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CL22.174 Update & Possible Next Steps - Huskisson 

Church Planning Proposal  (PP050) 
 

HPERM Ref: D22/108921  
 
Department: Strategic Planning  
Approver: Gordon Clark, Interim Director - City Futures   

Attachments: 1. Huskisson Church Historical Heritage Assessment & Archaeological 
Research Design (NOHC, 2021) (under separate cover)   

2. NOHC Supplementary Information 24/2/22 s140 Application   
3. Dr Ian Moffat - Independent Desktop Peer Review of GPR Report   
4. Heritage NSW s140 Archaeological Permit  - Huskisson Church Site     

Reason for Report  

Given the nature of this matter and the community interest: 

Advise that Heritage NSW has approved, with conditions, shallow surface scraping 
(max depth 30 cm) to help verify the findings of Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR) 
survey work at the former Huskisson Anglican Church site (Lots 7 and 8, Section 3, 
DP758530)  

Provide copies of the associated application including the detailed Heritage 
Assessment and Archaeological Design Report, independent peer review of the GPR 

permit). 

 the strict conditions of the approval 
under Section 140 of the NSW Heritage Act.  

 

Recommendation 

That Council 

1. Receive for information, the documentation provided to Heritage NSW in support of the 
Section 140 Application to undertake archaeological investigation involving shallow 
surface scrapes within Lots 7 and 8 only, noting that: 

a. the detailed historical research by Navin Officer Heritage Consultants (NOHC) found 
that one grave (Niclasson) is likely to be on the property, but the location is 
uncertain;  

b. NOHC found no direct evidence of other graves on the site although, given the lack 
of precision in the recording of burial places on some death certificates, at least 
three (3) others, while unlikely, cannot be discounted. 

c. An independent desktop peer review of the Hunter Geophysics Ground Penetrating 
Radar (GPR) Report by a leader in the field, supports the proposed archaeological 
investigation to assist with certainty. 

2. Note the receipt of the Section 140 Permit issued by Heritage NSW including the 
following conditions that are specifically relevant/important: 

a. tion Director(s) must supervise all archaeological fieldwork activity 
that is likely to expose significant relics and brief all personnel involved in the project 
about the requirements of the NSW Heritage Act, 1977 in relation to the proposed 
archaeological program.  
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b. Scraping will be limited to the topsoil, less than ~30 cm, to expose the tops of 
potential grave cuts only.  

c. The Applicant (Council) must ensure that the site under archaeological investigation 
is made secure and that the unexcavated artefacts, structures and features are not 
subject to deterioration, damage, destruction or theft during fieldwork. 

d. A public open day is to be held during the excavation program.  

e.  

3. Proceed with the shallow surface scraping in accordance with the Section 140 Permit.  

4. 
and offer to arrange special inspections for members of the Jerrinja Local Aboriginal 
Land Council (LALC), the Huskisson Heritage Association (HHA) and others as 
required/appropriate. 

5. -
be reported to Council to consider and confirm the details of the Planning Proposal, 
including the appropriateness of a heritage listing in the Shoalhaven Local 
Environmental Plan (LEP) 2014.  

6. At the appropriate point, consider the provision of appropriate interpretive information 
(either on site or in close vicinity) regarding the site and its history. 

 
 
Options 

1. Proceed as recommended. Undertake the archaeological investigation to verify the GPR 
findings and report the outcome, along with the other supporting studies, to enable 
Council to confirm the Planning Proposal (PP) detail, including a potential heritage listing 
before public exhibition. 

Implications

Officer Heritage Consultants (NOHC). The detailed historical research and 
documentation prepared in support of the Section 140 application suggests there are a 
limited number of graves on the subject land and that potentially, none are indigenous, 
although this cannot be ruled out.  

Furthermore, a leading Australian researcher and practitioner in the use of high 
resolution geophysics for locating unmarked graves, Dr Ian Moffat, conducted an 
independent desktop review of the Hunter Geophysics report, and concluded that it 

suffers from some overly optimistic phrasing and a lack of integration with site survey, 
historical and archaeological information interpretation of the GPR survey results

high-confidence anomalies is an excellent 
and non-destructive means to evaluate these features  

The investigati
supervision of their Excavation Director in accordance with the conditions of the Section 
140 Permit issued by Heritage NSW, including holding a public open day during the 
excavation program. 

Undertaking the shallow surface scraping will hopefully help confirm the existence of 
graves, their number and locations with increased certainty. This information will be 
important and assist in the future planning for the site, irrespective of what zone or use 
eventuates.  

The results of the shallow surface scraping, along with the other supporting studies 
would be reported to Council to confirm the details of the PP before public exhibition. 
Heritage listing the site in the LEP in conjunction with the PP would also help ensure that 
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any locally significant heritage values such as the church and/or any graves, are 
appropriately considered in any future development application. 

 
2. As per Option 1, but not consider the outcomes of the studies (and community feedback) 

until after public exhibition of the PP (subject to satisfying the Gateway conditions). 

Implications: This option is consistent with the intent of previous Council consideration 
which added the underlined text to part 5 of the initial decision to support the PP on 20 
January 2020 (MIN20.17): 

5. Upon completion of the above assessments and considerations, report the 
findings to Council to confirm the details of Planning Proposal. Immediately 
upon gateway determination, subject to the completion of any reports 
required by the gateway determination, the Planning Proposal is to be 
placed on public exhibition. 

Should Council want to alter the PP details based on the outcomes of the studies, this 
should be done prior to exhibition to avoid the need for re-

 

3. Not undertake the archaeological investigation and progress the PP based on the 
findings of the Hunter Geophysics GPR Report. 

Implications: While the case for undertaking archaeological investigation is strong, 
should this not be done, parts of Lots 7 and 8 are free of any grave-like subsurface 
anomalies identified in the Hunter Geophysics GPR Report.  

Council could potentially formulate a combination of Local Environmental Plan (LEP) and 
Development Control Plan (DCP) provisions that seek to confine any development to the 

-
the anomalies are not graves.  

Not only would this needlessly sterilise the land, but it is also contrary to the findings of 
the independent peer review referred to above.  

 
4. Not undertake the archaeological investigation and terminate the Planning Proposal, 

 

Implications: Retaining the current SP2 zoning is perhaps contrary to the general 
approach taken to land use zoning under the NSW Standard LEP Instrument and is also 
not appropriate because the land is no longer used for this purpose and it is now 
privately owned. In circumstances like this, the principle outlined in the NSW Department 

practice note PN 10 001 is that the appropriate adjacent land zone should 
generally be used. The adjacent zones are: B2 Local Centre, R3 Medium Density 
Residential, RE1 Public Recreation (see option 5) and R2 Low Density Residential. 
Note: the B2 zone is proposed to be transitioned to E1 Local Centre under the NSW 

 

Furthermore, the proponent has development consent (DA18/2102) to relocate the 
church to the central part of the site. Hence, regardless of the land use zoning, the 
proponent can relocate the church in accordance with the consent. 

5. Seek to rezone the land for RE1 Public Recreation. 

Implications: This is not a recommended option unless Council wishes to acquire the 
land, which would also need to be added to the Land Reservation Acquisition map 
overlay in the LEP. 

6. Defer the matter to enable Councillors to be given a detailed briefing on this matter 
ahead of its reconsideration by Council. 



 

 
Ordinary Meeting Monday 11 April 2022

Page 46 

 

 

C
L2

2
.1

7
4

 

Implications: This would provide an opportunity for Councillors to gain a fuller 
understanding of this matter prior to deciding how to proceed. It would however further 
delay the progress of the PP.  

