 
Bathurst NSW 2795 
 


Dear Tonilee 


RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Draft 
ACHAR and AR 
Our Ref: Matter: 24164 
 


Following up on your registration for the Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Assessment, enclosed is a copy of the Draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and 
Archaeological Report (AR) for the project for your review. Once comments have been received by RAPs, the 
comments will be incorporated into a Final report which will then be issued to all RAPs for their records. 


In accordance with the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents (DECCW 2010), 
we provide the ACHAR and AR for your review and feedback. If you would like further information, please 
do not hesitate to contact us.  It would be appreciated if you would provide feedback on the report to Biosis 
Pty Ltd by 4pm Thursday 16 November 2017 either by email, return mail or a phone call.  


Please address feedback to: 


James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 
Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue    
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 


If you have any queries regarding the study area or the information in this letter, please don't hesitate to 
contact me in the office on (02) 9101 8700. 


Yours sincerely 


 


 


James Cole 
Archaeologist
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From: Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman
To: "cheriecarroll68@yahoo.com"
Subject: 21637 - Stage 4 Consultation - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Heritage Assessment
Date: Thursday, 19 October 2017 3:55:15 PM
Attachments: PDFMailer.pdf

image9be1b0.PNG

Thank you for registering your interest in the Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage

Assessment.

Please find the draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and Archaeological

Report (AR) available for your review here: https://spaces.hightail.com/receive/JeIdG1km7U

Biosis would appreciate your input into the draft ACHAR and AR. It would be appreciated if you could

provide feedback on the draft reports to Biosis Pty Ltd by the 16th of November 2017, either by email

or return mail. Please address methodology feedback to:

James Cole

Consultant Archaeologist

Biosis Pty Ltd

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue

Alexandria NSW 2015

jcole@biosis.com.au

If you have any further queries regarding the project or the information in this letter, please don't

hesitate to contact James Cole on (02) 9101 8708.

Kind regards,

Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

Research Assistant

Biosis Pty Ltd.

Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

Research Assistant - Heritage

   

M: 0428 175 025

D: (02) 4911 4042

E: akeevers-eastman@biosis.com.au

   

Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting

The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain copyright

material, or information that is confidential or is exempt from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking

of any action in reliance upon this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you received this in

error, please contact the sender and delete the material from your computer. The views expressed in this email are those of the sender except

where the sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is free

of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to that information by Biosis Pty Ltd personnel is

strictly limited and controlled. 
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Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 


Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015  ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydney@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 


19 October 2017 


Cherie Carroll Turrise 
Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation 
1 Bellevue Place 
Portland NSW 2847 
 


Dear Cherie 


RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Draft 
ACHAR and AR 
Our Ref: Matter: 24164 
 


Following up on your registration for the Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Assessment, enclosed is a copy of the Draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and 
Archaeological Report (AR) for the project for your review. Once comments have been received by RAPs, the 
comments will be incorporated into a Final report which will then be issued to all RAPs for their records. 


In accordance with the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents (DECCW 2010), 
we provide the ACHAR and AR for your review and feedback. If you would like further information, please 
do not hesitate to contact us.  It would be appreciated if you would provide feedback on the report to Biosis 
Pty Ltd by 4pm Thursday 16 November 2017 either by email, return mail or a phone call.  


Please address feedback to: 


James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 
Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue    
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 


If you have any queries regarding the study area or the information in this letter, please don't hesitate to 
contact me in the office on (02) 9101 8700. 


Yours sincerely 


 


 


James Cole 
Archaeologist
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From: Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman
To: "muragadi@yahoo.com.au"
Subject: 21637 - Stage 4 Consultation - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Heritage Assessment
Date: Thursday, 19 October 2017 3:55:15 PM
Attachments: PDFMailer.pdf
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Thank you for registering your interest in the Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage

Assessment.

Please find the draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and Archaeological

Report (AR) available for your review here: https://spaces.hightail.com/receive/JeIdG1km7U

Biosis would appreciate your input into the draft ACHAR and AR. It would be appreciated if you could

provide feedback on the draft reports to Biosis Pty Ltd by the 16th of November 2017, either by email

or return mail. Please address methodology feedback to:

James Cole

Consultant Archaeologist

Biosis Pty Ltd

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue

Alexandria NSW 2015

jcole@biosis.com.au

If you have any further queries regarding the project or the information in this letter, please don't

hesitate to contact James Cole on (02) 9101 8708.

Kind regards,

Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

Research Assistant

Biosis Pty Ltd.

Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

Research Assistant - Heritage

   

M: 0428 175 025

D: (02) 4911 4042

E: akeevers-eastman@biosis.com.au

   

Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting

The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain copyright

material, or information that is confidential or is exempt from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking

of any action in reliance upon this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you received this in

error, please contact the sender and delete the material from your computer. The views expressed in this email are those of the sender except

where the sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is free

of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to that information by Biosis Pty Ltd personnel is

strictly limited and controlled. 
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Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 


Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015  ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydney@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 


19 October 2017 


Jesse Johnson & Vickylee Paddison  
Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation 
5 Hession Road 
Nelson NSW 2765 
 


Dear Jesse Johnson & Vickylee Paddison 


RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Draft 
ACHAR and AR 
Our Ref: Matter: 24164 
 


Following up on your registration for the Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Assessment, enclosed is a copy of the Draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and 
Archaeological Report (AR) for the project for your review. Once comments have been received by RAPs, the 
comments will be incorporated into a Final report which will then be issued to all RAPs for their records. 


In accordance with the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents (DECCW 2010), 
we provide the ACHAR and AR for your review and feedback. If you would like further information, please 
do not hesitate to contact us.  It would be appreciated if you would provide feedback on the report to Biosis 
Pty Ltd by 4pm Thursday 16 November 2017 either by email, return mail or a phone call.  


Please address feedback to: 


James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 
Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue    
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 


If you have any queries regarding the study area or the information in this letter, please don't hesitate to 
contact me in the office on (02) 9101 8700. 


Yours sincerely 


 


 


James Cole 
Archaeologist
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From: Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman
To: "murrabidgeemullangari@yahoo.com.au"
Subject: 21637 - Stage 4 Consultation - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Heritage Assessment
Date: Thursday, 19 October 2017 3:55:15 PM
Attachments: PDFMailer.pdf
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Thank you for registering your interest in the Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage

Assessment.

Please find the draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and Archaeological

Report (AR) available for your review here: https://spaces.hightail.com/receive/JeIdG1km7U

Biosis would appreciate your input into the draft ACHAR and AR. It would be appreciated if you could

provide feedback on the draft reports to Biosis Pty Ltd by the 16th of November 2017, either by email

or return mail. Please address methodology feedback to:

James Cole

Consultant Archaeologist

Biosis Pty Ltd

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue

Alexandria NSW 2015

jcole@biosis.com.au

If you have any further queries regarding the project or the information in this letter, please don't

hesitate to contact James Cole on (02) 9101 8708.

Kind regards,

Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

Research Assistant

Biosis Pty Ltd.

Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

Research Assistant - Heritage

   

M: 0428 175 025

D: (02) 4911 4042

E: akeevers-eastman@biosis.com.au

   

Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting

The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain copyright

material, or information that is confidential or is exempt from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking

of any action in reliance upon this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you received this in

error, please contact the sender and delete the material from your computer. The views expressed in this email are those of the sender except

where the sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is free

of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to that information by Biosis Pty Ltd personnel is

strictly limited and controlled. 
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Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 


Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015  ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydney@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 


19 October 2017 


Darleen Johnson 
Murra Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal Corporation 
PO Box 246 
Seven Hill NSW 2147 
 


Dear Darleen 


RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Draft 
ACHAR and AR 
Our Ref: Matter: 24164 
 


Following up on your registration for the Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Assessment, enclosed is a copy of the Draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and 
Archaeological Report (AR) for the project for your review. Once comments have been received by RAPs, the 
comments will be incorporated into a Final report which will then be issued to all RAPs for their records. 


In accordance with the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents (DECCW 2010), 
we provide the ACHAR and AR for your review and feedback. If you would like further information, please 
do not hesitate to contact us.  It would be appreciated if you would provide feedback on the report to Biosis 
Pty Ltd by 4pm Thursday 16 November 2017 either by email, return mail or a phone call.  


Please address feedback to: 


James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 
Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue    
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 


If you have any queries regarding the study area or the information in this letter, please don't hesitate to 
contact me in the office on (02) 9101 8700. 


Yours sincerely 


 


 


James Cole 
Archaeologist
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From: Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman
To: "info@warrabinga.com.au"
Subject: 21637 - Stage 4 Consultation - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Heritage Assessment
Date: Thursday, 19 October 2017 3:55:16 PM
Attachments: PDFMailer.pdf
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Thank you for registering your interest in the Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage

Assessment.

Please find the draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and Archaeological

Report (AR) available for your review here: https://spaces.hightail.com/receive/JeIdG1km7U

Biosis would appreciate your input into the draft ACHAR and AR. It would be appreciated if you could

provide feedback on the draft reports to Biosis Pty Ltd by the 16th of November 2017, either by email

or return mail. Please address methodology feedback to:

James Cole

Consultant Archaeologist

Biosis Pty Ltd

Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue

Alexandria NSW 2015

jcole@biosis.com.au

If you have any further queries regarding the project or the information in this letter, please don't

hesitate to contact James Cole on (02) 9101 8708.

Kind regards,

Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

Research Assistant

Biosis Pty Ltd.

Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman

Research Assistant - Heritage

   

M: 0428 175 025

D: (02) 4911 4042

E: akeevers-eastman@biosis.com.au

   

Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting

The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain copyright

material, or information that is confidential or is exempt from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking

of any action in reliance upon this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you received this in

error, please contact the sender and delete the material from your computer. The views expressed in this email are those of the sender except

where the sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is free

of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to that information by Biosis Pty Ltd personnel is

strictly limited and controlled. 
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Biosis Pty Ltd 
Sydney Resource Group 


Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue Phone: 02 9101 8700 ACN 006 175 097  
Alexandria NSW 2015  ABN 65 006 175 097 Email: sydney@biosis.com.au biosis.com.au 


19 October 2017 


Kristen Kerr 
Warrabinga Native Title Claimants Aboriginal Corporation 
PO Box 282 
Mudgee NSW 2850 
 


Dear Kristen 


RE: Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment – Draft 
ACHAR and AR 
Our Ref: Matter: 24164 
 


Following up on your registration for the Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Assessment, enclosed is a copy of the Draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and 
Archaeological Report (AR) for the project for your review. Once comments have been received by RAPs, the 
comments will be incorporated into a Final report which will then be issued to all RAPs for their records. 


In accordance with the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents (DECCW 2010), 
we provide the ACHAR and AR for your review and feedback. If you would like further information, please 
do not hesitate to contact us.  It would be appreciated if you would provide feedback on the report to Biosis 
Pty Ltd by 4pm Thursday 16 November 2017 either by email, return mail or a phone call.  


Please address feedback to: 


James Cole 
Biosis Pty Ltd 
Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue    
Alexandria NSW 2015 
jcole@biosis.com.au 
 


If you have any queries regarding the study area or the information in this letter, please don't hesitate to 
contact me in the office on (02) 9101 8700. 


Yours sincerely 


 


 


James Cole 
Archaeologist
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From: kristen.kerr@warrabinga.com.au
To: Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman
Cc: "info@warrabinga.com.au"
Subject: Re: 21637 - Stage 4 Consultation - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Heritage Assessment
Date: Thursday, 19 October 2017 4:30:12 PM

Ashleigh,

Are you able to confirm for me if/when Waarabinga was offered the
opportunity to participate in the survey work undertaken.

Regards,

Kristen Kerr

On 2017-10-19 15:55, Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman wrote:
> Thank you for registering your interest in the Wallerawang Power
> Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment.
> Please find the draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report
> (ACHAR) and Archaeological Report (AR) available for your review here:
> https://spaces.hightail.com/receive/JeIdG1km7U
>
> Biosis would appreciate your input into the draft ACHAR and AR. It
> would be appreciated if you could provide feedback on the draft
> reports to Biosis Pty Ltd by the 16th of November 2017, either by
> email or return mail. Please address methodology feedback to:
>
> James Cole
> Consultant Archaeologist
> Biosis Pty Ltd
> Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue
> Alexandria NSW 2015
> jcole@biosis.com.au
>
> If you have any further queries regarding the project or the
> information in this letter, please don't hesitate to contact James
> Cole on (02) 9101 8708.
>
> Kind regards,
>
> Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman
> Research Assistant
> Biosis Pty Ltd.
>
>               Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman
>
>               Research Assistant - Heritage
>
>               M: 0428 175 025
>
>               D: (02) 4911 4042
>
>               E: akeevers-eastman@biosis.com.au
>
>                [1]
>

mailto:akeevers-eastman@biosis.com.au
mailto:info@warrabinga.com.au
https://spaces.hightail.com/receive/JeIdG1km7U


>               Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting
>
> The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for
> the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain
> copyright material, or information that is confidential or is exempt
> from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or
> other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this
> information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient
> is strictly prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact
> the sender and delete the material from your computer. The views
> expressed in this email are those of the sender except where the
> sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of
> Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is
> free of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to
> communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to that information by Biosis
> Pty Ltd personnel is strictly limited and controlled.
>
>
>
> Links:
> ------
> [1] http://biosis.com.au

http://biosis.com.au/


From: kristen.kerr@warrabinga.com.au
To: Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman
Cc: "info@warrabinga.com.au"
Subject: Re: 21637 - Stage 4 Consultation - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Heritage Assessment
Date: Thursday, 19 October 2017 4:33:46 PM

Oh and while i have your attention can I please have the proponents
project managers contact details.

Regards,
Kristen

On 2017-10-19 15:55, Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman wrote:
> Thank you for registering your interest in the Wallerawang Power
> Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment.
> Please find the draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report
> (ACHAR) and Archaeological Report (AR) available for your review here:
> https://spaces.hightail.com/receive/JeIdG1km7U
>
> Biosis would appreciate your input into the draft ACHAR and AR. It
> would be appreciated if you could provide feedback on the draft
> reports to Biosis Pty Ltd by the 16th of November 2017, either by
> email or return mail. Please address methodology feedback to:
>
> James Cole
> Consultant Archaeologist
> Biosis Pty Ltd
> Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue
> Alexandria NSW 2015
> jcole@biosis.com.au
>
> If you have any further queries regarding the project or the
> information in this letter, please don't hesitate to contact James
> Cole on (02) 9101 8708.
>
> Kind regards,
>
> Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman
> Research Assistant
> Biosis Pty Ltd.
>
>               Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman
>
>               Research Assistant - Heritage
>
>               M: 0428 175 025
>
>               D: (02) 4911 4042
>
>               E: akeevers-eastman@biosis.com.au
>
>                [1]
>
>               Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting
>
> The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for

mailto:akeevers-eastman@biosis.com.au
mailto:info@warrabinga.com.au
https://spaces.hightail.com/receive/JeIdG1km7U


> the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain
> copyright material, or information that is confidential or is exempt
> from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or
> other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this
> information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient
> is strictly prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact
> the sender and delete the material from your computer. The views
> expressed in this email are those of the sender except where the
> sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of
> Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is
> free of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to
> communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to that information by Biosis
> Pty Ltd personnel is strictly limited and controlled.
>
>
>
> Links:
> ------
> [1] http://biosis.com.au

http://biosis.com.au/


> On 2017-10-27 16:57, James Cole 
wrote:Hi Kristen, > 

> Thanks for your email. Please find attached the notification letter
> initially sent to Warrabinga which contains the proponents contact
> details. I am the project manager for this assessment.