 

Background 

Council initially resolved on 20 January 2020, to progress a proponent-initiated Planning 
Proposal (PP) over the former Anglican church site at Huskisson to change its LEP zoning.  

At this time the proponent (Mr Steve Bartlett) was in the process of purchasing the land from 
the Anglican Church, which had ceased to use the site as a church in circa 2016 (GBA 
Heritage, 2018). The ownership of the property changed hands in July 2021 and it is now 
privately owned. Figure 1 shows the area to which the PP applies. 

 
Figure 1  Subject land for PP050 (bound by red) and the adjoining Lot 9 (Jerrinja LALC) 

Heritage assessments and a patchwork of previous Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR) 
surveys indicated that a small number of graves on the southern side of Lot 7 (No. 17 Hawke 
Street) including one which straddles the boundary with the adjacent Lot 9 (No. 26 
Currambene Street) on which another two potential graves had been detected. Lot 9 is 
owned by the Jerrinja Local Aboriginal Land Council (LALC) and is not part of the PP subject 
land.  

Links to the previous GPR survey reports are provided in the PP that was initially submitted 
to the previous NSW Department of Planning, Industry & Environment (DPIE) for Gateway 
determination, which can be access via the NSW Planning Portal. 

Council resolved to provide in-principal support for the progression of the PP subject to 
undertaking several studies a new independent Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR) 
survey over the entire site by a grave detection specialist using best practice methodology  
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Planning Proposal (PP050)

In summary, the PP currently seeks to resolve and revise the planning controls that apply to 

SP2 zoning effectively prevents other forms of development.  

The PP seeks to amend the Shoalhaven LEP 2014 to potentially enable: 

Mixed-use development comprising a residential apartment building, tourist and 
visitor accommodation (hotel and serviced apartments), and retail premises (including 
food and beverage) on Lots 7 and 8, Section 3, DP 758530 (No. 17 Hawke Street and 
No. 22 Currambene Street) Huskisson. 

Lot 7 Section 3, DP 758530 (No. 17 Hawke Street) to potentially be developed up to 
16 m above the natural ground level. 

 

Relevant Gateway conditions 

The Gateway determination issued by the DPIE on 30 April 2020, includes the following 
conditions: 

2. Council shall prepare the following assessments prior to public exhibition:  

a. A new independent Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR) survey over the 
entire site to which the Planning Proposal applies by a grave detection 
specialist using best practice methodology.  

b. An independent assessment by an appropriately qualified historical 
archaeologist of the entire area to which the Planning Proposal applies 

the NSW Heritage Act 1977 in compliance with Heritage Council of NSW 

 

c. A full Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report of the entire area to 
which the Planning Proposal applies prepared in accordance with the 

includes Aboriginal community consultation and archaeological survey 

 

 
Navin Officer Heritage Consultants (NOHC) were subsequently engaged by Council to 
complete the above assessments. This work is being funded by the proponent in accordance 

 

In accordance with its resolution on 9 September 2020 (MIN20.612), Council also provided 
additional funding to enable the GPR survey to also cover Lot 9 as requested by its owner 
the Jerrinja LALC.   

Geophysics in December 2020. NOHC received the report from Hunter Geophysics in early 
April 2021.  

A report on the GPR survey findings was considered by Council on 11 May 2021 and on 25 
May 2021 Council resolved as follows (MIN21.303): 

1. Receive the Planning Proposal PP050 - Former Anglican Church, Huskisson - 
Ground Penetrating Radar Survey update for information. 
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2. Proceed with the verification work (shallow scrapes to identify grave cuts) as 
recommended by Navin Officer Heritage Consultants on Lots 7 and 8 to verify the 
GPR survey results, to be funded by the proponent. 

3. Consult with Jerrinja Local Aboriginal Land Council (LALC) on work on the adjoining 
Lot 9, and subject to their agreement allocate $6,220 (excl GST) to fund the 
verification work on Jerrinja LALCs land (Lot 9). 

4. 
Aboriginal Advisory Committee, and the Huskisson Heritage Association (HHA). 

Jerrinja LALC subsequently advised that they did not want the proposed surface scraping 
done on their land (Lot 9) so an application was prepared as resolved to undertake the work 
over Lots 7 and 8 only  see below. 

 
Section Application to Heritage NSW 
 

the necessary documentation required to support the Section 140 application to Heritage 
cal Archaeological Research 

Design (HAARD) was completed in November 2021, which Council subsequently submitted 
to Heritage NSW as part of an application. Further information from NOHC was supplied to 
Heritage NSW on 22 February 2022. Heritage NSW approved the application on 14 March 
2022. Copies of the following documents are provided as attachments to this report: 

Attachment 1:   Huskisson Church Historical Heritage Assessment and 
Archaeological Research Design (NOHC, 2021)  under separate 
cover.  

Attachment 2: NOHC supplementary information 24/2/22 s140 application. 
Attachment 3:  Dr Ian Moffat - Independent desktop peer review of GPR report. 
Attachment 4:  Heritage NSW s140 archaeological permit - Huskisson church site. 

 

Heritage Assessment & Historical Archaeological Research Design, & Supplementary 
Information 

(HAHARD) completed by NOHC in November 2021 to support the application, is provided as 
Attachment 1. In preparing the HAHARD, NOHC undertook the following: 

1. Review of State records, previous heritage reports prepared for the Anglican Church 
and cemetery at Huskisson, and others in the Huskisson area  

2. Preparation of the overlay of historical maps and plans on the current site plan to 
confirm the location and extent of areas of archaeological potential 

3. Preparation of an Historical Archaeological Research Design (HARD) which includes 
a research framework, research questions and a methodology for further 
archaeological investigation to mitigate the impact of the works on potential 
archaeological relics. 

history than was previously available, but as already noted, some key questions remain.  The 
most pertinent information from the HAHARD is covered below, but anyone with a strong 
interest in the matter should read the full report and supplementary information 
(Attachments 1 and 2 respectively). 

 

Background  Key dates and facts 

1868: Subject land set aside for a church in a Town Plan. 
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1870: Unknown sailor burial believed to be on Lot 9 (not part of the PP)

1875: Lot 9 labelled as a burial ground on a Crown Plan, but burial ground was crossed out 
as a recommendation to the Surveyor General and it was never submitted to the 
Minister for Lands for approval.  

Letter from surveyor (Mr Dale) to the Surveyor General noted a pre-existing grave 
ought to 

reserve that as a burial ground  

should be cancelled, it being objectionable to have a Cemetery 
in a Town.  

1887: Lots 7 and 8 were held in trust for the Anglican Church from 1877. 

1884: New Town Plan made no reference to a burial ground. 

1892: A mariner, Mr Robert Johnson drowned and was buried at Tapalla Point/Sailors Point, 
Huskisson (notable because he was not interred at Lot 9 or the subject land). 

1903: Fund raising began to construct a church. 

1905: Jimmy Golding aka King Budd Billy II passed away late May/early June 1905. 
Conflicting evidence whether he was buried in proximity to the church, or at a burial 

 Creek. See section 4.5.2 in Attachment 
1 for more detail. 

1905: 1st 
articles) (4/9/1905) 

1912: Carl Niclasson (whaler) burial. Likely to be in one of two locations on the subject land. 

 

i.e. near Bilong. 
(See pages 38-39 in Attachment 1) 

1931: New church designed by Cyril Blacket constructed. 

that this could be either 
Huskisson church or the burial ground near Bilong. 

1979: Original church building relocated further south on Lot 7. 

1980: Construction of single storey, brick rectory completed in September 1980 

 

Burials at Huskisson 

While the reservation of the Section 3 site for a church had notionally been in place 
since at least 1868, by 1876, when the land was dedicated for use as a Church of 
England Church and parsonage, the southwestern corner (Lot 9) had been excluded 
from church use. Lot 9 had previously been marked by Surveyor Dale on the 1875 
Crown Plan as being set aside for a burial ground despite his brief being to survey for a 
church and parsonage only, as he indicated that he found there was a grave already on 
that lot. However, his recommendation to allocate the area he notionally measured for 
a church burial ground was not supported by the authorities and was not submitted for 
approval as the Miscellaneous Branch of the Lands Department considered that it was 
objectionable to situate a cemetery inside a township. Instead, Lot 9 was left as a 
reserve for public buildings. 
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There is not now, nor was there ever a cemetery designated in Huskisson. By and 
large, locals were buried in at Nowra Cemetery. Other cemeteries such as Yalwal, 
J

Parish Register of burials for the area. A burial ground for Aboriginals from the 
Huskisson area was already in place at the time of European settlement near the camp 
at Bilong and continued to be used into the historic period. 

It is of note that George Dent Jnr and James Dent, both of whom were trustees for the 
Church of England land in Huskisson, are not buried at the church site but rather at 
Nowra. 

This indicates that even though a pre-1875 burial had been undertaken at Lot 9, that 
the Huskisson community did not ordinarily use it in an unofficial capacity for burials; 
given the regular pattern 
making arrangements to be interred at the Church of England section of Nowra 
Cemetery. 

Another indication that the grounds of the Union Church / Holy Trinity Church was not a 
standard well known if unofficial burial place in the community, is the lone grave of 
Robert Johnson at Tapalla Point/Sailors Point Huskisson; approximately 600m to the 
southeast of the subject area. HMS Orlando sailor Robert Johnson (19 years) was first 
buried in the sand above the high-tide line of now-Sailors Grave Beach, following his 
death by accidental drowning in 1892. In 1900 his body was exhumed from the beach 
and re- -o-

d there in his memory. 

Scant or vague records for people who died in the town during the 19th Century further 
obscure an understanding of the customary procedure/arrangements made for their 
burial in the absence of a traditional cemetery closer than the town of Nowra. 

 

Graves known to be on the subject land 

Attachment 2) states: 

Of all the people who have been anecdotally claimed to have been buried on the 
subject land only Mr Carl Niclasson can be said with any degree of certainty to be 
buried there. The burial place of most others has been identified as the Aboriginal 
cemetery at Bilong/ Currambene Creek, Nowra and Forbes. 

 
Possible graves on the subject land 

ided to Heritage NSW (Attachment 2) states: 

Mr Jimmy Golding: Unfortunately, there is no death certificate for Jimmy Golding who 
died in 1905. There is some uncertainty about where he is buried due to conflicting 
reports of where he was buried. It is tempting to prioritise the more contemporaneous 
of the two newspaper reports, however there is no evidence that the author of the 

from anecdotal accounts. It is possible that hearing that a minister officiated the author 
assumed the burial was in a church yard. The Union Church is likely to have existed in 
its original location at this time, although there was no cemetery associated with it. It 
should be noted that there are several accounts of ministers officiating at burials at the 
Currambene Creek burial ground. 

See section 4.5.2 in Attachment 1 for more detail. 

Ms Rebecca Golding: The only information regarding Rebecca Goldings final resting 
place is her death certificate from 1935 which simply states she was buried at 
Huskisson cemetery. However, while the Blacket church existed, at this time Huskisson 
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had no official cemetery and one would have thought that the death certificate would 
have mentioned the churchyard if she had been buried on the subject land. There was 

Currambene Creek at the time of her demise. Given the latter it seems unlikely that she 
would not have been buried at Bilong where she lived and where there was a well-
known Aboriginal burial ground, and where her mother and siblings were buried. We 

 

See section 4.5.5 in Attachment 1 for more detail. 

Master William Dent: William was a newborn baby, 1 day old, and his death certificate 
from 1899 merely gives the place of burial as Huskisson NSW. At that time the only 
known burial ground in the area was the well-known Aboriginal burial ground at 
Currambene Creek. There was not yet a church at Huskisson and there was no land 
set aside for a burial ground. It was not uncommon for infants to be buried on their 
family property in circumstances where cemeteries were a long way from the place of 
death and/or travel to such cemeteries was not feasible due to lack of transport and /or 
unfavourable weather conditions. The reference to Huskisson is ambiguous and may or 

 

 

Likelihood of traditional Aboriginal burial grounds on the subject land 

Attachment 2) states: 

Past excavations of anomalies on the subject land reveal a shallow loam topsoil over 
clay deposits. 

Generally, in this area Aboriginal ancestral remains were interred in beach dunes and 
along water ways and there is a known Aboriginal burial ground on Currambene Creek 
at Bilong which was established prior to European occupation, and which continued to 
be used by the local Aboriginal community long after that time. 

 
 

Attachment 2.  

 

 

Criteria Assessment 

Criterion (a) 

An item is important in the course, or 

history (or the cultural or natural 
history of the local area) 

None of the possible graves located on the subject land provides 
evidence of activities or processes that are of important in the course, or 

significance under this criterion is not met. 

The question of whether or not the site (or individual graves) meet the 
threshold for local significance requires further consideration following 
the testing program. It is possible that further research may demonstrate 

- 
possibly on the subject land, the unknown sailor - likely on Jerrinja LALC 
land and the grave Johnson-at Tapalla Point) add depth to the history of 
shipbuilding, fishing and seamanship which were important factors in the 
early development of Huskisson and the south coast region. To this story 
one might add the grave of 
in shipbuilding. 

Criterion (b) 

An item has strong or special 

 

The potential graves and/or associated relics are not associated with the 
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association with the life or works of a 
person, or group of persons, of 

natural history (or the cultural or 
natural history of the local area) 

cultural or natural history. 

Criterion (c) 

An item is important in demonstrating 
aesthetic characteristics and/or a 
high degree of creative or technical 
achievement in NSW (or the local 
area) 

 

The potential graves and /or relics associated with them do not meet the 
thresholds for inclusion under this criterion. 

Criterion (d) 

An item has strong or special 
association with a particular 
community or cultural group in NSW 
(or the local area) for social, cultural 
or spiritual reasons 

Jimmy Golding whose grave may exist on the property is a well-known 
and respected historical Aboriginal person associated with the early 
history of Huskisson. His grave would meet the threshold for local 
significance. [emphasis added] 

The graves of both Jimmy and Rebecca Golding would have strong 
association with the local Aboriginal community 

Criterion (e) 

An item has potential to yield 
information that will contribute to an 

natural history (or the cultural or 
natural history of the local area) 

 

The graves and associated relics, should they exist, have limited 
potential to yield new or substantial archaeological information, however 
there is some potential that any associated relics could add depth to 
popular local histories 

Criterion (f) 

An item possesses uncommon, rare 

cultural or natural history (or the 
cultural or natural history of the local 
area) 

 

The site is unlikely to meet this threshold however should Jimmy 
Goldsmiths grave be located on this site then this criterion would require 
reassessment as a comparative review of identified Christian burials of 
early Aboriginal historical figures is likely to show that such known and 
documented burial locations are comparatively rare. 