> 
> With regard to the field assessment for this project, the decision was
> made in consultation with the proponent for Biosis to undertake this
> archaeological assessment with the Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land
> Council in attendance.
>
> As outlined in the archaeological report, one Aboriginal site (an
> isolated artefact) and two areas of archaeological potential were
> identified during the survey. The proposed works will be avoiding
> these sites, resulting in no overall impact on known and potential
> Aboriginal heritage values on site.
>
> If you would like to discuss the assessment further, please do not
> hesitate to email me.
>
> Kind regards,
>
> James
>
> James Cole
>
>               

>               

>               

>               

>

>               

 Archaeologist

 M: 0437 856 233

 D: (02) 9101 8708

 E: jcole@biosis.com.au

 [1]

 Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting

> 

> 

> 

> 

> 

> 
> The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for
> the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain
> copyright material, or information that is confidential or is exempt
> from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or
> other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this
> information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient
> is strictly prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact
> the sender and delete the material from your computer. The views
> expressed in this email are those of the sender except where the
> sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of
> Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is
> free of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to
> communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to that information by Biosis
> Pty Ltd personnel is strictly limited and controlled.
>
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Subject: Re: 21637 - Stage 4 Consultation - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Heritage Assessment 
From: kristen.kerr@warrabinga.com.au

To: James Cole <JCole@biosis.com.au>

CC: 

Hi James,

Please find attached the comments from Warrabinga for the Wallerawang 
Power Station Aboriginal Heritage Cultural Assessment and Archaeology 
Report.

Kind Regards,

Kristen Kerr
Warrabinga

On 2017-10-27 16:57, James Cole wrote:

https://spaces.hightail.com/receive/JeIdG1km7U








1

James Cole

From: James Cole
Sent: Monday, 4 December 2017 3:28 PM
To: 'kristen.kerr@warrabinga.com.au'
Subject: RE: 21637 - Stage 4 Consultation - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Heritage 

Assessment
Attachments: 21637_F1_Locality.pdf; 21637_ACHAR_F2_StudyArea.pdf; 21637_ACHAR_F3

_AHIMS.PDF; 21637_ACHAR_F4_SurveyResults.pdf; Wallerawang Power 
Station.docx

Hi Kristen, 

Thanks for your email. Please find Biosis' response to each of Warrabinga's queries below. 

The first of Warrabinga's queries we would like to address is relating to your query around participation in the field 
survey. Consultation with all Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) was undertaken equally with regard to the 
Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents (DECCW 2010). As outlined in Section 3.4 of the 
consultation requirements, participation of the Bathurst LALC in the archaeological survey is considered to be paid 
employment, which is not included as a part of these requirements. 

With regard to mitigation and management, Biosis is not currently recommending that the proponent apply for an 
AHIP as the proposed works will not be impacting on any Aboriginal sites. Should the scope of works be changed to 
include impacts to the identified artefact site or areas of PAD, recommendations have been made to ensure that all 
RAPs are consulted and that appropriate further works such as test excavation are undertaken. With regard to the 
mitigation measures outlined in your letter, Biosis is happy to amend the existing recommendations to include no-go 
zones surrounding these Aboriginal sites during construction within property owned by EnergyAustralia. As the 
proposed works will be taking place in areas of disturbance which are considered to be of low archaeological 
potential, it is not considered that monitoring or specific site inductions are required, as no impacts to the identified 
sites are proposed, and there is a low potential for previously unidentified sites to be discovered during the works. A 
provision for unexpected finds has been included in the final report. Should any Aboriginal sites be identified during 
works, it has been recommended that all works within the area should cease, and that OEH and an archaeologist 
should be notified. Prior to any works proceeding, relevant mitigation and management measures will be determined 
by EnergyAustralia in consultation with the RAPs for the project. 

Based on discussions with EnergyAustralia, we will also be including a recommendation in the final report for a 
cultural heritage induction to take place for contractors on site prior to the commencement of works, to inform workers 
of their responsibilities in relation to Aboriginal heritage as well as the process to be followed should any unexpected 
Aboriginal sites be identified. 

With regard to the Draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHAR), my apologies, there appears to have 
been an error with the mapping, please find the relevant maps attached to this email. With regard to Appendices 2 
and 3, these will be included with the final report, however no other comments on the project information and 
methodology were provided to Biosis by any other RAPs on the project. Bathurst LALC did provide a short report on 
the archaeological survey, which is summarised in the text of the report. Please find it attached to this email. 

All relevant plate captions in the Draft AR have been updated to include directions. Table 6 and Figure 6 are not 
intended to present the same information on survey coverage. Tables 6 and 7 are intended to provide an estimate of 
survey coverage in accordance with the Code of practice for the archaeological investigation of Aboriginal objects in 
NSW (DECCW 2010), while Figure 7 has been included to more accurately illustrate which portions of the study area 
were inspected by Biosis as a part of the archaeological survey. 

Areas which Biosis were unable to access were noted in Section 4.4 as locations which could not be accessed for 
safety reason as advised by EnergyAustralia, with one such area being an asbestos dump in the north-western 
portion of the study area. Works will be restricted to areas of previous disturbance based on the brief provided by 
Biosis, the word 'largely' has been removed from Section 7.1 for the finalisation of the report. 

Kind regards, 

James 
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James Cole 
Archaeologist 
M: 0437 856 233 
D: (02) 9101 8708 
E: jcole@biosis.com.au 

 

Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting 

 
 
The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain copyright material, or information 
that is confidential or is exempt from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this 
information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material 
from your computer. The views expressed in this email are those of the sender except where the sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of 
Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is free of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to 
that information by Biosis Pty Ltd personnel is strictly limited and controlled.  

-----Original Message----- 
From: kristen.kerr@warrabinga.com.au [mailto:kristen.kerr@warrabinga.com.au] 
Sent: Friday, 17 November 2017 4:30 PM 
To: James Cole  
Subject: Re: 21637 - Stage 4 Consultation - Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Heritage Assessment 
 
Hi James, 
 
Please find attached the comments from Warrabinga for the Wallerawang Power Station Aboriginal Heritage Cultural 
Assessment and Archaeology Report. 
 
Kind Regards, 
 
Kristen Kerr 
Warrabinga 
 
On 2017-10-27 16:57, James Cole wrote: 
> Hi Kristen, 
> 
> Thanks for your email. Please find attached the notification letter 
> initially sent to Warrabinga which contains the proponents contact 
> details. I am the project manager for this assessment. 
> 
> With regard to the field assessment for this project, the decision was 
> made in consultation with the proponent for Biosis to undertake this 
> archaeological assessment with the Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land 
> Council in attendance. 
> 
> As outlined in the archaeological report, one Aboriginal site (an 
> isolated artefact) and two areas of archaeological potential were 
> identified during the survey. The proposed works will be avoiding 
> these sites, resulting in no overall impact on known and potential 
> Aboriginal heritage values on site. 
> 
> If you would like to discuss the assessment further, please do not 
> hesitate to email me. 
> 
> Kind regards, 
> 
> James 
> 
> James Cole 
> 
> Archaeologist 
> 
> M: 0437 856 233 
> 
> D: (02) 9101 8708 
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> 
> E: jcole@biosis.com.au 
> 
> [1] 
> 
> Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting 
> 
> The information transmitted including attachments is intended only for 
> the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain 
> copyright material, or information that is confidential or is exempt 
> from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or 
> other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this 
> information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient 
> is strictly prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact 
> the sender and delete the material from your computer. The views 
> expressed in this email are those of the sender except where the 
> sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of 
> Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is 
> free of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to 
> communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to that information by Biosis 
> Pty Ltd personnel is strictly limited and controlled. 
> 
> -----Original Message----- 
> From: kristen.kerr@warrabinga.com.au 
> [mailto:kristen.kerr@warrabinga.com.au] 
> Sent: Thursday, 19 October 2017 4:32 PM 
> To: Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman  
> Cc: 'info@warrabinga.com.au'  
> Subject: Re: 21637 - Stage 4 Consultation - Wallerawang Power Station 
> Aboriginal Heritage Assessment 
> 
> Ashleigh, 
> 
> Are you able to confirm for me if/when Waarabinga was offered the 
> opportunity to participate in the survey work undertaken. 
> 
> Regards, 
> 
> Kristen Kerr 
> 
> On 2017-10-19 15:55, Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman wrote: 
>> Thank you for registering your interest in the Wallerawang Power 
>> Station Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment. 
>> Please find the draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report 
>> (ACHAR) and Archaeological Report (AR) available for your review 
> here: 
>> https://spaces.hightail.com/receive/JeIdG1km7U 
>> 
>> Biosis would appreciate your input into the draft ACHAR and AR. It 
>> would be appreciated if you could provide feedback on the draft 
>> reports to Biosis Pty Ltd by the 16th of November 2017, either by 
>> email or return mail. Please address methodology feedback to: 
>> 
>> James Cole 
>> Consultant Archaeologist 
>> Biosis Pty Ltd 
>> Unit 14, 17-27 Power Avenue 
>> Alexandria NSW 2015 
>> jcole@biosis.com.au 
>> 
>> If you have any further queries regarding the project or the 
>> information in this letter, please don't hesitate to contact James 
>> Cole on (02) 9101 8708. 
>> 
>> Kind regards, 
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>> 
>> Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman 
>> Research Assistant 
>> Biosis Pty Ltd. 
>> 
>> Ashleigh Keevers-Eastman 
>> 
>> Research Assistant - Heritage 
>> 
>> M: 0428 175 025 
>> 
>> D: (02) 4911 4042 
>> 
>> E: akeevers-eastman@biosis.com.au 
>> 
>> [1] 
>> 
>> Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting 
>> 
>> The information transmitted including attachments is intended only 
> for 
>> the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain 
>> copyright material, or information that is confidential or is exempt 
>> from disclosure by law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or 
>> other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon this 
>> information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient 
>> is strictly prohibited. If you received this in error, please 
> contact 
>> the sender and delete the material from your computer. The views 
>> expressed in this email are those of the sender except where the 
>> sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of 
>> Biosis Pty Ltd. Biosis Pty Ltd does not represent that this email is 
>> free of errors, viruses or interference. When using email to 
>> communicate with Biosis Pty Ltd, access to that information by 
> Biosis 
>> Pty Ltd personnel is strictly limited and controlled. 
>> 
>> 
>> 
>> Links: 
>> ------ 
>> [1] http://biosis.com.au 
> 
> 
> 
> Links: 
> ------ 
> [1] http://biosis.com.au 
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 Biosis Pty Ltd  

This document is and shall remain the property of Biosis Pty Ltd. The document may only be used for 

the purposes for which it was commissioned and in accordance with the Terms of the Engagement for 

the commission. Unauthorised use of this document in any form whatsoever is prohibited. 

Disclaimer: 

Biosis Pty Ltd has completed this assessment in accordance with the relevant federal, state and local 

legislation and current industry best practice. The company accepts no liability for any damages or loss 

incurred as a result of reliance placed upon the report content or for any purpose other than that for 

which it was intended. 
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Glossary 
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NSW New South Wales 

OEH NSW Office of Environment and Heritage  

PAD Potential Archaeological Deposit 

RAP Registered Aboriginal Party  

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

Biosis Pty Ltd was commissioned by Advisian on behalf of EnergyAustralia (EA) to undertake an 

Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment for the decommissioning of the Wallerawang Power Station, 

Wallerawang New South Wales (NSW) (the study area). The study area is located approximately 1.5 

kilometres north-east of Wallerawang and approximately 11 kilometres north-west of Lithgow. It 

encompasses approximately 300 hectares of private land and the adjacent road reserves. 

There are 93 Aboriginal cultural heritage sites registered with the Aboriginal Heritage Information 

Management System (AHIMS) register in the vicinity of the study area, with one of these sites being 

located within the study area itself. Further investigation of the site determined that this AHIMS site 

has been recorded incorrectly, and is not located within the study area. 

The Aboriginal community was consulted regarding the heritage management of the project 

throughout its lifespan. Consultation has been undertaken as per the process outlined in the DECCW 

document, Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010a) 

(consultation requirements).  

The survey was conducted on 31 August 2017. The overall effectiveness of the survey for examining 

the ground for Aboriginal sites was deemed low. This was attributed to vegetation cover restricting 

ground surface visibility combined with a low amount of exposures. One previously unrecorded 

Aboriginal cultural heritage site was identified during the field survey, an isolated artefact, and two 

areas of Potential Archaeological Deposit (PAD) were identified. 

Based on the scope of works provided to Biosis, it is understood that no impact are proposed to 

either the artefact site, or the two PADs, and as such the proposed works can proceed without the 

requirement for an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP). 

Strategies have been developed based on the archaeological (significance) of cultural heritage 

relevant to the study area. The strategies also take into consideration:  

 Predicted impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage 

 The planning approvals framework 

 Current best conservation practice, widely considered to include: 

– Ethos of the Australia International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) Burra 

Charter 

– The Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in NSW(DECCW 

2010) (the code)  

The recommendations that resulted from the consultation process are provided below. 

Management recommendations 

Prior to any development impacts occurring within the study area, the following is recommended: 

Recommendation 1  No further works required 

The current footprint of the proposed works will not impact on any Aboriginal sites or areas of 

potential that have been identified during this assessment. As such, it has been determined that 

these works can proceed without constraint, subject to Recommendations 4 and 5 below should the 

impact footprint be altered to include impacts to these sites. 

http://www.biosis.com.au/
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Recommendation 2  Register WPSIF1 as an Aboriginal site on AHIMS 

WPSIF1 should be registered as an Aboriginal site on AHIMS as soon as practical. 

Recommendation 3  Update S2 (AHIMS#45-1-0211) on AHIMS 

The background research and archaeological survey conducted for this project has concluded that S2 

(AHIMS# 45-1-0211) is not located within the study area. The location of the site should updated on 

AHIMS as soon as practical. 

Recommendation 4  Future impacts to WPSIF1 

Should the scope of works be altered to include WPSIF1, the proponent will require an AHIP to 

impact on the site. For information about AHIPs and their preparation, see below. 

Advice preparing AHIPs 

An AHIP is required for any activities likely to have an impact on Aboriginal objects or Places or cause 

land to be disturbed for the purposes of discovering an Aboriginal object. The Office of Environment 

and Heritage (OEH) issues AHIPs under Part 6 of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act). 

AHIPs should be prepared by a qualified archaeologist and lodged with the OEH. Once the 

application is lodged processing time can take between 8-12 weeks. It should be noted that there will 

be an application fee levied by the OEH for the processing of AHIPs, which is dependent on the 

estimated total cost of the development project. 

Where there are multiple sites within one study area an application for an AHIP to cover the entire 

study area is recommended. 

Recommendation 5  Future impacts to WPSPAD1 and WPSPAD 2 

Should the scope of works be altered to include WPSPAD1 and/or WPSPAD2, further investigation in 

the form of test excavations will be required prior to the commencement of works. Should test 

excavations in these areas identify any Aboriginal objects, an AHIP will be required prior to the 

commencement of works. 

Recommendation 6  Exclusion zones surrounding WPSIF1, WPSPAD1, and WPSPAD2 

It is understood that no works will be occurring within the vicinity of the identified Aboriginal sites 

and areas of potential within the study area. However it is recommended that no-go zones are 

implemented surrounding these sites while the proposed works are occurring. These no-go zones 

should incorporate a 10 metre buffer within lands owned by EnergyAustralia to ensure that there are 

no impacts to these sites. 

Recommendation 7  Continued consultation with the registered Aboriginal 

stakeholders 

As per the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010), it is 

recommended that the proponent provides a copy of this draft report to the Aboriginal stakeholders 

and considers all comments received. The proponent should continue to inform these groups about 

the management of Aboriginal cultural heritage sites within the study area throughout the life of the 

project.  

http://www.biosis.com.au/
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Recommendation 8  Discovery of Unanticipated Aboriginal Objects 

All Aboriginal objects and Places are protected under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974. It is an 

offence to knowingly disturb an Aboriginal site without a consent permit issued by the Office of 

Environment and Heritage (OEH). Should any Aboriginal objects be encountered during works 

associated with this proposal, works must cease in the vicinity and a qualified archaeologist and OEH 

should be notified. Before works can recommence in this area, appropriate mitigation and 

management measures must be determined by the proponent in consultation with the RAPs for the 

project. This may include an application to OEH for an AHIP if impacts to the item or items are 

required. 