Criterion (g) 

An item is important in demonstrating 
the principal characteristics of a class 

 

cultural or natural places; or  

cultural or natural 
environments. (or a class of 

natural places; or  

cultural or natural 
environments.) 

 

The graves and any associated relics should that be shown to exist on 
the subject land are not a remarkable representative of a type of place. 
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Independent Desktop Peer Review

As part of ongoing consideration, in mid-2021, Council staff obtained a copy of a journal 
Ground Penetrating Radar Investigations at the Lake Condah Cemetery: 

 1.  

At that time, questions had emerged in relation to the Hunter Geophysics GPR Report. Given 
s highly specialised 

field, as a matter of prudence, Dr Moffat was engaged to do an independent peer review of 
the Hunter Geophysics Report.  

November 2021 and is provided as Attachment 3. Only the Hunter Geophysics Report was 
peer reviewed; the geophysical or geospatial data derived from the other GPR surveys was 
not peer reviewed as these are not being relied on in regard to the PP. The findings are 
discussed below.  

N Attachment 3 includes: 

I regularly perform surveys to locate burials for local councils, Aboriginal communities, 
archaeological projects and law enforcement agencies and work with History Flight Inc 
to locate missing WWII servicemen in the Pacific. 

I have published more than 65 academic articles or chapters and am editorial board 
member of academic journals Exploration Geophysics, Geoarchaeology, PeerJ and 
Science and Technology of Archaeological Research. I teach the only specialist course 
in archaeological geophysics in Australia at Flinders University. 

 

GPR survey methodology 

The geophysical survey was undertaken using appropriate equipment and a suitable 
data collection and processing methodology. That is, the GPR survey was robust. 

Interpretation of results 

The report does not provide any information on the criteria used to identify the 
-

-c  

Note: Hunter Geophysics clarified this later in an email to NOHC but declined to 
amend the report to include this pertinent information. All of this information was 
provided to Dr Moffat. 

The reported located unmarked graves have a variety of dimensions and orientations 
which would be very unusual within a Christian cemetery. In my opinion, many of the 
seventy- arked 

 

While identifying all areas of soil disturbance that may represent unmarked graves is 
appropriate from a risk management point of view I believe that Hunter Geophysics 
has not exercised sufficient professional judgement in their classification of 
anomalies [emphasis added] -confidence 

of the flagpole described in pages 23-24 are described in the following terms 

 
1 Moffat, I., Garnaut, J., Jordan, C., Vella, A, Bailey, M and Gunditj Mirring Traditional Owners 
Corporation, 2016, Ground Penetrating Radar Investigations at the Lake Condah Cemetery: Locating 
Unmarked Graves in Areas with Extensive Subsurface Disturbance, The Artefact, 39: 8-14. 
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(some have lengths of ~1m) and identified in the report as being associated with a 
-  

seventy three areas of disturbed soil most like to be associated with unmarked graves 

unambiguous statement does not reflect the level of confidence expressed in these 
features in the remainder of the report. 

 

ommendations 

and a lack of integration with site survey, historical and archaeological information. I suggest 
the following to ground truth the geophysical results: 

1) The anomalies identified using geophysical survey should be re-classified in a more 
pragmatic way. This should be a two-stage process where, firstly, the basis for 

- -
data i -

- -
geophysical criteria such as size, orientation and the history of the site by Navin 
Officer Heritage Consultants in collaboration with Hunter Geophysics.  

Comment: 
(Attachment 1). 

2) The proposal by Navin Officer Heritage Consultants to undertake shallow scrapes of 
high-confidence anomalies is an excellent and non-destructive means to evaluate 
these features that I fully support. I suggest doing this after enacting my 
recommendation 1 to reduce the impact on the site and cost to the minimum possible.  

Comment: Dr Moffat was also provided with information on the proposal shallow 
surface scraping when he was engaged.   

A copy of the Peer Review was included in the Section 140 application.  

 

Proposed methodology 

The purpose of the proposed excavation is not to excavate graves but rather to potentially 
help reveal their presence and accurately record them. The general approach is to expose 
the natural soil below the active humic soil layer (top layer that supports plants/grassland), 
and this will reveal any cut and fill evidence relating to graves. If located, graves will be 
accurately mapped so that they can be considered in any future land management or 
planning decisions relating to the subject land. 

A map provided in Attachment 1 is reproduced in Figure 2 below. It shows the five main 
clusters of anomalies reported as possible graves from the various GPR surveys where 
shallow scraping is proposed.  
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Figure 2  Map from the Archaeological Design Report within Attachment 1 (Figure 8-1) showing 
location of proposed shallow surface scrapes (refer to description below) 

 

Summary of surface scraping 

Equipment: 5.5 tonne excavator with a 1200mm mud bucket with a flat blade and a 300 mm 
gummy bucket (designed for general use in work areas that require a smooth finish) also with 
a flat blade for use in areas physically restricted such is near trees etc. 

A minimum of 2 machine scrapes is proposed in each cluster at right angles and in most 
cases where space allows extending outside the cluster. 

An experienced machine operator will be used, preferably with experience in archaeological 
excavation. 

The precise location and length of the scrapes 1 to 7 will vary subject to field conditions (e.g. 
trees / tree roots). Each scrape will be made with a machine with a flat blade bucket 
approximately 1.5 m wide (1200 mm plus potential edge wear) and the length of each will be 
as indicated in Figure 2 above. 

The depth of the soil removed will vary depending on disturbance conditions encountered but 
will not exceed 300 mm. In areas with imported fill or where building demolition has 
previously occurred deeper/ repeated scrapes may be required to reach a natural surface. 

Should suspected grave cuts be revealed additional scrapes may then be used to identify the 
size and orientation of the grave so that it can be mapped. Surfaces and sections will be 
hand cleaned by trowel as necessary to provide a clear surface. 

A test pit will be excavated in an area where no anomalies have been reported by any of the 
GPR studies (see Figure 2). The purpose of this is to characterise, describe and record the 
natural soil profile so that it can inform the implementation of the controlled excavation, the 
context of any findings and future management of the site, should grave cuts be revealed. 
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Mapping

The excavations and any graves will be mapped by a qualified surveyor to inform future 
management. 

 

Conditions of the Section 140 permit 

The permit (including covering letter) is provided in Attachment 4. Note  Council is the 
applicant. Notable conditions include: 

All works shall be in accordance with the approved research design and methodology 

Assessment and Historical Archaeological Research Design (November 2021) 

Only excavation of humic topsoil to a max depth of 300 mm. No relics of State or 
Local significance are affected/ allowed to be removed below this layer. 

The Applicant must ensure that if substantial intact archaeological deposits and/or 
State significant 
NSW: Heritage Assessment and Historical Archaeological Research Design 
(November 2021) prepared by Susan McIntyre-Tamwoy, Ngaire Richards, Liz 
Gorman, Meg Walker (Navin Officer, Pty Ltd), are discovered, work must cease in the 
affected area(s) and the Heritage Council of NSW must be notified. 

Should any Aboriginal objects be uncovered by the work, excavation or disturbance 
of the area is to stop immediately and Heritage NSW (Enviroline 131 555) is to be 
notified in accordance with Section 89A of the National Parks and Wildlife Act, 1974 
(NPW Act). 

The Heritage Council of NSW must approve any substantial deviations from the 
approved research design. 

The Applicant must ensure that the approved Primary Excavation Director nominated 
in the section 140 application HMS 713, Ngaire Richards, and/or Secondary 
Excavation Director Susan McIntyre  Tamwoy is present at the site supervising all 
archaeological fieldwork activity likely to expose significant relics. 

The Applicant must ensure that adequate steps are taken to record in detail relics, 
structures and features discovered on the site during the archaeological works in 
accordance with current best practice and the relevant Heritage Council guidelines. 

The Applicant must ensure that the nominated Excavation Directors brief all 
personnel involved in the project about the requirements of the NSW Heritage Act, 
1977 in relation to the proposed archaeological program. This briefing should be 
undertaken prior to the commencement of on-site excavation works. 

The Applicant must ensure that the nominated Excavation Directors and the 
excavation team are given adequate resources to allow full and detailed recording to 
be undertaken to the satisfaction of the Heritage Council. 

Final Reporting: Reporting is required in accordance with Section 146(b) of the 
Heritage Act, 1977. The Applicant must ensure that a final excavation report is written 
to publication standard, within one (1) year of the completion of the field based 
archaeological activity. 

A Heritage Interpretation Plan is to be prepared in accordance with Heritage Council 
of NSW Guidelines. It must contain specific information on the display and housing of 
significant artefacts; the conservation of the artefacts; and details of a maintenance 
strategy for the interpretation including any digital displays. On site interpretation is to 
be implemented within a publicly accessible space where available within the 
redevelopment. The Heritage Interpretation Plan must be prepared and lodged for 
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approval by the Heritage Council of NSW or its Delegate within 6 months of the 
completion of the excavation program. 

A public Open Day shall be held by the Applicant on a weekend to facilitate public 
attendance and should be advertised at least one week ahead to ensure that the 
greatest number of people are aware of the activity. Details of the proposed public 
Open Day during the excavation program must be sent to Heritage NSW prior to the 
event. 

 

Conclusion 

Regardless of whether the PP is ultimately progressed in its current form, modified or 
terminated, the proposed archaeological investigation involving a series of shallow surface 
scrapes on Lots 7 and 8, will or could greatly improve the understanding of the number and 
location of graves on the land. 

The NSW Heritage Council under the delegation of Heritage NSW has approved the 
proposed archaeological investigation under Section 140 of the Heritage Act, with conditions. 
The proposal has also been reviewed by a leading Australian practitioner in grave detection 
with extensive experience in the use of GPR and other geophysical techniques. 

 

Community Engagement 

Subscribers to it receive newsfeed updates when they are posted. An update was posted in 
advance of this meeting. The Jerrinja LALC and HHA were notified directly that this report 
would be presented.  

As per Condition 20 in the Section 140 permit, a public open day would be held during the 

tensions associated with this site in recent years, this could be a difficult and costly event to 
run in an appropriate and safe manner. This task falls to Council to coordinate and manage 
as the applicant and should the activity proceed, it will require careful consideration and 
planning. Discussions with HNSW and NOHC on arrangements for the open day are 
ongoing. 

It may also be important in due course to provided appropriate interpretive information (either 
on site or in close vicinity) regarding the site and its history, both Aboriginal and European. 
This could include information about Jimmy Golding and his possible resting place 

 

Financial Implications 

Costs associated with the archaeological investigation, if done, would be met by the 
 

 

Risk Implications 

While the excavation work would be undertaken under the supervision of NOHC
Excavation Director(s), Council is the applicant for the Section 140 Permit, would be 
responsible for ensuring the work is completed in accordance with the permit conditions. 

While the probability of uncovering any significant relics may ultimately be low, there are 
legal requirements and protocols to ensure the work is done appropriately. 

The public open day (Condition 20) poses a number of safety risks that will need to be 
carefully managed should the work proceed. 
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If Council decides not to undertake the archaeological investigation and treat the GPR 
anomalies as if they are all graves, the proponent might consider pursuing legal recourse. 
Any potential legal avenues have not been evaluated for the purpose of preparing this report.  

A high-profile case in Canada, concerning a Kamloops residential school, highlights the risk  
online articles are available here and here. 
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4, Kingston Warehouse  1 
71 Leichhardt St, Kingston ACT   2604  
ph 02 6282 9415    fax 02 6282 9416   
www.nohc.com.au  navinofficer@nohc.com.au  

 

 

Preliminary Archaeological Significance Assessment 

Possible graves located on Lot 7 and Lot 8, Sec. 3  

DP758530 Huskisson NSW 

Navin Officer Heritage Consultants Pty Ltd  February 2022 

Addendum Report to 

Lot 7 and Lot 8, Sec. 3 DP758530 Huskisson NSW Heritage Assessment and Historical 
Archaeological Research Design, Report prepared for Shoalhaven City Council. Final 
November 2021 

Prepared in support of an Excavation Permit Application (s140 Heritage Act NSW) 
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4, Kingston Warehouse  2 
71 Leichhardt St, Kingston ACT   2604  
ph 02 6282 9415    fax 02 6282 9416   
www.nohc.com.au  navinofficer@nohc.com.au  

General 

It is important to note that the subject land is not now nor ever was a cemetery. This has been 
conclusively demonstrated through documentary research (see NOHC 2021: section 4.3). There are 
various guidelines to assessing the significance of cemeteries, and graves within cemeteries (e.g. 
National Trust NSW 2008). 

These guidelines point out that cemeteries as a cultural landscape provide significant information 
about past and current society and specific cultural groups within society through decorative and 
landscape elements such as the monuments, layout, orientation of graves and the historical plantings 
that are often contained in them.  They are also sources of genealogical historical information. 

Should any burials occur on the property they should be regarded as isolated occurrences most likely 
due to the need for a quick burial in an area that was remote from official sites.  There is less guidance 
on the assessment of significance of isolated graves. Most lone graves in the State are located on 
freehold land and related to early settlers, travellers or sailors who died far away from official 
cemeteries. Several other examples occur in the Shoalhaven area National Trust of NSW 1986). 
There are often scarce or no records of such graves unless there is monument erected on them or a 
death certificate was lodged. 

In discussing the likely significance of the potential graves and any relics associated with them it 
should be noted that the location of any graves has not yet been confirmed and the evidence that the 
are even located on the subject land is ambiguous (hence the proposed testing program to confirm 
locations. 

Graves known to be buried on the subject land  

Of all the people who have been anecdotally claimed to have been buried on the subject land, only 
Mr Carl Niclasson can be said with any degree of certainty to be buried there; Although it remains 

was buried on Lot 9 outside the subject land on Land now owned by Jerrinja LALC. The burial places 
of most have been identified as the Aboriginal cemetery at Bilong/ Currambene Creek, Nowra and 
Forbes.  

The grave of the unknown sailor is almost certainly that noted by Surveyor Dale on 1875 within what 
is now Lot 9, outside the subject land in land now owned by Jerrinja LALC. 

Possible graves on the subject land  

Mr Jimmy Golding: Unfortunately, there is no death certificate for Jimmy Golding who died in 1905. 
There is uncertainty about where he is buried due to conflicting reports of where he was buried. It is 
tempting to prioritise the more contemporaneous of the two newspaper reports, however there is no 
evidence that the author of the article ever visited Huskisson and she was known to write regional 

t is possible that hearing that a minister officiated the 
author assumed the burial was in a church yard. The Union Church is likely to have existed in its 
original location at this time, although there was no cemetery associated with it. It should be noted 
that there are several accounts of ministers officiating at burials at the Currambene Creek burial 
ground.  