Recommendation 9  Discovery of Unanticipated Historical Relics 

Relics are historical archaeological resources of local or State significance and are protected in NSW 

under the Heritage Act 1977. Relics cannot be disturbed except with a permit or 

exception/exemption notification. Should unanticipated relics be discovered during the course of the 

project, work in the vicinity must cease and an archaeologist contacted to make a preliminary 

assessment of the find. The Heritage Council will require notification if the find is assessed as a relic. 

Recommendation 10  Discovery of Aboriginal Ancestral Remains 

Aboriginal ancestral remains may be found in a variety of landscapes in NSW, including middens and 

sandy or soft sedimentary soils. If any suspected human remains are discovered during any activity 

you must: 

1. Immediately cease all work at that location and not further move or disturb the remains 

2. Notify the NSW Police and OEH’s Environmental Line on 131 555 as soon as practicable and 

provide details of the remains and their location 

3. Not recommence work at that location unless authorised in writing by OEH. 

Recommendation 11  Aboriginal heritage induction 

An Aboriginal heritage induction should take place as a part of the project induction for onsite 

contractors. This induction will inform contractors’ roles and responsibilities in relation to Aboriginal 

heritage for the project. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Project background 

Biosis Pty Ltd was commissioned by the Advisian on behalf of EA to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural 

Heritage Assessment (ACHA) investigation for the proposed decommissioning works at Wallerawang 

Power Station, 1 Main Street, Wallerawang NSW (Figure 1). This investigation has included 

background research, a pedestrian survey of the study area, and consultation with the local 

Aboriginal community. 

This investigation has been carried out under Part 6 of the NPW Act. It has been undertaken in 

accordance with the code. The code has been developed to support the process of investigating and 

assessing Aboriginal cultural heritage by specifying the minimum standards for archaeological 

investigation undertaken in NSW under the NPW Act. The archaeological investigation must be 

undertaken in accordance with the requirements of the code. 

It is stated in section 1.2 of the code that where the Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment 

concludes that the proposed activity will result in harm to Aboriginal objects or declared Aboriginal 

Places, an application for an AHIP will be required. This application must be supported by an 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR). 

1.2 Study area 

The study area is located approximately 1.5 kilometres north-east of Wallerawang and approximately 

11 kilometres 11 kilometres north-west of Lithgow (Figure 1). It encompasses approximately 300 

hectares of private land and the adjacent road reserves.  

The study area is within the: 

 City of Lithgow Local Government Area (LGA) 

 Parish of Lidsdale 

 County of Cook. 

The study area comprises two areas, with the southern area consists of the Wallerawang Power 

Station Main Site bounded by the Main Western Railway Line, Great Western Highway, and Main 

Street. The northern area consists of the Kerosene Vale Ash Repository, Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash 

Dam and the Lidsdale Cut, and is primarily bounded by the edges of these features, being 

surrounded on the north, south and east by bushland, and to the west. 

1.3 Planning approvals 

The proposed development will be assessed against Part 5 of the Environmental Planning and 

Assessment Act 1979 NSW (EP&A Act). Other relevant legislation and planning instruments that will 

inform this assessment include: 

 Commonwealth Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

 Infrastructure State Environmental Planning Policy 2007  

 Lithgow Local Environmental Plan 2014 (LEP) 
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 NPW Act 

 NSW National Parks and Wildlife Amendment Act 2010.  

1.4 Objectives of the investigation 

The objectives of the investigation can be summarised as follows: 

 To identify and consult with any registered Aboriginal stakeholders and the Bathurst Local 

Aboriginal Land Council. 

 To conduct additional background research in order to recognise any identifiable trends in 

site distribution and location. 

 To search statutory and non-statutory registers and planning instruments to identify listed 

Aboriginal cultural heritage sites within the study area. 

 To highlight environmental information considered relevant to past Aboriginal occupation of 

the locality and associated land use and the identification and integrity/preservation of 

Aboriginal sites. 

 To summarise past Aboriginal occupation in the locality of the study area using ethnohistory 

and the archaeological record. 

 To formulate a model to broadly predict the type and character of Aboriginal sites likely to 

exist throughout the study area, their location, frequency and integrity. 

 To conduct a field survey of the study area to locate unrecorded or previously recorded 

Aboriginal sites and to further assess the archaeological potential of the study area 

 To assess the significance of any known Aboriginal sites in consultation with the Aboriginal 

community. 

 To identify the impacts of the proposed development on any known or potential Aboriginal 

sites within the study area. 

 To recommend strategies for the management of Aboriginal cultural heritage within the 

context of the proposed development. 

1.5 Investigators and contributors 

The roles, previous experience and qualifications of the Biosis project team involved in the 

preparation of this archaeological report are described below in Table 1. 

http://www.biosis.com.au/
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Table 1 Investigators and contributors 

James Cole BA (Hons) Archaeology 4 years’ experience 

James Cole is an Archaeologist with Biosis Pty Ltd. James has four years 

archaeological experience in the management of both Aboriginal and historical 

heritage, participating in projects across NSW, Victoria, and Tasmania. James is 

skilled in both excavation and field recording and has developed his skills in 

Aboriginal and historical archaeology, on projects in Western Sydney, the Illawarra, 

and the Hunter Region. James is skilled in the completion of Aboriginal 

consultation, background research, predictive modelling, archaeological surveys, 

test and salvage excavation. This experience has expanded his skills in 

archaeological research and report writing, where he has authored in excess of 50 

reports. 

Project Roles 

 Project management 

 Aboriginal 

community 

consultation 

 Archaeological 

survey 

 Preparation of the 

report. 

Alexander Beben MA (Arch) 12 years’ experience 

Alexander Beben is the Principal Archaeologist in NSW for Biosis Pty Ltd. Alex 

has twelve years archaeological experience and has conducted over 150 

heritage projects across Australia and internationally in the UK and Italy. He 

has extensive experience in the successful completion of Aboriginal and 

historical assessments, archaeological surveys, excavations, permits and 

management plans. Alex is accomplished in obtaining approvals under the 

NPW Act and NSW Heritage Act 1977.  

Alex has primarily undertaken projects on the east coast in New South Wales 

and Victoria and has a detailed understanding of the heritage values within the 

Illawarra, Sydney Basin, Cumberland Plain, Hunter Valley and rural areas such 

as Northern, Central West and Southern NSW. Alex has operated as the 

heritage consultant within large multidisciplinary teams tasked with delivering 

Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) under the EP&A Act and 

Commonwealth projects under the Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Act 

1999 (EPBC Act). 

Project Roles 

 Technical review. 

Rebecca Morris BA (Hons) Archaeology 1 year experience 

Rebecca is a Field Archaeologist with Biosis Pty Ltd. Rebecca has experience with 

desktop assessments, archaeological field surveys, aboriginal and historical 

excavations, and the recording and analysis of cultural material. She also has skills 

in lithic analysis and project, administrative and client liaison experience. 

Most recently she has been involved in field survey, salvage and test excavation 

and archaeological report writing for Western Sydney, the NSW North Coast and 

the Southern Tablelands. 

Project Roles 

 Background 

research. 

Mathew Smith BA (Hons) Archaeology 1 year experience 

Mathew is a Field Archaeologist with Biosis Pty Ltd. Mathew has experience with 

desktop assessments, Aboriginal cultural heritage assessments, archaeological 

field surveys, aboriginal and historical excavations, and the recording and analysis 

of cultural material. Mathew also has skills in lithic analysis.  

Most recently Mathew has been involved in field survey, test excavation and 

archaeological report writing for Western Sydney, Illawarra and Murray regions. 

Project Roles 

 Archaeological 

survey 
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Lauren Harley Dip GIS 6 years’ experience 

Lauren is a GIS Operator with Biosis Pty Ltd. Lauren has over six years’ experience 

in the field of GIS and has worked on a diverse range of projects within both the 

private and public sectors.  

Before joining Biosis in 2015, Lauren worked within local government as a GIS 

Officer in the Land and Property Services Branch at Hornsby Council. In this role, 

Lauren was responsible for maintaining Council’s GIS and Property Management 

Systems. Lauren also provided technical and expert advice for a wide range of land 

and property information matters and trained staff in the use of GIS and related 

systems.  

Since joining Biosis, Lauren's experience with the preparation and production of 

high quality maps and plans and her proficiency across a wide range of technical 

skills including georeferencing, data conversion, data extracts, digitising, spatial 

analysis and data management has been demonstrated.  

Project Roles 

 GIS mapping. 

http://www.biosis.com.au/
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2 Proposed development 

The proposed works are related to the decommissioning and deconstruction of existing structures 

within the power plant. From discussions held with EA, it is understood that the footprint of the 

proposed impacts will be restricted to the already existing footprint of disturbance. 
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3 Desktop assessment 

The desktop assessment involves researching and reviewing existing archaeological studies and 

reports relevant to the study area and surrounding region. This information is combined to develop 

an Aboriginal site prediction model for the study area, and to identify known Aboriginal sites and/or 

places recorded in the study area. This desktop assessment has been prepared in accordance with 

requirements 1 to 4 of the code. 

3.1 Landscape context 

It is important to consider the local environment of the study area in any heritage assessment. The 

local environmental characteristics can influence human occupation and associated land use and 

consequently the distribution and character of cultural material. Environmental characteristics and 

geomorphological processes can affect the preservation of cultural heritage materials to varying 

degrees or even destroy them completely. Lastly landscape features can contribute to the cultural 

significance that places can have for people. 

3.1.1 Topography and hydrology 

The study area and its surrounds are primarily contained within the Narrabeen Group of sandstone 

formations. The southern portion of the study area sits atop the Illawarra Coal Measures, running 

into the Narrabeen Group and the Berry Formation (Figure 3). 

The Narrabeen Groups consist of Triassic sediments responsible for the steep cliffs and plateaus of 

the Blue Mountains (King 1994, p. 3). Quartz-lithic sandstone is the most common rock type in this 

group, with conglomerate, claystone, ironstone, and shale forming thin beds between layers. The 

Illawarra Coal Measures in the western Blue Mountains consist of coal, shale, sandstone, 

conglomerate, limestone, dolomite, claystone, mudstone, torbanite, and siltstone. The portion of the 

Illawarra Coal Measures immediately to the east of the project area is known to be a coal bearing 

seam. Given this abundance of sandstone in the local area, the potential for related sites such as rock 

engravings, grinding grooves, and rock shelters, is significantly heightened. 

Owing to the underlying geology of the area, its topography is known to be stark, with precipitous 

cliffs and steep slopes common in the northern portion of the study area. As noted above, the 

Narrabeen Group also gives the Blue Mountains its characteristic plateaus, with crests and ridgelines 

common in the area. The southern portion of the project area overlying the Illawarra Coal measures 

appears to be in more of a valley area. The potential presence of clifflines in the area heightens the 

potential for rock shelters to be identified in the local area, and this potential is reflected in the 

AHIMS results. 

Some Quaternary alluvial deposits are present in the southern portion of the study area along the 

Coxs River and consist of current and recent mud, silt, sand and gravel. The Coxs River, a sixth order 

perennial watercourse provides the major water source for the study area. Today, the river runs 

through the southern central portion of the study area to the east of Wallerawang Power Station and 

its course has likely been impacted by its construction. A third order, non-perennial tributary of the 

river runs south west through the southern portion of the study area. 

A large portion of the northern study area consists of a man made dam, which is fed by a number of 

modified low order natural water courses. As such, the location of waterbodies in the northern half 

of the study area is unlikely to be indicative of aboriginal occupation zones. 
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Stream order is recognised as a factor which helps the development of predictive modelling in 

Aboriginal archaeology in NSW. Predictive models which have been developed for the region have a 

tendency to favour permanent water courses as the locations of campsites as they would have been 

more likely to provide a stable source of water and by extension other resources which would have 

been used by Aboriginal groups.  

 

Plate 1 Diagram showing Strahler stream order (Ritter et al, 1995, p. 151) 

The stream order system used for this assessment was originally developed by Strahler (1952). It 

functions by adding two streams of equal order at their confluence to form a higher order stream, as 

shown in Plate 1. As stream order increases, so does the likelihood that the stream would be a 

perennial source of water.  

3.1.2 Soil landscapes 

The majority of the study area is considered to be disturbed terrain, through its use as a power 

station and ash disposal area. Portions of land along the Castlereagh Highway and along the 

perimeters of the Ash disposal area have been identified as belonging to the Cullen Bullen and 

Hassans Walls soil landscapes (Figure 4). The Cullen Bullen soil landscape is characterised by rolling low 

hills and rises atop the Illawarra Coal Measures and the Berry Formation, with a local relief of less 

than 50 metres. Some localised rock outcrops can occur and soils are shallow to moderately deep on 

crests to moderately deep to deep on lower slopes and near drainage lines (King 1994, pp. 82-84). 

Soil characteristics for the Cullen Bullen landscape are described in Table 2. 

Table 2 Cullen Bullen soil landscape characteristics (King 1994, p. 83). 

Soil material Description 

cb1 – Dark sandy 

clay loam 

Dark reddish brown to greyish yellow brown sandy clay loam topsoil. Coarse gravel is few 

to common and roots are abundant. Slightly acidic. 

cb2 – Hardsetting 

bleached fine 

sandy clay loam 

Dull yellowish brown to greyish brown sandy clay loam topsoil which is typically bleached 

to dull yellow orange. Rounded conglomerate gravels are few to common and angular to 

platy shale fragments are also present. Roots rarely occur, limited by the hardsetting 

condition. Acidity variable. 
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Soil material Description 

cb3 – Bright 

brown 

moderately pedal 

clay 

Bright yellowish brown to brown sandy clay to clay subsoil with occasional grey mottles. 

Roots are few. Bright brown to yellow orang medium clay subsoil with occasional light 

brownish grey and reddish brown pipe mottles. Platy medium to fine gravel sized shale 

fragments are found at depth and roots are few. Moderately acidic to neutral. 

 

The Hassans Walls soil landscape typically contains cliffs derived from Narrabeen Group sandstones 

with steep colluvial talus sideslopes over Illawarra Coal Measures and the Shoalhaven Group. Local 

relief is between 100 and 500 metres and slopes are usually greater than 40%. The soil characteristics 

of this landscape are described in Table 3. 

Table 3 Hassans Walls soil landscape characteristics (King 1994, p. 54) 

Soil material Description 

hw1 – Brownish 

black loamy sand 

Black to dark brown loamy sand topsoil with abundant sandstone gravels to boulders. 

Roots can be common. Moderately acidic to neutral. 

hw2 – Greyish 

yellow brown 

sand 

Greyish yellow brown to brown sand to loamy sand topsoil. Sandstone fragments and 

quartz pebbles are often abundant, with sandstone sizes ranging from gravel to 

boulders. Roots are few. Moderately acidic to slightly acidic. 

hw3 – Bright 

yellowish brown 

pedal clay 

Bright yellowish brown to brown sandy clay to clay subsoil with occasional grey mottles. 

Roots are few. Moderately acidic to slightly acidic. 

hw4 – Light grey 

clay 

Light grey to greyish yellow brown medium clay subsoil with occasional yellow and red 

mottles. Some platy shale fragments occur at depth and roots are few. Strongly acidic to 

moderately acidic. 

3.1.3 Flora and fauna 

Although the study area has been extensively cleared, in the past it likely sustained open woodland 

of scribbly gum, snow gum, brittle gum, broad-leaved peppermint, black wattle, broad-leaved 

hickory, red stringybark and thin-leaved stringybark. Understories likely included tussock grass, 

blown grass, wallaby grass, kangaroo grass, wattle, dogwood, nodding blue lily, narrow-leaf geebung, 

broad-leaf bitter-pea, native holly, guinea flower and tea-tree. Sheltered gullies within the Hassans 

Walls soil landscapes may have contained closed-forests of coachwood, grey myrtle, sassafras, 

lillypilly, black wattle, tree-fern, turpentine and spreading fan fern.  

3.1.4 Resource statement 

Plant resources were used in a variety of ways. Fibres were twisted into string which was used for 

many purposes including the weaving of nets, baskets and fishing lines. String was also used for 

personal adornment. Bark from eucalypts was used in the provision of shelter; a large sheet of bark 

being propped against a stick to form a gunyah (Attenbrow 2002).  

As well as being important food sources, animal products were also used for tool making and 

fashioning a myriad of utilitarian and ceremonial items. For example, tail sinews are known to have 

been used to make fastening cord, while ‘bone points’, which would have functioned as awls or 

piercers, are often an abundant part of the archaeological record. Animals such as Brush-tailed 

Possums were highly prized for their fur, with possum skin cloaks worn fastened over one shoulder 

and under the other (Attenbrow 2002). 

http://www.biosis.com.au/


 

© Biosis 2017 - Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting - www.biosis.com.au 19 

Plant life in the local area would have supported a wide range of terrestrial mammals and avian 

resources used for food, tool making, and clothing and potentially provide and are interconnected 

with social and ceremonial aspects of Aboriginal life. Freshwater fish and shellfish within the Coxs 

River and other nearby watercourses would also have provided year round resources for local 

Aboriginal groups. 

3.1.5 Land use history 

The southern portion of the study is located within the Wallerawang Power Station and has been 

given over to this use since construction commenced on the power station in 1953. Two stations 

were initially constructed, opening in 1957 and 1961, but both were later demolished and replaced 

by the current station. The northern portion of the study area consists of the Kerosene Vale Ash 

Disposal Area which has been used for this purpose since the 1950s. Prior to this, the area was 

subject to open cut mining, with mining leases noted on parish maps of the area from the late 19th 

century. Multiple stages of earthworks took place within the study area to adapt the Kerosene Vale 

open cut mine for ash disposal, including the construction of embankments throughout the 1960s 

and 70s. The Sawyers Swamp Creek Ash Dam, which covers a large portion of the northern study 

area, was constructed in 1978. The extensive industrial use of the study area during the 20th century 

has resulted in major disturbance to the ground surface and subsurface deposits throughout the 

majority of the study area.  

http://www.biosis.com.au/
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3.2 Previous archaeological work 

A large number of cultural heritage surface (surveys) and sub-surface (excavations) investigations 

have been conducted throughout the Blue Mountains region of New South Wales in the past 30 

years. There has been an increasing focus on cultural heritage assessments in NSW due to ever 

increasing development, along with the legislative requirements for this work and greater cultural 

awareness of Aboriginal cultural heritage. 

3.2.1 Regional overview 

A number of Aboriginal cultural heritage investigations have been conducted in the Lithgow area. 

Models for predicting the location and type of Aboriginal sites with a general applicability to the 

region and thus relevant to the study area have also been formulated, some as a part of these 

investigations and others from cultural heritage investigations for relatively large developments. 

RPS (2014) completed a Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment as a part of a proposal for the 

Springvale Mine Extension Project, immediately to the north of the study area. The assessment 

included Aboriginal consultation, background research, and field survey of the area. The underlying 

geology of the region is primarily composed of sandstone bedrock, with deep incised gorges, steep 

cliffs and pagodas, and narrow valleys. Owing to the size of the area being studied, there were a wide 

variety of soil landscapes present, with RPS noting that the topsoils could be up to 100 centimetres 

deep in some areas, particularly within colluvial and residual landscapes. The environmental 

background indicated the presence of rock shelters in the area, as well as chert and quartz, both 

favourable materials for stone artefact manufacture. It noted potential for subsurface deposits to be 

present where topsoils remained deep and undisturbed. 

A total of 49 Aboriginal sites were identified within the application areas through a search of the 

AHIMS register, with 14 of these sites falling within surveyed areas. None of these sites are located in 

close proximity to the current study area. Rock shelters, either containing art or deposits, were the 

most common site type identified, with artefact sites also being relatively common. It was predicted 

that rock shelters would be the most commonly identified sites within the survey areas, with some 

potential for artefact sites and grinding grooves to be found. It also noted that scarred trees may 

occur in areas of mature growth. PADs were considered unlikely, as the area was composed 

primarily of erosional soil landscapes. 

The survey identified no new Aboriginal sites, and of the sites identified by previous survey, nine 

were relocated. The lack of newly identified sites was attributed to the thoroughness of previous 

surveys. 

Comber Consultants (2009) undertook the preliminary environmental investigation for the Great 

Western Highway upgrade between Mount Victoria and Lithgow, about 10 kilometres south of the 

current study area. The report consisted of community consultation and a desktop review in order to 

identify potential constraints and corridor options. An extensive background review was conducted 

which led to a number of statements being made about cultural sensitivity in the area:  

 "The head of open valleys where easy access to the plateau was available and where upland 

swamp resources were concentrated might contain major site complexes. 

 The areas above major creeklines and around swamps may contain large sites. 

 The areas above tributaries which may contain small sites. 

 Elevated positions above creeks and swampy areas may contain small, sparse artefact scatters. 

They may also contain axe grinding grooves. 
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 Rock art sites and rockshelters which may contain evidence of occupation will be located within 

sandstone escarpments. 

 Scarred trees may be located in areas of old growth forest in association with open artefact 

scatters." (Comber Consultants, 2009, p. 65) 

This led to their assessment that a number of landforms within the area would be more likely to 

contain a greater number of sites. These higher sensitivity constraints included ridge lines, spur 

crests and saddles, alluvial terraces and channels, and creeklines. Medium sensitivity constrains 

included footslopes and steep slopes, while areas of clear disturbance such as town and villages 

were considered to be low sensitivity. Based on the landform mapping, it was identified that the 

largest number of sites had previously been identified in ridge crests, followed by spur crests or 

saddles and alluvial terraces. As no field assessment was carried out as a part of this assessment, 

these predictive statements were not tested.  

RPS (2013) undertook an assessment at the Clarence Colliery, about 8 kilometres south-east of the 

current study area. Predictive modelling undertaken for the project suggested that rock shelters 

would be likely to occur within the survey area owing to its underlying geology, and owing to the 

presence of appropriate raw materials, stone artefact sites were also likely to occur. It also stated that 

if large fine-grained sandstone sheets were present either on the plateau or near to water sources, 

grinding groove sites may be identified (RPS, 2013, p. 23). The background also noted most artefacts 

from previously identified sites were composed of chert, quartz, quartzite, or mudstone. 

AHIMS sites previously identified in the survey area included five rock shelters, three artefact sites, 

and one grinding groove site. None of these sites are located in close proximity to the current study 

area. The survey relocated three of these sites, and did not locate any new Aboriginal sites. No areas 

of archaeological sensitivity were identified during the survey. The reasons given for this were 

primarily related to access issues and dense vegetation. 

Niche Environment and Heritage (Niche, 2014) undertook an assessment in advance of a quarry 

expansion about 20 kilometres to the south-east of the current study area. The geology of the local 

area was noted to be different when compared to the typical sandstone geology of the Blue 

Mountains, being dominated by igneous and metamorphic stone.  

Analysis of AHIMS results conducted by Niche indicated that all sites identified in a regional context 

were located within one kilometre of perennial water sources, with 71 per cent of these sites located 

within 500 metres of these sources. As the surveyed area was primarily located on moderate to steep 

slopes and ridgelines inappropriate for camp sites, areas of higher potential were considered to be 

the bottom of lower order drainage channels, areas of flat ground, rock outcrops, and sandstone 

escarpments. Surveys conducted by Niche did not identify any Aboriginal objects or places, primarily 

owing to the poor visibility and lack of exposure.  

Kelton (2000) undertook an assessment of the Marangaroo Department of Defence Site, about 8 

kilometres south-east of the study area. The geological features of the surveyed area were similar to 

the current study area, containing the Narrabeen Group and Illawarra Coal Measures in addition to 

the Shoalhaven group metamorphosed sediments and volcanics.  

Kelton's predictive model stated sites were likely to occur in: 

 "Open camp sites situated on alluvial and colluvial terraces and adjacent low, gently sloping 

hillslopes and low ridge crests associated with perennial, spring fed creeklines, spring-soak areas 

and 'hanging' swamps; 

 Rockshelters / rock shelter art sites located at the base of sandstone escarpments/outcrops or 

associated with weathered or eroded sandstone outliers below cliff lines where there is easy access 

to swamps and creeklines; 
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 Axe grinding grooves in association with water courses where suitable sandstone outcrops occur; 

 Ceremonial stone arrangement sites on the tops of exposed flat sandstone platforms/cliffs; 

 Rock carvings (petroglyphs) on the tops of exposed flat sandstone platforms/cliffs; 

 Scarred tree sites where old growth timber remains particularly within close proximity to known or 

predicted occupation areas; and 

 Isolated artefacts may occur across the survey area, but are most likely to be located on ridge lines 

and along creeklines and adjacent terraces which may have been used as occupation areas or as 

movement corridors." (Kelton, 2000, p. 31). 

In discussing areas of archaeological sensitivity, Kelton predicted that the most sensitive areas would 

be the edges of swamps, creeklines, eroding bases of sandstone escarpments, exposed sandstone 

ridgelines, and isolated sandstone outcrops in close proximity to water sources. Kelton cited a 

previous study to quantify this proximity, stating that in the Portland Plateau tablelands to the west 

of the study area, the majority of campsites were found to occur within 90 metres of water sources.  

The survey covered an area of about 1700 hectares and identified 12 rock shelters, four open 

campsites, one isolated artefact, and three PADs. Two of these areas were located on the banks of 

the Marrangaroo Creek, and the third next to a spring-fed creek. All PADs were identified in 

association with open camp sites. 

Based on the results of the survey, Kelton made a number of statements about sites in the study 

area: 

 Open camp sites were located in less disturbed areas in close proximity to reliable water 

sources, across a range of landforms. The focus of sites was along the Marrangaroo Creek 

and its tributaries. 

 Rock shelter sites were located along the cliff lines on the western edge of the Newnes 

Plateau, with more elevated sites not containing art, appearing to have been used purely for 

occupation. 

 The isolated artefact was located on a steep upper hillslope in close proximity to three rock 

shelter sites, indicating that it was likely a dropped single artefact. 

Biosis (2016) were commissioned by Coffey on behalf of Roads and Maritime Services to undertake 

an Aboriginal archaeological assessment and survey ahead of the proposed Bells Line of Road – 

Chifley Road upgrade approximately 11 kilometres south east of the current study area. A site survey 

was undertaken and no previously unrecorded sites or objects were located, as such, the study area 

was considered to hold low archaeological potential. 

3.2.2 Local overview 

A number of Aboriginal cultural heritage investigations have been conducted within the region 

(within approximately 10 kilometres of the study area). Most of these investigations were undertaken 

as part of development applications and included surface and sub-surface investigations. These 

investigations are summarised below. 

McIntyre (1989) completed an archaeological assessment of the Wallerawang Power Station Buffer 

Zone, the areas of woodland which surround the current study area. The archaeological survey did 

not include any portions of the current study area, as McIntyre’s survey was ‘concentrated on areas 

which have remained relatively undisturbed’ (McIntyre 1989, p. 5).  

The archaeological survey identified five Aboriginal sites and six PADs, and well as a number of areas 

of archaeological sensitivity. None of these sites were located within the study area, instead being 

focussed in the less disturbed surrounding woodland. 
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Cultural Heritage Connections (2006) carried out a preliminary archaeological assessment for the 

proposed extension of the Kerosene Vale Ash Dam for Wallerawang Power Station (the northern 

portion of the current study area). Background research identified a low potential for Aboriginal sites 

to be identified within the study area owing to extensive disturbance, although did identify areas 

which appeared to be less disturbed by recent land use, and which were targeted by the survey. 

An inspection of the study area was conducted and no relics, Aboriginal objects or areas of potential 

were identified. The study area was found to have been subject to extensive disturbance except in 

the two areas identified by the background research in the western portion of the investigation area. 

These areas were targeted and surveyed on foot, but no areas of archaeological sensitivity or 

Aboriginal sites were identified within them.  

RPS (2012) identified four isolated artefact finds and two artefact scatters within clearings along 

access tracks during a cultural heritage assessment prior to proposed upgrades to the Lidsdale 

Siding rail loading facility, immediately north-west of the current study area. Materials identified at 

these sites included quartz, silcrete, chert, mudstone and chalcedony. This was consistent with the 

predictive model, which suggested artefact sites were most likely to occur within the study area. As 

visibility was poor within the study area due to dense vegetation cover, access tracks were targeted 

for inspection during the survey. 

OzArk (2010) was engaged to complete an Aboriginal heritage assessment of two proposed ash 

emplacement areas on the Mount Piper Power Station. The assessment included background 

research, consultation with the Aboriginal community and a field survey. Background research and 

predictive modelling completed for the project identified that Aboriginal sites were likely to be 

identified in association with sources of water, and that within the investigation area, sites were 

unlikely to be identified owing to pre-exiting disturbance. 

The archaeological survey of the site did not identify and Aboriginal sites, and it was considered that 

there was a low potential for areas of PAD to be located within the investigation area. 

RPS (2014) undertook a Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment for the Springvale Mine Extension 

Project to the south-west of the current study area. The assessment identified 30 AHIMS sites within 

the application area and a further four sites during the site inspection. The predictive model 

indicated rockshelters and open artefact scatters or isolated finds would be the site type most likely 

to occur within the study area and two new rock shelters were identified, however two modified 

trees were also newly located within the study area. 

AHMS (2014) carried out a heritage issues study for the Wallerawang Power Station, addressing both 

Aboriginal and historical heritage. The scope of works for this project appear to include the power 

station buildings only, and as such the focus of the assessment was on potential built heritage values. 

Of relevance to this assessment is the research undertaken on AHIMS# 45-1-0048, known as the 

burial site of the ‘Former King of Wallerawang’. The background completed by AHMS indicates that 

reputed location of the burial site, around 400 metres west of the study area, approximately within 

either Lot 32 DP 827807 and/or Lot 4 DP 1087684, is not correct. 

The work undertaken by AHMS indicates that the actual location of the site is approximately 200 

metres west of this location (around 550 metres west of the study area), in the area ‘indicated by the 

intersection of Duncan St [now Brays Lane], the abandoned Wallerawang Colliery Railway Line and the 

Springvale Colliery Coal Conveyor’ (AHMS 2014, p. 12).  
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3.2.3 AHIMS site analysis 

A search of the OEH AHIMS database (Client Service ID: 278941) identified 93 Aboriginal 

archaeological sites within a 10 kilometre by 10 kilometre search area, centred on the proposed 

study area (Table 4). One of these registered sites is located within the study area (Figure 5). AHIMS 

search results are provided in Appendix 1. AHIMS search results are provided in Appendix 1. Table 2 

following provides the frequencies of Aboriginal site types in the vicinity of the study area. The 

mapping coordinates recorded for these sites were checked for consistency with their descriptions 

and location on maps from Aboriginal heritage reports where available.  

It should be noted that the AHIMS database reflects Aboriginal sites that have been officially 

recorded and included on the list. Large areas of NSW have not been subject to systematic, 

archaeological survey; hence AHIMS listings may reflect previous survey patterns and should not be 

considered a complete list of Aboriginal sites within a given area. Some recorded sites consist of 

more than one element, for example artefacts and a modified tree, however for the purposes of this 

breakdown and the predictive modelling, all individual site types will be studied and compared. This 

explains why there are 107 results presented here, compared to the 93 sites identified in AHIMS. 