Ms Rebecca Golding: The only information regarding Rebecca Goldings final resting place is her 
death certificate from 1935 which simply states she was buried at Huskisson cemetery. However, 
while the Blacket church existed, at this time Huskisson had no official cemetery and one would have 
thought that the death certificate would have mentioned the churchyard if she had been buried on 
the subject la
living at Currambene Creek at the time of her demise. Given the latter it seems unlikely that she 
would not have been buried at Bilong where she lived and where there was a well-known Aboriginal 
burial ground, and where her mother and siblings were buried. We note that the Currambene Creek 
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4, Kingston Warehouse  3 
71 Leichhardt St, Kingston ACT   2604  
ph 02 6282 9415    fax 02 6282 9416   
www.nohc.com.au  navinofficer@nohc.com.au  

Master William Dent: William was a newborn baby, 1 day old, and his death certificate from 1899 
merely gives the place of burial as Huskisson NSW. At that time the only known burial ground in the 
area was the well-known Aboriginal burial ground at Currambene Creek. There was not yet a church 
at Huskisson and there was no land set aside for a burial ground. It was not uncommon for infants to 
be buried on their family property in circumstances where cemeteries were a long way from the place 
of death and/or travel to such cemeteries was not feasible due to lack of transport and /or 
unfavourable weather conditions. The reference to Huskisson is ambiguous and may or may not 

 

Significance of possible finds 

The predominant criterion relevant to the assessment of relics and archaeological deposits under the 
Heritage Act of NSW 1977 is criterion (e): An item has potential to yield information that will contribute 

area). Heritage NSW (2001:20) provides guidelines for inclusion and exclusion relating to this 
criterion.  

Inclusion: 

 has the potential to yield new or further substantial scientific and/or archaeological 
information 

 is an important benchmark or reference site or type 
 provides evidence of past human cultures that is unavailable elsewhere 

Exclusion: 

 the knowledge gained would be irrelevant to research on science, human history or culture 
 has little archaeological or research potential 
 only contains information that is readily available from other resources or archaeological 

sites. 

Further guidance on assessing archaeological significance is provided in (Heritage Branch Dept of 
Planning 2009:8). 

While archaeological significance (criterion e) is the primary issue considered in relation to 
archaeological testing, the current proposal is not to carry out a full archaeological investigation to 
examine and retrieve the burial remains but rather to confirm the presence or absence of the graves.  
Furthermore, given the strong local community interest in this project and the importance of Mr Jimmy 
Golding to the local Aboriginal community a consideration of the significance of any finds in relation 
to Criterion (d) is also warranted. 

Lots in Section 3 DP758530 
Huskisson, although the exact location is unknown, our research has identified two possible general 
locations. His burial is typical of the isolated burial of seaman who died in the coastal waters of 
Australia in the 19th and early 20th century. There are no grave markers marking the location of the 
grave. There are other examples of isolated burials of seamen along the NSW coast; one such burial 
occurs on a headland in the same region e.g., the lone grave of Robert Johnson at Tapalla 
Point/Sailors Point Huskisson (see NOHC 2021:36).  

Unlike many lone graves, the existence of a contemporaneous newspaper report (see NOHC 2021: 
section 4.5.3) provides some historical and social context against which backdrop any associated 

widely promulgated in the local community and while there is no connection to any living residents 
this suggests that the grave itself, if it can be located (which will only be possible though the proposed 
test excavation through surface scrapes) would have local historical significance. Any relics 
associated with the burial would have local significance under Criterion  given their ability to add 
depth to this popular and poignant story of a man buried in a foreign land such a long way from his 
home and family. 
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ph 02 6282 9415    fax 02 6282 9416  
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Mr Golding was a prominent and respected Aboriginal figure in the early years of the settlement of 
Huskisson. His grave, if located, would have local significance under criterion D. It is not expected 
that any relics would be uncovered in the test excavation since the methodology is intended only to 
locate the grave (if it exists on the subject land).  However, any relics associated with the burial, 
should they be discovered would also be of high significance to the local Aboriginal community 
(criterion d) and have significance also under Criterion (e), providing a rare insight into the burial 
ceremony associated with an historic Aboriginal figure.

Little is known of the life and death of Rebecca Golding while the archaeological potential for relics 
here Ms Golding was buried and her 

relationship with Mr Jimmy Golding her grave should it be located would certainly hold significance 
under Criterion D for the local Aboriginal community.

It is likely that William Dent is not buried on the property, but the vagueness of the records means 
the possibility cannot be eliminated. The Dent family has been prominent in the history of Huskisson
and while the potential of relics associated with the burial of a newborn baby to provide significant 
information (Criterion E), the location of such a grave would have strong association for the local 
descendants of the Dent family.

Significance assessment detail

Criterion (a)

An item is important in the 

cultural or natural history (or 
the cultural or natural history 
of the local area);

None of the possible graves located on the subject land 
provides evidence of activities or processes that are of 

history. The threshold for State significance under this criterion 
is not met. 

The question of whether or not the site (or individual 
graves  meet the threshold for local significance requires 
further t is 
possible that further research may demonstrate that the 
lone graves of sailors collectively (i.e Niclasson s grave -
possibly on the subject land, the unknown sailor -likely on 
Jerrinja LALC land and the grave Johnson-at Tapalla Point) 
add depth to the history of shipbuilding, fishing and 
seamanship which were important factors in the early 
development of Huskisson and the south coast region.  To 
this story one might add the grave of William Dent given that 
the Dent family s ole in shipbuilding.

Criterion (b)

An item has strong or special 
association with the life or 
works of a person, or group of 
persons, of importance in 

history (or the cultural or 
natural history of the local 
area);

The potential graves and/or associated relics are not 
associated with the life or works of a person, or group of 

.

Criterion (c)

An item is important in 
demonstrating aesthetic 

The potential graves and /or relics associated with them do not 
meet the thresholds for inclusion under this criterion.
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characteristics and/or a high 
degree of creative or technical 
achievement in NSW (or the 
local area); 

Criterion (d) 

An item has strong or special 
association with a particular 
community or cultural group 
in NSW (or the local area) for 
social, cultural or spiritual 
reasons; 

Jimmy Golding whose grave may exist on the property is a 
well-known and respected historical Aboriginal person 
associated with the early history of Huskisson. His grave would 
meet the threshold for local significance. 

The graves of both Jimmy and Rebecca Golding would have 
strong association with the local Aboriginal community 

Criterion (e) 

An item has potential to yield 
information that will 
contribute to an 

cultural or natural history (or 
the cultural or natural history 
of the local area); 

The graves and associated relics, should they exist, have 
limited potential to yield new or substantial archaeological 
information, however there is some potential that any 
associated relics could add depth to popular local histories  

Criterion (f) 

An item possesses 
uncommon, rare or 

cultural or natural history (or 
the cultural or natural history 
of the local area); 

The site is unlikely to meet this threshold however should 
Jimmy Goldsmiths grave be located on this site then this 
criterion would require reassessment as a comparative review 
of identified Christian burials of early Aboriginal historical 
figures is likely to show that such known and documented 
burial locations are comparatively rare. 

 

Criterion (g) 

An item is important in 
demonstrating the principal 
characteristics of a class of 

environments. (or a class of 

natural environments.) 