Table 4 AHIMS site type frequency 

Site type Number of occurrences Frequency (%) 

Aboriginal ceremony and dreaming 1 0.93 

Art 1 0.93 

Artefact 59 55.14 

Burial 2 1.87 

Grinding groove 8 7.48 

Modified tree 4 3.74 

PAD 7 6.54 

Shelter with art 5 4.67 

Shelter with deposit 19 17.76 

Stone arrangement 1 0.93 

Total 107 100.00 

 

A simple analysis of the Aboriginal cultural heritage sites registered within 10 kilometre buffer of the 

study area indicates that dominant site type for the area are artefact sites, accounting for 55.14% 

(n=59) of registered sites. Shelter with deposit sites are the second most frequent, making up 17.76% 

(n=19) of the sites in the area, followed by grinding grooves, PADs and shelters with art. Modified 

trees, stone arrangements, art and aboriginal ceremonial and dreaming sites have also been 

recorded in small numbers in the vicinity of the study area. Shelter, art and grinding groove sites are 

highly dependent on the presence of sandstone outcroppings in the local geology, and as such are 

only expected to be present in location where appropriate outcrops are present. 

Two burial sites have been registered in the vicinity of the study area, both located approximately 1.5 

kilometres south of the study are. Previous studies in the area have shown that the location of AHIMS 

45-1-0048, the burial of the Former King of Wallerawang, is incorrect due to early mapping 

techniques. The site is more accurately located at the intersection of Duncan Street, the abandoned 
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Wallerawang Colliery Railway Line and the Springvale Colliery Coal Conveyor (McIntyre 1993). This 

places AHIMS 45-1-0048 to the north of the Castlereagh Highway, outside of the current study area. 

S2 – AHIMS# 45-1-0211 

The site S2 is recorded on the AHIMS register a being located within the study area. The site was 

originally recorded by Rich and Baker in 1992 during a survey in advance of the proposed Springvale 

Conveyor, and consisted of approximately 100 stone artefacts in an area of 200 metres by 40 metres 

located on a low rise above and adjacent to Pipers Flat Creek. 

The site was in a poor condition when recorded, having been bulldozed previously, but it was 

considered that two of the quartz concentrations represented in situ working floors. The artefacts 

were primarily comprised of quartz, with a few quartzite and indurated mudstone flakes present. The 

site was subject to Section 90 “consent to destroy” (Consent#516) in July 1993 to make way for the 

construction of the coal conveyor. 

Based on a review of the mapping and location description provided on the site card, it appears that 

the destroyed site was actually located approximately 300 metres west of the study area, and not 

within it. 

http://www.biosis.com.au/


!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(!(

!(!(

!(

!(
!(

!(
!(

!(

!(

!(
!(

!(
!(!( !(

!(
!(

!(

!(

!(!(
!(
!(

!(

!(

!(

!(
!(

!(

!(

!(
!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(
!(

!(

!(

!(

!(
!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(

!(!(
!(

!(!(!(!(

!( !(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

!(!(

!(
!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

45-6-2354

45-6-2355

45-1-2566

45-1-2582

45-1-2572
45-1-2573 45-1-2574

45-1-258341-1-0238

45-1-0250

45-1-2692
45-1-2587

45-1-2588 45-1-0045

45-1-2753

45-1-2754

45-1-2720 45-1-2721

45-1-2722

45-1-2723
45-1-2724

45-1-2725

45-1-2758

45-1-2759

45-1-2715

45-1-2716

45-2-2539

45-1-2717

45-1-2718

45-1-2719

45-1-2749

45-1-2752

45-3-2008

45-1-0147

45-1-0148

45-1-0151

45-1-0159

45-1-0071
45-1-0072

45-1-0206

45-1-0207
45-1-0208

45-1-0209
45-1-0210

45-1-0211

45-1-0212

45-1-0213
45-1-0214

45-1-0215

45-1-0216

45-1-0117

45-1-0234
45-1-0236

45-1-0237

45-1-0242

45-1-0247

45-1-0081

45-1-0087
45-1-0088

45-1-0089
45-1-0090

45-1-0091

45-1-009345-1-0094
45-1-0100

45-1-0108
45-1-010945-1-0110

45-1-0111
45-1-0112 45-1-0113

45-1-0114

45-1-0115

45-1-0116

45-1-0008

45-1-0010

45-1-0012

45-1-0013

45-1-0203

45-1-0019

45-1-0020
45-1-0021

45-1-002245-1-0023

45-1-004045-1-0041

45-1-0044

45-1-0048

45-1-2557
45-1-2545

45-1-2601

45-1-0235
45-1-0241

0 400 800 1,200 1,600 2,000

Metres

Legend
!( AHIMS Records

Study area

±
Ma tter: 
Da te : 19 Jun e  2 017, 
Ch ecked  by: lh a rley, G en erated  by: lh a rley
Location :\\bio -d ata-01\m atters$\2 1600s\21 637\M ap p in g\
21637_AR _F 5_AH IM S.m xd

Biosis Pty Ltd
Ballarat, Brisbane, Canberra, Melbourne, 

Sydney,Wangaratta & Wollongong

Lithgow

Portland

Blackheath

Wallerawang

Mount Victoria

Scale: 1:40,000 @ A3

Figure 5: AHIMS search
results in the vicinity of the
study area

Coordinate System: GCS GDA 1994

Acknowledgements: © Land and Property Information 2015

NOT TO BE MADE PUBLIC

http://www.biosis.com.au/


 

© Biosis 2017 - Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting - www.biosis.com.au 29 

3.3 Discussion 

Based on a review of previous assessments carried out in the local area, as well as a AHIMS results 

and the environmental context of the study area, it is possible to predict the likelihood for Aboriginal 

sites to be present within the study area. 

The land use history for the study area indicates that it has been subject to heavy disturbances 

throughout the 20th century as a result of open cut mining and its use as a power station. Much of 

the northern area within the study area has been heavily modified, with the lesser disturbed areas 

concentrated around the southern portion of the study area, along the margins of the Coxs River. 

Artefact and PAD sites are the site types that are considered most likely to occur within the study 

area, given its context. A search of the AHIMS register indicates that rock shelter sites are also very 

common in the local area, however the study area does not appear to contain any hills or slopes 

which are associated with this site type, making it less likely that they will occur within it.  

In spite of clearing activities, there is some potential for modified trees to be present within the study 

area, and it is noted that carved trees have also been previously identified in a local context. Similarly, 

in spite of recent disturbances, engraving or grinding groove sites may be present if appropriate 

outcrops exist, which are more likely to be present in thee norther portion of the study area overlying 

the Narrabeen sandstone formation. 

3.3.1 Predictive statements 

A model has been formulated to broadly predict the type and character of Aboriginal cultural 

heritage sites likely to have existed throughout the study area and where they are more likely to be 

located. 

This model is based on: 

 Site distribution in relation to landscape descriptions within the study area. 

 Consideration of site type, raw material types and site densities likely to be present within the 

study area. 

 Findings of the ethnohistorical research on the potential for material traces to present within 

the study area. 

 Potential Aboriginal use of natural resources present or once present within the study area. 

 Consideration of the temporal and spatial relationships of sites within the study area and 

surrounding region. 

Based on this information, a predictive model has been developed, indicating the site types most 

likely to be encountered during the survey and subsequent sub-surface investigations across the 

present study area (Table 5). The definition of each site type is described firstly, followed by the 

predicted likelihood of this site type occurring within the study area. 

Table 5 Aboriginal site prediction statements 

Site type Site description Potential 

Potential 

archaeological 

deposits (PADs) 

Potential sub surface deposits of cultural 

material. 

High: PADs have been previously recorded in 

the region across a wide range of landforms. 

They have the potential to be present in 

undisturbed landforms in the northern 

portion of the study area. 
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Site type Site description Potential 

Flaked stone 

artefact scatters 

and isolated 

artefacts 

Artefact scatter sites can range from 

high-density concentrations of flaked 

stone and ground stone artefacts to 

sparse, low-density ‘background’ scatters 

and isolated finds. 

High: Stone artefact sites are the most 

common site type in the region have been 

previously recorded across a wide range of 

landforms and geological units. They have 

the high potential to be present in 

undisturbed areas within the study area. 

Modified trees Trees with cultural modifications Moderate: A small number of mature native 

trees may have survived within the northern 

portion of the study area, there is medium 

potential for modified trees to be present in 

this area.  

Axe grinding 

grooves 

Grooves created in stone platforms 

through ground stone tool manufacture. 

Moderate: There is some potential for 

grinding grooves to occur where the study 

area overlies the Narrabeen Group of 

sandstone in the northern portion of the 

study area if rock outcrops are present. 

Therefore there is medium potential for axe 

grinding grooves to occur in the study area. 

Rock shelters 

with art and / or 

deposit 

Rock shelter sites include rock 

overhangs, shelters or caves, and 

generally occur on, or next to, moderate 

to steeply sloping ground characterised 

by cliff lines and escarpments. These 

naturally formed features may contain 

rock art, stone artefacts or midden 

deposits and may also be associated 

with grinding grooves. 

Moderate: There is some potential for rock 

shelter sites to occur where the study area 

overlies the Narrabeen Group of sandstone 

in the northern portion of the study area if 

rock outcrops with suitable overhangs are 

present. Therefore there is moderate 

potential for shelter sites to occur in the 

study area. 

Burials Aboriginal burial sites. Low: Aboriginal burial sites are generally 

situated within deep, soft sediments, caves 

or hollow trees. Areas of deep sandy deposits 

will have the potential for Aboriginal burials. 

Although burial sites have been recorded in 

the vicinity of the study area, the soil profiles 

associated with the study area are not 

commonly associated with burials.  

Shell middens Deposits of shells accumulated over 

either singular large resource gathering 

events or over longer periods of time. 

Low: Shell midden sites have not been 

recorded within or in the vicinity of the study 

area. There is some potential for shell 

middens to be located in vicinity of 

permanent water sources such as the Coxs 

River but this landscape has been extensively 

modified. There is a low potential of Shell 

Middens being present within the study area. 
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Site type Site description Potential 

Aboriginal places Aboriginal places may not contain any 

“archaeological” indicators of a site, but 

are nonetheless important to Aboriginal 

people. They may be places of cultural, 

spiritual or historic significance. Often 

they are places tied to community 

history and may include natural features 

(such as swimming and fishing holes), 

places where Aboriginal political events 

commenced or particular buildings. 

Low: There are currently no recorded 

Aboriginal historical associations for the 

study area. 

Aboriginal 

ceremony and 

Dreaming Sites 

 

Such sites are often intangible places and 

features and are identified through oral 

histories, ethnohistoric data, or 

Aboriginal informants. 

Low: There are currently no recorded 

mythological stories for the study area. 

Post-contact sites These are sites relating to the shared 

history of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

people of an area and may include 

places such as missions, massacre sites, 

post-contact camp sites and buildings 

associated with post-contact Aboriginal 

use. 

Low: There are no post-contact sites 

previously recorded in the study area and 

historical sources do not identify one.  

Quarries Raw stone material procurement sites. Low: There is no record of any quarries being 

within or surrounding the study area.  
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4 Archaeological survey 

A field survey of the study area was undertaken on 31 August 2017 By Mathew Smith (Field 

Archaeologist – Biosis) and Amy Armstrong (Site officer – Bathurst Local Aboriginal Land Council). The 

field survey sampling strategy, methodology and a discussion of results are provided below. 

4.1 Archaeological survey objectives 

The objectives of the survey were to: 

 Provide Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) an opportunity to view the study area and to 

discuss previously identified Aboriginal object(s) and/or place(s) in or within close proximity 

to the study area. 

 To attempt to re-identify Aboriginal archaeological site S2 – AHIMS# 45-1-0211. 

 To undertake a systematic survey of the study area targeting areas with the potential for 

Aboriginal heritage. 

 Identify and record Aboriginal archaeological sites visible on the ground surface. 

 Identify and record any PADs present 

4.2 Archaeological survey methodology 

The survey methods were intended to assess and understand the landforms and to determine 

whether any archaeological material from Aboriginal occupation or land use exists within the study 

Area. 

4.2.1 Sampling strategy 

The survey effort targeted those portions of the study area which were considered to have the 

highest potential to contain Aboriginal sites. These were the areas which had been subject to lesser 

disturbance as a result of the use of the site as a power station. 

Based on the results of the background research, it was considered that the less disturbed locations 

along the margins of Coxs River had the highest potential to contain Aboriginal sites. Areas of 

exposure were also targeted to afford surveyors the opportunity to examine the ground surface for 

Aboriginal sites. 

4.2.2 Survey methods 

The archaeological survey was conducted on foot. Recording during the survey followed the 

archaeological survey requirements of the code and industry best practice methodology. Information 

that recorded during the survey included: 

 Aboriginal objects or sites present in the study area during the survey. 

 Survey coverage. 

 Any resources that may have potentially have been exploited by Aboriginal people. 

 Landform. 

 Photographs of the site indicating landform. 
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 Evidence of disturbance. 

 Aboriginal artefacts, culturally modified trees or any other Aboriginal sites. 

Where possible, Identification of natural soil deposits within the study area was undertaken. 

Photographs and recording techniques were incorporated into the survey including representative 

photographs of survey units, landform, vegetation coverage, ground surface visibility and the 

recording of soil information for each survey unit were possible. Any potential Aboriginal objects 

observed during the survey were documented and photographed. The location of Aboriginal cultural 

heritage and points marking the boundary of the landform elements were recorded using a hand-

held Global Positioning System and the Map Grid of Australia (94) coordinate system.  

4.3 Archaeological survey results 

Archaeological survey was conducted on 31 August 2017 with a field team of two members. One 

Aboriginal site and two PADs were identified in the study area. The results from the field survey have 

been summarised in Table 6 and Table 7 below.  

4.4 Constraints to the survey 

With any archaeological survey there are several factors that influence the effectiveness (the 

likelihood of finding sites) of the survey. The factors that contributed most to the effectiveness of the 

survey within the study area were the low visibility across the majority of the study area, caused by 

the construction of industrial buildings, other disturbances, and grass cover in cleared areas (Plate 2, 

Plate 3). In addition to this, some portions of the study area were not accessible to the field team for 

safety reasons, with one of these areas being an asbestos storage area. Inaccessible areas have been 

marked on Figure 6.  

4.5 Visibility 

In most archaeological reports and guidelines visibility refers to ground surface visibility, and is 

usually a percentage estimate of the ground surface that is visible and allowing for the detection of 

(usually stone) artefacts that may be present on the ground surface. Overall visibility within the study 

area was low, with the vast majority of the study area either having been covered by construction, or 

in cleared areas by long grass which made observation of the ground surface impossible (Plate 2, 

Plate 3). Within areas of exposure within the study area, visibility tended to be relatively high, 

averaging between 50 and 100%. 
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Plate 2 Typical visibility within the study area, view north (1 metre scale) 

 

Plate 3 Typical visibility within the study area, view west (1 metre scale) 

4.6 Exposure 

Exposure refers to the geomorphic conditions of the local landform being surveyed, and attempts to 

describe the relationship between those conditions and the likelihood the prevailing conditions 

provide for the exposure of (buried) archaeological materials. Whilst also usually expressed as a 

percentage estimate, exposure is different to visibility in that it is in part a summation of geomorphic 

processes, rather than a simple observation of the ground surface (Burke and Smith 2004, p. 79).  

Areas of exposure within the study area were primarily associated with disturbances, primarily 

unsealed tracks through the area (Plate 4), but also scours and areas of fill which have not 

revegetated (Plate 5). Although these areas offered the best opportunities to examine the ground 
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surface for Aboriginal sites, they were also highly disturbed, and as such had a low potential to 

contain Aboriginal sites in context. 

 

Plate 4 Exposure associated with an unsealed track in the study area, view east (1 

metre scale) 

 

Plate 5 Exposure associated with a scour in the northern portion of the study area , 

view north (1 metre scale) 

4.7 Disturbances 

Disturbance in the study area is associated with natural and human agents. Natural agents generally 

affect small areas and include the burrowing and scratching in soil by animals, such as wombats, 

foxes, rabbits and wallabies, and sometimes exposure from slumping or scouring. Disturbances 

associated with recent human action are prevalent in the study area and cover large sections of the 
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land surface. The agents include residential development such as landscaping and construction of 

residential buildings; farming practices, such as initial vegetation clearance for creation of paddocks, 

fencing and stock grazing; agricultural practices such as fruit orchards; light industrial practices such 

as nursery and creation of artificial dams. 

Across much of the study area, extensive disturbance was present, associated with its use as a power 

station from the 1950s. This is particularly evident in the northern half of the study area, which, prior 

to is use as an ash disposal area, was used as an open cut mine (Plate 6). Within the southern half of 

the study area, disturbances are more commonly associated with the power station buildings and 

processing areas (Plate 7). The background review suggested that undisturbed landforms would be 

more likely to exist within the southern half of the study area. 

 

Plate 6 Disturbance associated with ash dump in the northern portion of study area, 

view north-west (1 metre scale) 
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Plate 7 Power plant infrastructure in the southern portion of the study area, view 

north (1 metre scale) 
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Table 6 Survey coverage (landforms) 

Survey Unit Landform Survey unit 

area (m²) 

Visibility (%) Exposure (%) Effective 

coverage area 

(m²) 

Effective 

coverage (%) 

1 Gentle slope 191128.05 50 10 9556.40 5.00 

2 Gentle slope 86108.60 10 5 430.54 0.50 

3 Slope 181379.24 80 40 58041.36 32.00 

4 Disturbance/ Modified Landform 702004.32 10 10 7020.04 1.00 

5 Disturbance/ Modified Landform 872944.91 0 0 0.00 0.00 

6 Flat 73151.60 50 70 25603.06 35.00 

7 Flat 161979.51 5 5 404.95 0.25 

8 Disturbance/ Modified Landform 124417.41 10 20 2488.35 2.00 

9 Alluvial terrace 119910.83 10 1 119.91 0.10 

10 Disturbance/ Modified Landform 31148.16 10 1 31.15 0.10 

11 Gentle slope 81783.76 5 5 204.46 0.25 

12 Flat 31307.16 70 70 15340.51 49.00 

13 Disturbance/ Modified Landform 269175.64 90 2 4845.16 1.80 

14 Flat 36846.62 1 5 18.42 0.05 

15 Disturbance/ Modified Landform 10795.32 0 0 0.00 0.00 

16 Gentle slope 34181.58 30 1 102.54 0.30 
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Table 7 Landform summary  

Landform Landform area 

(m²) 

Area effectively 

surveyed (m²) 

Landform effectively 

surveyed (%) 

No. of Aboriginal 

sites 

No. of artefacts or 

features 

Alluvial terrace 119910.83 119.91 0.10 2 0 

Disturbance/ Modified Landform 2010485.76 14384.70 0.72 1 1 

Flat 303284.88 41366.94 13.64 0 0 

Gentle slope 393201.99 10293.95 2.62 0 0 

Slope 181379.24 58041.36 32.00 0 0 
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4.8 Discussion of archaeological survey results 

The vast majority of the study area has been subject to heavy disturbance as a result of past land use 

activities, which has greatly decreased the potential for Aboriginal sites to be located within the area. The 

northern portion of the study area has seen the heaviest disturbance, including open cut mining and ash 

disposal. Within the southern portion of the study area, there were lesser disturbed areas which were 

considered based on the background research to have a higher potential to contain Aboriginal sites.  

Background research indicated a moderate potential for culturally modified trees grinding grooves, and rock 

shelters to be present within the study area. None of these features were identified during the survey, most 

likely due to the land clearing associated with past land use activities which has lowered the potential for 

modified trees to be present, and landscape modification. The study area is located in the low points of 

valleys, and not in the hills or on slopes where rock shelters are more likely to be present, no landform which 

could be associated with rock shelters was identified within the study area, although they have been 

identified in the hills in close proximity to the study area. 

The predictive modelling identified a high potential for artefact sites and PADs to be present within the study 

area, both of which were identified during the survey. One isolated artefact was identified, and two areas of 

archaeological potential, all within the southern portion of the study area. Further detail on these sites is 

available in Section 5. 
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5 Analysis and discussion 

The archaeological survey of the study area has identified one Aboriginal site and two areas of archaeological 

potential. The locations of these sites are shown in Figure 7. The survey also revisited the recorded location of 

one site previously registered on AHIMS. Background research had indicated that this site is located outside 

of the study area, so the purpose of visiting this location during the survey was to determine whether this site 

was located within the study area, and if so, its current condition. 

5.1 S2 (AHIMS# 45-1-0211) 

The AHIMS location of S2 was inspected to confirm whether the site was located there. Background research 

completed for the project suggested that the site was actually located approximately 300 metres west of the 

study area, and has previously been destroyed. 

The site card for S2 describes it as being located on the south side of Pipers Flat Creek, between the creek and 

the railway line. Plate 8. Based on the description available in the site card and the mapping provided, the site 

is located approximately 300 metres west of the study area (Plate 9). A visit to the location of the site confirms 

this (Plate 10, Plate 11), with the location of the point provided on AHIMS being located to the north of Coxs 

River, south of the roadway which forms the extent of the site. The site card for S2 is provided in Appendix 2. 

As such, it is clear that S2 is not located within the study area. 

 

Plate 8 Site sketch of site S2 (location of artefact concentrations indicated by orange arrow) 

(AHIMS site card 45-1-0211) 
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Plate 9 Site location map for S2 (study area outlined in orange) (AHIMS site card 45-1-0211) 

 

 

Plate 10 Recorded AHIMS location of S2, view south (1 metre scale) 
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Plate 11 Recorded AHIMS location of S2, view north (1 metre scale) 

5.2 Wallerawang Power Station Isolated Find 1 (AHIMS Pending) 

Wallerawang Power Station Isolated Find 1 (WPSIF1) consists of an isolated chert artefact (Table 8) located to 

the west of a fenceline in a mown area in the southern portion of the site. The overall condition of the site 

was listed as poor, as the area had been subject to landscaping and lawn maintenance, with heavy surface 

disturbances in its vicinity. The location of the site is shown in Plate 10, and its ventral surface in Plate 11. 

There was no archaeological potential associated with the site, owing to its disturbed condition. 

 

Plate 12 Location of WPSIF1, view north (1 metre scale) 

http://www.biosis.com.au/


 

© Biosis 2017 - Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting - www.biosis.com.au 45 

 

Plate 13 Ventral surface of artefact forming WPSIF1 
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Table 8 WPSIF1 artefact 

ID 

No

. 

Type Raw 

materia

l 

Corte

x (%) 

Platfor

m type 

Platfor

m width 

(mm) 

Platfor

m depth 

(mm) 

Termin

-ation 

Retouc

h type 

Retouc

h 

locatio

n 

Lengt

h 

(mm) 

Widt

h 

(mm) 

Thicknes

s (mm) 

Flak

e 

scars 

Tool type Weigh

t (g) 

Commen

t 

1 Medial 

flake 

fragmen

t 

Chert 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A Scalar Dorsal 

surface 

14.00 24.00 4.00 7 Thumbnai

l scraper 

2.01 N/A 
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5.3 Wallerawang Power Station Potential Archaeological Deposit 1 

Wallerawang Power Station Potential Archaeological Deposit 1 (WPSPAD1) is located on the southern side of 

the Coxs River, overlooking it on an alluvial terrace. The area was inaccessible as a part of the survey, and as 

such could not be traversed on foot, but a visual inspection from the southern side of the fence line marking 

its boundary indicated that the PAD is in good condition (Plate 14, Plate 15), with the only apparent 

disturbances being the clearing of vegetation, most likely having been undertaken to allow cattle to graze on 

the land. 

Based on a visual inspection, it is not possible to determine the scientific significance of the PAD. If it is to be 

impacts, further assessment of it would be required in the form of test excavations. 

 

Plate 14 Location of WPSPAD1, view east (1 metre scale) 
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Plate 15 Location of WPSPAD1, view north-east (1 metre scale) 

5.4 Wallerawang Power Station Potential Archaeological Deposit 2 

Wallerawang Power Station Potential Archaeological Deposit 2 (WPSPAD2) is located on the western side of 

the Coxs River, overlooking it on an alluvial terrace. The area was surveyed on foot, however owing to dense 

grass cover, the overall visibility of the site was extremely low, limiting the surveyors’ ability to identify surface 

artefacts. The survey determined that the PAD is in good condition (Plate 16, Plate 17), with the only apparent 

disturbances being the clearing of vegetation, most likely having been undertaken to allow cattle to graze on 

the land. 

Based on a visual inspection, it is not possible to determine the scientific significance of the PAD. If it is to be 

impacts, further assessment of it would be required in the form of test excavations. 
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Plate 16 Location of WPSPAD2, view north (1 metre scale) 

 

Plate 17 Location of WPSPAD2, view east (1 metre scale) 

5.5 Discussion of results 

Overall, the results of the survey were largely consistent with the predictive model and the results of previous 

surveys in the study area, identifying artefacts and areas of PAD in close proximity to creeklines. No program 

of subsurface testing has been undertaken in the study area to date, making it impossible to make any 

certain judgement on the nature of subsurface deposits in the area.  

This assessment has differed from many previous archaeological assessments in the local area, which have 

focussed on the surrounding slopes. These slopes tend to be considerably less disturbed than the study area, 

and are known to contain rock shelters, the most common site types in the area following artefact sites. 
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6 Scientific values and significance assessment 

The two main values addressed when assessing the significance of Aboriginal sites are cultural values to the 

Aboriginal community and archaeological (scientific) values. This report will assess scientific values while the 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report will detail the cultural values of Aboriginal sites in the study 

area. 

6.1 Introduction to the assessment process 

Heritage assessment criteria in NSW fall broadly within the significance values outlined in the Australia 

International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) Burra Charter (Australia ICOMOS 1999). This 

approach to heritage has been adopted by cultural heritage managers and government agencies as the set of 

guidelines for best practice heritage management in Australia. These values are provided as background and 

include:  

 Historical significance (evolution and association) refers to historic values and encompasses the 

history of aesthetics, science and society, and therefore to a large extent underlies all of the terms set 

out in this section. A place may have historic value because it has influenced, or has been influenced 

by, an historic figure, event, phase or activity. It may also have historic value as the site of an 

important event. For any given place the significance will be greater where evidence of the association 

or event survives in situ, or where the settings are substantially intact, than where it has been 

changed or evidence does not survive. However, some events or associations may be so important 

that the place retains significance regardless of subsequent treatment.  

 Aesthetic significance (Scenic/architectural qualities, creative accomplishment) refers to the 

sensory, scenic, architectural and creative aspects of the place. It is often closely linked with social 

values and may include consideration of form, scale, colour, texture, and material of the fabric or 

landscape, and the smell and sounds associated with the place and its use. 

 Social significance (contemporary community esteem) refers to the spiritual, traditional, historical or 

contemporary associations and attachment that the place or area has for the present-day 

community. Places of social significance have associations with contemporary community identity. 

These places can have associations with tragic or warmly remembered experiences, periods or 

events. Communities can experience a sense of loss should a place of social significance be damaged 

or destroyed. These aspects of heritage significance can only be determined through consultative 

processes with local communities.  

 Scientific significance (Archaeological, industrial, educational, research potential and scientific 

significance values) refers to the importance of a landscape, area, place or object because of its 

archaeological and/or other technical aspects. Assessment of scientific value is often based on the 

likely research potential of the area, place or object and will consider the importance of the data 

involved, its rarity, quality or representativeness, and the degree to which it may contribute further 

substantial information. 

The cultural and archaeological significance of Aboriginal and historic sites and places is assessed on the basis 

of the significance values outlined above. As well as the ICOMOS Burra Charter significance values guidelines, 

various government agencies have developed formal criteria and guidelines that have application when 

assessing the significance of heritage places within NSW. Of primary interest are guidelines prepared by the 

Commonwealth Department of the Environment and Energy, , OEH and the Heritage Branch, NSW 

Department of Planning and Environment. The relevant sections of these guidelines are presented below.  
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These guidelines state that an area may contain evidence and associations which demonstrate one or any 

combination of the ICOMOS Burra Charter significance values outlined above in reference to Aboriginal 

heritage. Reference to each of the values should be made when evaluating archaeological and cultural 

significance for Aboriginal sites and places.  

In addition to the previously outlined heritage values, the OEH Guidelines (DECCW 2010) also specify the 

importance of considering cultural landscapes when determining and assessing Aboriginal heritage values. 

The principle behind a cultural landscape is that ‘the significance of individual features is derived from their 

inter-relatedness within the cultural landscape’. This means that sites or places cannot be ‘assessed in 

isolation’ but must be considered as parts of the wider cultural landscape. Hence the site or place will possibly 

have values derived from its association with other sites and places. By investigating the associations between 

sites, places, and (for example) natural resources in the cultural landscape the stories behind the features can 

be told. The context of the cultural landscape can unlock ‘better understanding of the cultural meaning and 

importance’ of sites and places. 

Although other values may be considered – such as educational or tourism values – the two principal values 

that are likely to be addressed in a consideration of Aboriginal sites and places are the cultural/social 

significance to Aboriginal people and their archaeological or scientific significance to archaeologists. The 

determinations of archaeological and cultural significance for sites and places should then be expressed as 

statements of significance that preface a concise discussion of the contributing factors to Aboriginal cultural 

heritage significance.  

6.2 Archaeological (scientific significance) values  

Archaeological significance (also called scientific significance, as per the ICOMOS Burra Charter) refers to the 

value of archaeological objects or sites as they relate to research questions that are of importance to the 

archaeological community, including indigenous communities, heritage managers and academic 

archaeologists. Generally the value of this type of significance is determined on the basis of the potential for 

sites and objects to provide information regarding the past life-ways of people (Burke and Smith 2004, p. 249). 

Research potential 

Research potential is assessed by examining site content and site condition. Site content refers to all cultural 

materials and organic remains associated with human activity at a site. Site content also refers to the site 

structure – the size of the site, the patterning of cultural materials within the site, the presence of any 

stratified deposits and the rarity of particular artefact types. As the site contents criterion is not applicable to 

scarred trees, the assessment of scarred trees is outlined separately below. Site condition refers to the 

degree of disturbance to the contents of a site at the time it was recorded.  

The site contents ratings used for archaeological sites are shown in Table 9, and the site condition ratings in 

Table 10. 

Table 9 Site content ratings 

Rating Description 

0 No cultural material remaining. 

1 Site contains a small number (e.g. 0–10 artefacts) or limited range of cultural materials with no evident 

stratification. 

2 Site contains a larger number, but limited range of cultural materials; and/or some intact stratified deposit 

remains; and/or are or unusual example(s) of a particular artefact type. 
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Rating Description 

3 Site contains a large number and diverse range of cultural materials; and/or largely intact stratified deposit; 

and/or surface spatial patterning of cultural materials that still reflect the way in which the cultural materials 

were deposited. 

 

Table 10 Site condition ratings 

Rating Description 

0 Site destroyed. 

1 Site in a deteriorated condition with a high degree of disturbance; lack of stratified deposits; some cultural 

materials remaining. 

2 Site in a fair to good condition, but with some disturbance. 

3 Site in an excellent condition with little or no disturbance. For surface artefact scatters this may mean that 

the spatial patterning of cultural materials still reflects the way in which the cultural materials were laid 

down. 

 

Pearson and Sullivan note that Aboriginal archaeological sites are generally of high research potential 

because ‘they are the major source of information about Aboriginal prehistory’ (1995, p. 149). Indeed, the 

often great time depth of Aboriginal archaeological sites gives them research value from a global perspective, 

as they are an important record of humanity’s history. Research potential can also refer to specific local 

circumstances in space and time – a site may have particular characteristics (well preserved samples for 

absolute dating, or a series of refitting artefacts, for example) that mean it can provide information about 

certain aspects of Aboriginal life in the past that other less or alternatively valuable sites may not (Burke and 

Smith 2004, pp. 247-8). When determining research potential value particular emphasis has been placed on 

the potential for absolute dating of sites.  