 

The graves and any associated relics should that be shown to 
exist on the subject land are not a remarkable representative 
of a type of place. 
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Eric Hollinger 
Shoalhaven City Council 
Bridge Road (PO Box 42) 
Nowra, NSW, 2541 
eric.hollinger@shoalhaven.nsw.gov.au 
 
29/11/201 
 
 

Dr Ian Moffat 
Consultant 

Archaeometry Pty Ltd 
PO Box 17 

Flinders University LPO 
Bedform Park, SA, 5042 

Ph: 0403050935 
Email: ian@archaeometry.com.au 

Web: archaeometry.com.au 
 

RE: Independent Peer Review of Geophysical Survey Report h site in 
Huskisson ter Geophysics 

Dear Eric, 

I write to provide an independent peer review of the Geophysical Survey Report entitled 
site in Huskisson ted to Navin Officer Heritage Consultants 

by Hunter Geophysics on 31 March 2021.  I note that my peer review was undertaken using 
the Hunter Geophysics report only and did not included any direct review of the geophysical 
or geospatial data upon which this report was based.   

Executive Summary: 

Overall, this report is based on a robust geophysical survey undertaken using appropriate 
equipment and a suitable data collection and processing methodology.  Unfortunately this 
report does not provide any information on the criteria used to identify the location of 
unmarked graves or to classify the features of interest as -confidence low-
confidence  making it impossible to evaluate the interpretation methodology.  The reported 
located unmarked graves have a variety of dimensions and orientations which would be very 
unusual within a Christian cemetery.  In my opinion, many of the seventy-three areas of 
disturbed soil located with GPR are unlikely to be unmarked graves shafts and/or funerary 
urn burials , although identifying all of these features as potential graves from the 
geophysical data is appropriate from a risk management point of view.  To resolve this I 
suggest a combination of reinterpreting the geophysical data in combination with historic 
information about the site to more rigorously discriminate between high confidence and low 
confidence graves and shallow surface scraping to ground truth the geophysical survey data. 

Data Collection and Processing Methodology 

The report  provides a comprehensive background 
about site conditions relevant to geophysical data collection including site location, site 
geology and site weather conditions on pages 6-9.  No details about the history of the site are 
provided.  The report provides a very comprehensive summary of how ground penetrating 
radar work and the limitations of the techniques on pages 3-4 and 10-13.  No statement of 
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professional experience is provided so it is impossible to determine if the operators have 
appropriate qualification and experience to undertake this project.   

The use of a Sensors and Software Noggin GPR with a 250Mhz antenna with a 25cm line and 
a 5cm station spacing is appropriate for data collection for this survey.  The use of a GPR time 
window of 96.4 ns and 241 samples is appropriate.  Positioning is listed as being provided by 
a Lecia GS18I GNSS receiver and/or Leica TS16 robotic total station, either of which would be 
appropriate for this project as long as they some form of position correction from survey 
marks or a base station. 

The GPR data were processed using an appropriate series of filters using GPR Slice software. 

Data Interpretation Methodology 

No information is provided in the report as to the methodology for data interpretation.  The 
report identifies 58 areas likely to be unmarked graves , 15 areas that may also be 
unmarked graves but are irregularly shaped  and 7 areas of unknown soil disturbance .  
Presumably the areas likely to be unmarked graves  are the same as high-confidence  
unmarked graves and the areas that may also be unmarked graves but are irregularly 
shaped  are the same as the low-confidence  unmarked graves discussed on page 22 and 
shown on Figures 13-17 on pages 26-30.  All identified graves are rectangular but have a 
variety of sizes and orientations which is very unusual within a Christian cemetery.   

While identifying all areas of soil disturbance that may represent unmarked graves is 
appropriate from a risk management point of view I believe that Hunter Geophysics has not 
exercised sufficient professional judgement in their classification of anomalies as likely to be 
unmarked graves / high-confidence graves .  For example, the cluster of features 
immediately north of the former location of the flagpole described in pages 23-24 are 
described in the following terms anomalies in the area may be unmarked graves, but may 
also be foundations of the structure previously in this location .  These features have irregular 
orientations, sizes (some have lengths of ~1m) and identified in the report as being associated 
with a former feature in this area and yet are identified as being high-confidence  graves. 

Finally, the Summary of results  on page 25 states that The survey has located seventy-
three areas of disturbed soil most like to be associated with unmarked graves shafts and/or 
funerary urn burials.   This conflation of high and low confidence into one unambiguous 
statement does not reflect the level of confidence expressed in these features in the 
remainder of the report. 

Recommendations 

As discussed in detail above, this is a technically competent work however suffers from some 
overly optimistic phrasing and a lack of integration with site survey, historical and 
archaeological information.  I suggest the following to groundtruth the geophysical results: 

1) The anomalies identified using geophysical survey should be re-classified in a more 
pragmatic way.  This should be a two-stage process where, firstly, the basis for 
identifying graves as high-confidence  and low-confidence  from the geophysical 
data is made explicit.  Secondly, graves identified as high-confidence  on the basis of 
geophysical survey results could be reclassified as low-confidence  based on non-
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geophysical criteria such as size, orientation and the history of the site by Navin Officer 
Heritage Consultants in collaboration with Hunter Geophysics. 

2) The proposal by Navin Officer Heritage Consultants to undertake shallow scrapes of 
high-confidence anomalies is an excellent and non-destructive means to evaluate 
these features that I fully support.  I suggest doing this after enacting my 
recommendation 1 to reduce the impact on the site and cost to the minimum possible. 

Statement of my Professional Experience: 

I am appropriately qualified to review this report as I have significant experience in high 
resolution geophysics for the environmental, engineering, archaeological and agricultural 
industries and am the leading Australian practitioner in the location of unmarked graves.  I 
regularly perform surveys to locate burials for local councils, Aboriginal communities, 
archaeological projects and law enforcement agencies and work with History Flight Inc to 
locate missing WWII servicemen in the Pacific.  I am currently a Senior Lecturer in 
Archaeological Science at Flinders University, and previously been a Commonwealth 
Rutherford Fellow at the University of Cambridge, a Research Associate of Homerton College, 
a George Chaloupka Fellow at the Museum and Art Gallery of the Northern Territory, a 
Postdoctoral Researcher at the Laboratory of Geophysical Satellite Remote Sensing and 
Archaeoenvironment at the Institute of Mediterranean Studies in Crete. I hold a PhD from the 
Research School of Earth Sciences at the Australian National University and a Bachelor of Arts 
and a Bachelor of Science (with honours) for the University of Queensland.  I have published 
more than 65 academic articles or chapters and am editorial board member of academic 
journals Exploration Geophysics, Geoarchaeology, PeerJ and Science and Technology of 
Archaeological Research.  I teach the only specialist course in archaeological geophysics in 
Australia at Flinders University. 

Relevant Publications: 
 
Moffat, I., Linsell, J., Vella, A., Duke, B., Kowlessar, J., Griffith, J.G. and Down, A., 2020, 
Mapping unmarked graves with Ground Penetrating Radar at the Walkerville Wesleyan 
Cemetery, Adelaide, Australian Archaeology 
 
Moffat, I., Garnaut, J., Jordan, C., Vella, A, Bailey, M and Gunditj Mirring Traditional Owners 
Corporation, 2016, Ground Penetrating Radar Investigations at the Lake Condah Cemetery: 
Locating Unmarked Graves in Areas with Extensive Subsurface Disturbance, The Artefact, 39: 
8-14. 
 
Moffat. I. 2015, Locating Graves with Geophysics, in Sarris, A., (ed) Best Practices of 
GeoInformatic Technologies for the Mapping of Archaeolandscapes, Archaeopress, Oxford, 
45-54.  
 