The following sections provide statements of significance for the Aboriginal archaeological sites recorded 

during the sub-surface testing for the assessment. The significance of each site follows the assessment 

process outlined above. This includes a statement of significance based on the categories defined in the Burra 

Charter. These categories include social, historic, scientific, aesthetic and cultural (in this case archaeological) 

landscape values. Nomination of the level of value—high, moderate, low or not applicable—for each relevant 

category is also proposed. Where suitable the determination of cultural (archaeological) landscape value is 

applied to both individual sites and places (to explore their associations) and also, to the Study Area as a 

whole. The nomination levels for the archaeological significance of each site are summarised below.  

Representativeness 

Representativeness refers to the regional distribution of a particular site type. Representativeness is assessed 

by whether the site is common, occasional, or rare in a given region. Assessments of representativeness are 

subjectively biased by current knowledge of the distribution and number of archaeological sites in a region. 

This varies from place to place depending on the extent of archaeological research. Consequently, a site that 

is assigned low significance values for contents and condition, but a high significance value for 

representativeness, can only be regarded as significant in terms of knowledge of the regional archaeology. 

Any such site should be subject to re-assessment as more archaeological research is undertaken. 

Assessment of representativeness also takes into account the contents and condition of a site. For example, 

in any region there may only be a limited number of sites of any type that have suffered minimal disturbance. 
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Such sites would therefore be given a high significance rating for representativeness, although they may 

occur commonly within the region. 

The representativeness ratings used for archaeological sites are shown in Table 11. 

Table 11 Site representativeness ratings 

Rating Description 

1 Common occurrence 

2 Occasional occurrence 

3 Rare occurrence 

 

Overall scientific significance ratings for sites, based on a cumulative score for site contents, site integrity and 

representativeness are shown in Table 12 

Table 12 Scientific significance ratings 

Rating Description 

1-3 Low scientific significance 

4-6 Moderate scientific significance 

7-9 High scientific significance 

 

Each site is given a score on the basis of these criteria – the overall scientific significance is determined by the 

cumulative score. 

6.2.1 Statements of archaeological significance 

The following archaeological significance assessment is based on Requirement 11 of the Code. Using the 

assessment criteria detailed in Scientific Values and Significance Assessment, an assessment of significance 

was determined and a rating for each site was determined. The results of the archaeological significance 

assessment are given in Table 13 below.  

Table 13 Scientific significance assessment of archaeological sites recorded within the study 

area 

Site Name Site Content Site Condition Representativeness Scientific 

Significance 

WPSIF1 

AHIMS Pending 

1 1 1 Low 

WPSPAD1 TBC TBC TBC TBC 

WPSPAD2 TBC TBC TBC TBC 
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Table 14 Statements of scientific significance for archaeological sites recorded within the study 

area 

Site Name Statement of Significance 

WPSIF1 

AHIMS Pending 

WPSIF1 consist of a single chert artefact identified in a disturbed context. Owing to the relative 

commonality of this site type locally and regionally, the lack of archaeological potential 

surrounding it and the lack of further research potential associated with the find, it has been 

assessed as having low archaeological significance. 

WPSPAD1 Wallerawang Power Station Potential Archaeological Deposit 1 (WPSPAD1) is located on the 

southern side of the Coxs River, overlooking it on an alluvial terrace. The area was inaccessible 

as a part of the survey, and as such could not be traversed on foot, but a visual inspection from 

the southern side of the fence line marking its boundary indicated that the PAD is in good 

condition, with the only apparent disturbances being the clearing of vegetation, most likely 

having been undertaken to allow cattle to graze on the land.  

WPSPAD2 Wallerawang Power Station Potential Archaeological Deposit 2 (WPSPAD2) is located on the 

western side of the Coxs River, overlooking it on an alluvial terrace. The area was surveyed on 

foot, however owing to dense grass cover, the overall visibility of the site was extremely low, 

limiting the surveyors’ ability to identify surface artefacts. The survey determined that the PAD is 

in good condition, with the only apparent disturbances being the clearing of vegetation, most 

likely having been undertaken to allow cattle to graze on the land. 
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7 Impact assessment 

As previously outlined, the proposed works are related to the decommissioning and deconstruction of 

existing structures within the power plant. From discussions held with EA, it is understood that the footprint 

of the proposed impacts will be restricted to the already existing footprint of disturbance. 

7.1 Predicted physical impacts 

Given that the proposed works are limited to the existing footprint of disturbance, it is understood that there 

will be no impacts to the identified Aboriginal site and areas of potential through the proposed works. Given 

that this is the case, no further assessment or approvals are required at present. A summary of impacts is 

provided below in Table 15. Should the current plans change, or any future works propose impacts on these 

Aboriginal sites, further works will be required as outlined in Table 16. 

Table 15 Summary of potential archaeological impacts 

AHIMS Site 

No. 

Site Name Significance Type Of 

Harm 

Degree Of 

Harm 

Consequence Of Harm 

Pending WPSIF1 Low None None N/A 

N/A WPSPAD1 TBC None None N/A 

N/A WPSPAD2 TBC None None N/A 

 

Table 16 Works required if sites are to be impacted in the future 

AHIMS Site 

No. 

Site Name Works required if site will be impacted 

Pending WPSIF1 Should future works propose any physical impacts to this site, an AHIP will be 

required.  

N/A WPSPAD1 Should future works propose any physical impacts to this site, test 

excavations will need to be carried out in accordance with the code. Should 

these test excavations identify any Aboriginal objects, an AHIP will be required 

to impact on the site. 

N/A WPSPAD2 Should future works propose any physical impacts to this site, test 

excavations will need to be carried out in accordance with the code. Should 

these test excavations identify any Aboriginal objects, an AHIP will be required 

to impact on the site. 

 

Should any impacts to these sites be proposed in the future, all works will need to be carried out in 

accordance with the code and the consultation requirements. As Aboriginal consultation for this project has 

commenced, it would be advisable for the proponent to provide the registered stakeholders with regular 

updates on the project and continue to consult with them regarding the management of Aboriginal heritage 

within the study area. 
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7.2 Management and mitigation measures 

Ideally, heritage management involves conservation of sites through the preservation and conservation of 

fabric and context within a framework of “doing as much as necessary, as little as possible” (Marquis-Kyle and 

Walker 1994, p. 13). In cases where conservation is not practical, several options for management are 

available. For sites, management often involves the salvage of features or artefacts, retrieval of information 

through excavation or collection (especially where impact cannot be avoided) and interpretation.  

Avoidance of impact to archaeological and cultural heritage sites through design of the development is the 

primary mitigation and management strategy, and should be implemented where practicable. The proposed 

works will be avoiding the Aboriginal sites within the study area, and will be restricted to the deconstruction of 

existing buildings. 

The recommendations for this project have outlined the need for further works if the proposed impact 

footprint changes in future to include the Aboriginal sites identified by this assessment. 
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8 Recommendations 

Strategies have been developed based on the archaeological (significance) of cultural heritage relevant to the 

study area and influenced by: 

 Predicted impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage; 

 The planning approvals framework; 

 Current best conservation practise, widely considered to include: 

– Ethos of the Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter 

– The Code. 

Prior to any impacts occurring within the study area, the following is recommended: 

Recommendation 1  No further works required 

The current footprint of the proposed works will not impact on any Aboriginal sites or areas of potential that 

have been identified during this assessment. As such, it has been determined that these works can proceed 

without constraint, subject to Recommendations 4 and 5 below should the impact footprint be altered to 

include impacts to these sites. 

Recommendation 2  Register WPSIF1 as an Aboriginal site on AHIMS 

WPSIF1 should be registered as an Aboriginal site on AHIMS as soon as practical. 

Recommendation 3  Update S2 (AHIMS#45-1-0211) on AHIMS 

The background research and archaeological survey conducted for this project has concluded that S2 

(AHIMS# 45-1-0211) is not located within the study area. The location of the site should updated on AHIMS as 

soon as practical. 

Recommendation 4  Future impacts to WPSIF1 

Should the scope of works be altered to include WPSIF1, the proponent will require an AHIP to impact on the 

site. For information about AHIPs and their preparation, see below. 

Advice preparing AHIPs 

An AHIP is required for any activities likely to have an impact on Aboriginal objects or Places or cause land to 

be disturbed for the purposes of discovering an Aboriginal object. The Office of Environment and Heritage 

(OEH) issues AHIPs under Part 6 of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act). 

AHIPs should be prepared by a qualified archaeologist and lodged with the OEH. Once the application is 

lodged processing time can take between 8-12 weeks. It should be noted that there will be an application fee 

levied by the OEH for the processing of AHIPs, which is dependent on the estimated total cost of the 

development project. 

Where there are multiple sites within one study area an application for an AHIP to cover the entire study area 

is recommended. 
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Recommendation 5  Future impacts to WPSPAD1 and WPSPAD 2 

Should the scope of works be altered to include WPSPAD1 and/or WPSPAD2, further investigation in the form 

of test excavations will be required prior to the commencement of works. Should test excavations in these 

areas identify any Aboriginal objects, an AHIP will be required prior to the commencement of works. 

Recommendation 6  Exclusion zones surrounding WPSIF1, WPSPAD1, and WPSPAD2 

It is understood that no works will be occurring within the vicinity of the identified Aboriginal sites and areas 

of potential within the study area. However it is recommended that no-go zones are implemented 

surrounding these sites while the proposed works are occurring. These no-go zones should incorporate a 10 

metre buffer within lands owned by EnergyAustralia to ensure that there are no impacts to these sites. 

Recommendation 7  Continued consultation with the registered Aboriginal stakeholders 

As per the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010), it is 

recommended that the proponent provides a copy of this draft report to the Aboriginal stakeholders and 

considers all comments received. The proponent should continue to inform these groups about the 

management of Aboriginal cultural heritage sites within the study area throughout the life of the project.  

Recommendation 8  Discovery of Unanticipated Aboriginal Objects 

All Aboriginal objects and Places are protected under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974. It is an offence 

to knowingly disturb an Aboriginal site without a consent permit issued by the Office of Environment and 

Heritage (OEH). Should any Aboriginal objects be encountered during works associated with this proposal, 

works must cease in the vicinity and a qualified archaeologist and OEH should be notified. Before works can 

recommence in this area, appropriate mitigation and management measures must be determined by the 

proponent in consultation with the RAPs for the project. This may include an application to OEH for an AHIP if 

impacts to the item or items are required. 

Recommendation 9  Discovery of Unanticipated Historical Relics 

Relics are historical archaeological resources of local or State significance and are protected in NSW under the 

Heritage Act 1977. Relics cannot be disturbed except with a permit or exception/exemption notification. 

Should unanticipated relics be discovered during the course of the project, work in the vicinity must cease 

and an archaeologist contacted to make a preliminary assessment of the find. The Heritage Council will 

require notification if the find is assessed as a relic. 

Recommendation 10  Discovery of Aboriginal Ancestral Remains 

Aboriginal ancestral remains may be found in a variety of landscapes in NSW, including middens and sandy or 

soft sedimentary soils. If any suspected human remains are discovered during any activity you must: 

1. Immediately cease all work at that location and not further move or disturb the remains 

2. Notify the NSW Police and OEH’s Environmental Line on 131 555 as soon as practicable and provide 

details of the remains and their location 

3. Not recommence work at that location unless authorised in writing by OEH. 

Recommendation 11  Aboriginal heritage induction 

An Aboriginal heritage induction should take place as a part of the project induction for onsite contractors. 

This induction will inform contractors’ roles and responsibilities in relation to Aboriginal heritage for the 

project. 
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Appendix 1 AHIMS results 

THE FOLLOWING APPENDIX IS NOT TO BE MADE PUBLIC 
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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 : 21367

Client Service ID : 278941

Site Status

45-6-2354 Lamberts Creek 7 AGD  56  225530  6303350 Open site Destroyed Artefact : - Open Camp Site

405PermitsMs.Jillian Comber,Ms.Laila HaglundRecordersContact

45-6-2355 Lamberts Creek 6; AGD  56  225480  6303070 Open site Destroyed Artefact : - Open Camp Site

405PermitsMs.Laila Haglund,Ms.Jillian ComberRecordersContact

45-1-2566 M-OS-2 AGD  56  234350  6296870 Open site Valid Artefact : - 97636

PermitsCentral West Archaeological and Heritage Services Pty LtdRecordersContact

45-1-2582 BP-IF-1 AGD  56  225130  6305840 Open site Valid Artefact : -

PermitsCentral West Archaeological and Heritage Services Pty LtdRecordersContact

45-1-2572 Site 1, Catlereagh Highway Realignment, Lidsdale AGD  56  228430  6301025 Open site Valid Artefact : - 4549

PermitsMs.Louise GayRecordersContact

45-1-2573 PAD 1, Castlereagh Highway Realignment, Lidsdale AGD  56  228250  6301070 Open site Destroyed Potential 

Archaeological 

Deposit (PAD) : -

98700,102443

1436,1666PermitsMs.Louise GayRecordersContact

45-1-2574 PAD 2, Castlereagh Highway Realignment, Lidsdale AGD  56  228250  6301120 Open site Partially 

Destroyed

Artefact : -, Potential 

Archaeological 

Deposit (PAD) : -

98700,102443

1436,1707PermitsMs.Louise GayRecordersContact

45-1-2583 Duncan/Main Street PAD AGD  56  228450  6300750 Open site Valid Artefact : -

1793PermitsDoctor.Jodie BentonRecordersContact

41-1-0238 Duncan Street PAD(refer to site 45-1-2583) AGD  56  228450  6300750 Open site Deleted Potential 

Archaeological 

Deposit (PAD) : -

PermitsDoctor.Jodie BentonRecordersContact

45-1-0250 MC7 (IF2);Marrangaroo Creek (IF2); AGD  56  231980  6297200 Open site Valid Artefact : - Isolated Find

PermitsElizabeth RichRecordersContact

45-1-2692 RPS ANGUS PLACE RS PAD1 GDA  56  232966  6305664 Open site Valid Potential 

Archaeological 

Deposit (PAD) : -

PermitsMs.Gillian Goode,RPS Australia East Pty Ltd-BlacktownRecordersContact

45-1-2587 WC1A AGD  56  225991  6305123 Open site Valid Artefact : 1 98981

PermitsMr.John AppletonRecordersBathurst LALCContact

45-1-2588 NC-OS1 with PAD same as 45-1-0216 AGD  56  225556  6305650 Open site Valid Artefact : 10, 

Potential 

Archaeological 

Deposit (PAD) : 1

PermitsOzArk Environmental and Heritage ManagementRecordersT RussellContact

Report generated by AHIMS Web Service on 01/05/2017 for James Cole for the following area at Datum :GDA, Zone : 56, Eastings : 225150 - 235150, Northings : 6296100 - 6306100 with a 

Buffer of 0 meters. Additional Info : ACHA. Number of Aboriginal sites and Aboriginal objects found is 93

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 : 21367

Client Service ID : 278941

Site Status

45-1-0045 Ben Bullen Stone Arrangement;Ben Bullen State Forest; AGD  56  226800  6305600 Open site Valid Stone Arrangement : 

-

Stone Arrangement

PermitsDoctor.Susan Mcintyre-TamwoyRecordersContact

45-1-2753 Neubecks Creek Open Site 5 GDA  56  225938  6305155 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsOzArk Environmental and Heritage ManagementRecordersContact

45-1-2754 Neubecks Creek Open Site PAD 6 GDA  56  225164  6305870 Open site Partially 

Destroyed

Artefact : 1, Potential 

Archaeological 

Deposit (PAD) : 1

PermitsOzArk Environmental and Heritage Management,Mr.NICHOLAS HARROPRecordersContact

45-1-2720 CS SU4-A5 GDA  56  225945  6303776 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsMs.Cheng-Yen Loo,RPS - EchucaRecordersContact

45-1-2721 CS SU4-A4 GDA  56  225953  6303887 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsMs.Cheng-Yen Loo,RPS - EchucaRecordersContact

45-1-2722 CS SU4-A3 GDA  56  225879  6303777 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsMs.Cheng-Yen Loo,RPS - EchucaRecordersContact

45-1-2723 CS SU4-A2 GDA  56  225959  6303943 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsMs.Cheng-Yen Loo,RPS - EchucaRecordersContact

45-1-2724 CS SU4-A1 GDA  56  225946  6303882 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsMs.Cheng-Yen Loo,RPS - EchucaRecordersContact

45-1-2725 CS SU3-A1 GDA  56  226166  6303832 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsMs.Cheng-Yen Loo,RPS - EchucaRecordersContact

45-1-2758 RPS SV ST1 GDA  56  235004  6302002 Open site Valid Modified Tree 

(Carved or Scarred) : 

1

PermitsRPS - EchucaRecordersContact

45-1-2759 RPS SV ST2 GDA  56  234965  6301890 Open site Valid Modified Tree 

(Carved or Scarred) : 

1

PermitsRPS - EchucaRecordersContact

45-1-2715 SU1a - A4 GDA  56  228046  6301960 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsMs.Cheng-Yen Loo,RPS - EchucaRecordersContact

45-1-2716 SU1a - A5 GDA  56  227585  6300837 Open site Valid Artefact : 19

PermitsMs.Cheng-Yen Loo,RPS - EchucaRecordersContact

45-2-2539 SU1a - A7 GDA  56  227122  6300093 Open site Valid Artefact : 4

PermitsMs.Cheng-Yen Loo,RPS - EchucaRecordersContact

45-1-2717 SU1a - A8 GDA  56  227130  6300072 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsMs.Cheng-Yen Loo,RPS - EchucaRecordersContact

Report generated by AHIMS Web Service on 01/05/2017 for James Cole for the following area at Datum :GDA, Zone : 56, Eastings : 225150 - 235150, Northings : 6296100 - 6306100 with a 

Buffer of 0 meters. Additional Info : ACHA. Number of Aboriginal sites and Aboriginal objects found is 93

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 : 21367

Client Service ID : 278941

Site Status

45-1-2718 SU1a - A9 GDA  56  226981  6300239 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsMs.Cheng-Yen Loo,RPS - EchucaRecordersContact

45-1-2719 SU1a - A6 GDA  56  227105  6300095 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsMs.Cheng-Yen Loo,RPS - EchucaRecordersContact

45-1-2749 Neubecks Creek Isolated Find 2 GDA  56  225787  6305480 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsOzArk Environmental and Heritage ManagementRecordersContact

45-1-2752 Neubecks Creek IF-8 with PAD GDA  56  225257  6306096 Open site Partially 

Destroyed

Artefact : 1, Potential 

Archaeological 

Deposit (PAD) : 1

PermitsOzArk Environmental and Heritage Management,Mr.NICHOLAS HARROPRecordersContact

45-3-2008 Dharug N.P.; AGD  56  225400  6296570 Open site Valid Art (Pigment or 

Engraved) : -, 

Grinding Groove : -

Axe Grinding 

Groove,Rock 

Engraving

1333

PermitsWarren BluffRecordersContact

45-1-0147 21 Newnes State Forest AGD  56  231420  6302950 Closed site Valid Artefact : - Shelter with 

Deposit

339,2016

PermitsDenise Donlon,R Sim,Doctor.Susan Mcintyre-TamwoyRecordersContact

45-1-0148 22; Newnes State Forest AGD  56  231250  6302820 Closed site Valid Artefact : - Shelter with 

Deposit

339,2016

PermitsDenise Donlon,R Sim,Doctor.Susan Mcintyre-TamwoyRecordersContact

45-1-0151 27 Newnes State Forest AGD  56  232050  6305550 Closed site Valid Artefact : - Shelter with 

Deposit

339,2016

PermitsDenise Donlon,Doctor.Susan Mcintyre-TamwoyRecordersContact

45-1-0159 35__PAD 14;Newnes State Forest; AGD  56  231990  6301850 Closed site Valid Artefact : - Shelter with 

Deposit

339,2016

PermitsMs.Kerry Powell,Doctor.Susan Mcintyre-TamwoyRecordersContact

45-1-0071 Mt Piper;Lamberts Creek 1; AGD  56  225325  6302130 Closed site Valid Artefact : - Shelter with 

Deposit

2294

PermitsHelen Brayshaw,Ms.Laila HaglundRecordersContact

45-1-0072 Lamberts Creek2 AGD  56  225245  6302229 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 2294

PermitsHelen Brayshaw,Ms.Laila HaglundRecordersContact

45-1-0206 S9;Lidsdale; AGD  56  227750  6301500 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 2300

PermitsElizabeth Rich,Alice GormanRecordersContact

45-1-0207 S8;Blackmans Flat; AGD  56  226520  6303050 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 2300

PermitsElizabeth Rich,Alice GormanRecordersContact

45-1-0208 S5;Blackmans Flat; AGD  56  225550  6303050 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 2300

361PermitsElizabeth RichRecordersContact

45-1-0209 S4;Wallerawang; AGD  56  226300  6302550 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 2300

Report generated by AHIMS Web Service on 01/05/2017 for James Cole for the following area at Datum :GDA, Zone : 56, Eastings : 225150 - 235150, Northings : 6296100 - 6306100 with a 

Buffer of 0 meters. Additional Info : ACHA. Number of Aboriginal sites and Aboriginal objects found is 93

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 : 21367

Client Service ID : 278941

Site Status

PermitsElizabeth RichRecordersContact

45-1-0210 S3;Wallerawang; AGD  56  226600  6302350 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 2300

472PermitsElizabeth RichRecordersContact

45-1-0211 S2;Wallerawang; AGD  56  228700  6300550 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 2300

467PermitsMr.Neville Baker,Elizabeth RichRecordersContact

45-1-0212 GS1;Springvale Colliery; AGD  56  230700  6300020 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 2300,2608

PermitsElizabeth Rich,Alice GormanRecordersContact

45-1-0213 Lamberts Ck 4;Mt Piper; AGD  56  225149  6302270 Closed site Valid Artefact : - Shelter with 

Deposit

2294

PermitsHelen Brayshaw,Ms.Laila HaglundRecordersContact

45-1-0214 Lamberts Ck 3;Mt Piper; AGD  56  225163  6302178 Closed site Valid Artefact : - Shelter with 

Deposit

2294

PermitsHelen Brayshaw,Ms.Laila HaglundRecordersContact

45-1-0215 Lamberts Ck 5;Mt Piper; AGD  56  225300  6302480 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 2294

PermitsHelen Brayshaw,Ms.Laila HaglundRecordersContact

45-1-0216 Neubecks Creek 2; same as 45-1-2588 AGD  56  225594  6305876 Open site Partially 

Destroyed

Artefact : - Open Camp Site

PermitsHelen Brayshaw,Ms.Laila Haglund,Mr.NICHOLAS HARROPRecordersContact

45-1-0117 MC 6; AGD  56  231910  6296980 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site

PermitsHelen Brayshaw,Elizabeth RichRecordersContact

45-1-0234 Western main 2; AGD  56  226020  6304680 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site

427PermitsHelen BrayshawRecordersContact

45-1-0236 Western main 1; same as 45-1-0241 AGD  56  226060  6304580 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site

428PermitsHelen BrayshawRecordersContact

45-1-0237 Springvale Colliery; AGD  56  228000  6301000 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site

496PermitsDoctor.Susan Mcintyre-TamwoyRecordersContact

45-1-0242 Western main 3, same as 45-1-0235 AGD  56  225630  6304830 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 2501

PermitsHelen BrayshawRecordersContact

45-1-0247 Wallerawang Schoolhouse; AGD  56  228240  6300510 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 3818

PermitsMs.Elizabeth WhiteRecordersContact

45-1-0081 Rydal;Pipers Flat Range; AGD  56  225180  6301000 Closed site Valid Artefact : -, Art 

(Pigment or 

Engraved) : -, 

Grinding Groove : -

Axe Grinding 

Groove,Shelter with 

Art,Shelter with 

Deposit

PermitsAnn JelinekRecordersContact

45-1-0087 Marangaroo Ridge 2; AGD  56  232810  6299890 Closed site Valid Artefact : - Shelter with 

Deposit

Report generated by AHIMS Web Service on 01/05/2017 for James Cole for the following area at Datum :GDA, Zone : 56, Eastings : 225150 - 235150, Northings : 6296100 - 6306100 with a 

Buffer of 0 meters. Additional Info : ACHA. Number of Aboriginal sites and Aboriginal objects found is 93

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 : 21367

Client Service ID : 278941

Site Status

PermitsHelen BrayshawRecordersContact

45-1-0088 Marangaroo Ridge 3; AGD  56  232850  6299460 Closed site Valid Artefact : - Shelter with 

Deposit

PermitsMary Dallas Consulting ArchaeologistsRecordersContact

45-1-0089 Marangaroo Ridge 4; AGD  56  232490  6297420 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 1414

PermitsHelen BrayshawRecordersContact

45-1-0090 Marangaroo Ridge 5; AGD  56  232580  6297420 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 1414

PermitsASRSYSRecordersContact

45-1-0091 Marangaroo Ridge 1; AGD  56  232800  6299950 Closed site Valid Artefact : - Shelter with 

Deposit

679

PermitsASRSYSRecordersContact

45-1-0093 Long Swamp 1;Wallerawang; AGD  56  228770  6305540 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 950

PermitsElizabeth Rich,Shelly Greer,Doctor.Susan Mcintyre-TamwoyRecordersContact

45-1-0094 Long Swamp 2;Wallerawang; AGD  56  228290  6305550 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 950

PermitsElizabeth Rich,Shelly Greer,Doctor.Susan Mcintyre-TamwoyRecordersContact

45-1-0100 Angus Place 1;Ben Bullen State Forest; AGD  56  227640  6305600 Closed site Valid Artefact : - Shelter with 

Deposit

950

PermitsDoctor.Susan Mcintyre-TamwoyRecordersContact

45-1-0108 W1; AGD  56  229620  6297320 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 1515

PermitsRex SilcoxRecordersContact

45-1-0109 W2; AGD  56  229600  6297350 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 1515

PermitsRex SilcoxRecordersContact

45-1-0110 W4; AGD  56  228620  6297310 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 1515

PermitsRex SilcoxRecordersContact

45-1-0111 W3; AGD  56  228730  6297320 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 1515

78PermitsRex SilcoxRecordersContact

45-1-0112 MC 1; AGD  56  231500  6297100 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 1414

PermitsHelen Brayshaw,Elizabeth RichRecordersContact

45-1-0113 MC 2; AGD  56  232470  6297180 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 1414

PermitsHelen Brayshaw,Elizabeth RichRecordersContact

45-1-0114 MC 3; AGD  56  232650  6297780 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 1414

PermitsElizabeth RichRecordersContact

45-1-0115 MC 4; AGD  56  232680  6297500 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 1414

PermitsHelen Brayshaw,Elizabeth RichRecordersContact

45-1-0116 MC 5; AGD  56  232270  6297030 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 1414

PermitsHelen Brayshaw,Elizabeth RichRecordersContact

Report generated by AHIMS Web Service on 01/05/2017 for James Cole for the following area at Datum :GDA, Zone : 56, Eastings : 225150 - 235150, Northings : 6296100 - 6306100 with a 

Buffer of 0 meters. Additional Info : ACHA. Number of Aboriginal sites and Aboriginal objects found is 93
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SiteID SiteName Datum Zone Easting Northing Context SiteFeatures SiteTypes Reports

Your Ref/PO Number : 21367

Client Service ID : 278941

Site Status

45-1-0008 Lindsdale;Kerosene Vale; AGD  56  231640  6301900 Closed site Valid Artefact : - Shelter with 

Deposit

PermitsRichard WrightRecordersContact

45-1-0010 Pipers Flat Creek; AGD  56  225600  6300700 Closed site Valid Artefact : -, Grinding 

Groove : -

Axe Grinding 

Groove,Shelter with 

Deposit

1515

PermitsD MillerRecordersContact

45-1-0012 Pipers Flat Creek; AGD  56  225250  6301150 Closed site Valid Artefact : -, Art 

(Pigment or 

Engraved) : -

Shelter with 

Art,Shelter with 

Deposit

PermitsD MillerRecordersContact

45-1-0013 Pipers Flat Creek; AGD  56  225230  6300900 Closed site Valid Artefact : -, Grinding 

Groove : -

Axe Grinding 

Groove,Shelter with 

Deposit

PermitsASRSYSRecordersContact

45-1-0203 S6;Blackmans Flat; AGD  56  225180  6303220 Open site Destroyed Artefact : - Open Camp Site 2300

PermitsS Fields,Elizabeth RichRecordersContact

45-1-0019 Irondale; AGD  56  225500  6302750 Closed site Valid Artefact : -, Grinding 

Groove : -

Axe Grinding 

Groove,Shelter with 

Deposit

PermitsR MillerRecordersContact

45-1-0020 Pipers Flat Creek; AGD  56  225750  6300300 Closed site Valid Artefact : -, Art 

(Pigment or 

Engraved) : -, 

Grinding Groove : -

Axe Grinding 

Groove,Shelter with 

Art,Shelter with 

Deposit

PermitsR MillerRecordersContact

45-1-0021 Pipers Flat Creek; AGD  56  225700  6300250 Open site Valid Grinding Groove : - Axe Grinding 

Groove

PermitsR MillerRecordersContact

45-1-0022 Pipers Flat Creek;Bald Rock; AGD  56  226630  6300510 Open site Valid Grinding Groove : - Axe Grinding 

Groove

PermitsR MillerRecordersContact

45-1-0023 Pipers Flat Creek;Bald Rock; AGD  56  226500  6300500 Closed site Valid Artefact : - Shelter with 

Deposit

PermitsR MillerRecordersContact

45-1-0040 Angus Place; AGD  56  231650  6305280 Closed site Valid Art (Pigment or 

Engraved) : -

Shelter with Art

PermitsAnn JelinekRecordersContact

45-1-0041 Angus Place; AGD  56  231500  6305380 Closed site Valid Art (Pigment or 

Engraved) : -

Shelter with Art

Report generated by AHIMS Web Service on 01/05/2017 for James Cole for the following area at Datum :GDA, Zone : 56, Eastings : 225150 - 235150, Northings : 6296100 - 6306100 with a 

Buffer of 0 meters. Additional Info : ACHA. Number of Aboriginal sites and Aboriginal objects found is 93

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 : 21367

Client Service ID : 278941

Site Status

PermitsASRSYSRecordersContact

45-1-0044 Beecroft; AGD  56  230620  6303780 Open site Valid Modified Tree 

(Carved or Scarred) : 

-

Scarred Tree

PermitsHelen BrayshawRecordersContact

45-1-0048 Wallerawang; Lithgow; AGD  56  226900  6299100 Open site Valid Burial : -, Modified 

Tree (Carved or 

Scarred) : -

Burial/s,Carved 

Tree

473PermitsDavid Bell,NPWS - Blackheath Office,Betty MeehanRecordersContact

45-1-2557 M-OS-1 AGD  56  234520  6298440 Open site Valid Aboriginal Ceremony 

and Dreaming : -

97636,98115

PermitsCentral West Archaeological and Heritage Services Pty LtdRecordersContact

45-1-2545 Wallerowong Station Massacre AGD  56  228600  6298500 Open site Valid Burial : - Burial/s

PermitsMs.Adrienne Howe-PieningRecordersContact

45-1-2601 SVW-OS1 with PAD AGD  56  225796  6303196 Open site Valid Artefact : 6

PermitsBathurst LALC,Doctor.Jodie Benton,Mr.Phillip CameronRecordersContact

45-1-0235 Western main 3; same as 45-1-0242 AGD  56  225630  6304830 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site

428PermitsHelen BrayshawRecordersContact

45-1-0241 Western main 1, same as 45-1-0236 AGD  56  226060  6304580 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 2501

PermitsHelen BrayshawRecordersContact

Report generated by AHIMS Web Service on 01/05/2017 for James Cole for the following area at Datum :GDA, Zone : 56, Eastings : 225150 - 235150, Northings : 6296100 - 6306100 with a 

Buffer of 0 meters. Additional Info : ACHA. Number of Aboriginal sites and Aboriginal objects found is 93
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