McKinnon, J.F., Wesley, D., Raupp, J.T. and Moffat, I., 2013, Geophysical Investigations at the 
Anuru Bay Trepang Site: A New Approach to Locating Macassan Archaeological Sites in 
Northern Australia, Bulletin of the Australasian Institute of Maritime Archaeology, 37: 106-
112. 
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(Yilke) Cemetery, Encounter Bay, South Australia, Journal of the Anthropological Society of 
South Australia, 35: 91-103. 
 
Bladon, P., Moffat, I., Guilfoyle, D., Beale, A. and Milani, J., 2011, Mapping Anthropogenic Fill 
with GPR for Unmarked Grave Detection: A Case Study from an Alleged Location of Mokare's 
Grave, Albany, Western Australia, Exploration Geophysics¸ 42(4): 249-257. 
 
Moffat, I., David, B., Barker, B., Kuaso, A., Skelly, R. and Araho, N., 2011, Magnetometer 
Surveys as an Aid to Archaeological Research in Papua New Guinea: a Case Study from Keveoki 
I, Gulf Province, Archaeology in Oceania, 46(1): 17-22. 
 
Moffat, I., Wallis, L.A., Hounslow, M., Niland, K., Domett, K. and Trevorrow, G., 2010, 
Geophysical prospection for Late Holocene burials in coastal environments: Possibilities and 
problems from a pilot study in South Australia, Geoarchaeology: An International Journal, 
25:(5): 645-665. 
 
Many thanks for the opportunity to review this report and please don t hesitate to contact 
me if I can provide any further information. 
 
Best regards, 
 

 
 

Dr Ian Moffat 
Consultant 
Archaeometry Pty Ltd 
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HMS Application ID: 713

Mr Eric Hollinger
Shoalhaven City Council
42 BRIDGE RD
NOWRA NSW 2541

Dear Mr Hollinger

Re: s140 Excavation Permit – ID 713 for Huskisson Church Graveyard scrape 
excavation at Lot 7 and Lot 8, Sec. 3, DP758530 Huskisson NSW (Shoalhaven)

Reference is made to your application under Section 140 of the Heritage Act 1977 (the Act), to 
undertake archaeological work at the above property.

Under delegated authority, approval is given for the S140 application for an archaeological excavation 
permit. Please note this permit is subject to the conditions attached. Acceptance of these statutory 
conditions by the Applicant and Excavation Director is a requirement of this permit. It should be noted 
that as the Applicant, this Approval (and the fulfilment of all subsequent conditions) rests with you and 
not the Land which is the subject of the works.

You are reminded that it is a condition of this permit that the Applicant is responsible for the safe keeping 
of ‘relics’ (including artefacts) recovered from this site. You are required to nominate a repository for 
archaeologically excavated material, as well as referencing the final location in the excavation report as 
per section 146(b) of the Act. This is to enable a record to be kept of the location of all archaeologically 
excavated material.

It should be noted that an approval for an archaeological permit under the Act covers only those 
archaeological works described in the application. Any additional archaeological investigations will 
require a further approval. It should also be noted that an approval for an archaeological permit under 
the Act is additional to those which may be required from other local, State or Commonwealth 
Government authorities. Inquiries about any other approvals needed should, in the first instance, be 
directed to the local council, State and Commonwealth Government where appropriate.

This permit, issued by the Heritage Council of NSW, does not give approval to harm Aboriginal objects. 
Aboriginal objects and Aboriginal places in NSW are protected under the National Parks and Wildlife 
Act 1974 (NPW Act). It is an offence to do any of the following without an exemption or defence 
(penalties apply):

knowingly harm or desecrate an Aboriginal object (the 'knowing' offence)

harm or desecrate an Aboriginal object or Aboriginal place (the 'strict liability' offence)

The NPW Act provides a number of exemptions and defences to these offences and also excludes 
certain acts and omissions from the definition of harm. For more information about the regulation of 
Aboriginal cultural heritage, go to the Heritage NSW website: 
https://www.heritage.nsw.gov.au/permits-and-assessments/aboriginal-heritage-impact-permits/
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This permit is issued to the applicant on the condition that the nominated Excavation Director is present 
at the site supervising all archaeological fieldwork activity likely to expose significant relics. Permits are 
not transferable without the written consent of the Heritage Council of New South Wales. Your attention 
is drawn to the right of appeal against these conditions in accordance with section 142 of the Heritage 
Act, 1977.

NOTIFICATION OF START AND END OF ARCHEOLOGICAL PROGRAM
The Approved Excavation Director/s shall write to advise HNSW 5 days before start of the 
archaeological program and 5 days following the end of the archaeological program. Communication 
should be made to: HERITAGEMailbox@environment.nsw.gov.au With a reference to the relevant 
Application No. HMS Id 713. The Heritage Council and staff of Heritage NSW, Department of Premier 
& Cabinet authorised under section 148(1) of the Heritage Act, 1977, reserve the right to inspect the 
site and records at all times and to access any relics recovered from the site.

ADVICE
Your attention is drawn towards the powers of entry and inspection under s.148 of the Heritage Act 
1977 for authorised persons. If entry and inspection are required, reasonable notice will be provided as 
per the Act. The owner could voluntarily agree to allow non-authorised persons, such as Heritage NSW 
(Department of Premier & Cabinet) staff who are acting in a supporting role to the authorised persons, 
to enter their property for the purpose of inspection. Owners may also voluntarily grant permission to 
take photograph, take samples or request records. 

It is requested that Heritage NSW be advised of the date of test scrapes at least two weeks before 
they take place on site, to allow Heritage NSW to send a representative if considered necessary.

Inquiries on this matter may be directed to Dr Brad Duncan on 9873 8500 or via email at 
Brad.G.Duncan@environment.nsw.gov.au.

Yours sincerely

Rajeev Maini
Manager, Assessments Team 
Heritage NSW
Department of Premier & Cabinet
As Delegate of the Heritage Council of NSW
14 March 2022

Enclosure: Approval Conditions for S140 Permit

CC: [Shoalhaven City Council]
[Ngaire Richards, Primary Excavation Director] 
[Dr Susan McIntyre – Tamwoy, Secondary Excavation Director]
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Huskisson Church Graveyard Scrape Excavation
Lot 7 and Lot 8, Sec. 3

DP758530 Huskisson NSW
Conditions of Approval: HMS ID 713

Standard Conditions for S140 Application

Approved Archaeological Works
1. All works shall be in accordance with the approved research design and methodology outlined 

in ‘Lot 7 and Lot 8, Sec. 3, DP758530 Huskisson NSW: Heritage Assessment and Historical 
Archaeological Research Design (November 2021) prepared by Susan McIntyre-Tamwoy, 
Ngaire Richards, Liz Gorman, Meg Walker (Navin Officer, Pty Ltd).

except as amended by the following conditions:

2. This permit covers excavation of humic topsoil (to a depth of c 30cm) only to expose the tops 
of potential grave cuts only. No relics of State or Local significance are affected/ allowed to be 
removed below this layer.

3. This archaeological approval is valid for five (5) years from the date of approval.  Requests for 
extensions beyond this time must be made in writing prior to expiry of the permit and should 
be lodged as a S144 variation.

Fieldwork

4. The Applicant must ensure that if substantial intact archaeological deposits and/or State 
significant relics not identified in ‘Lot 7 and Lot 8, Sec. 3, DP758530 Huskisson NSW: 
Heritage Assessment and Historical Archaeological Research Design (November 2021)
prepared by Susan McIntyre-Tamwoy, Ngaire Richards, Liz Gorman, Meg Walker (Navin 
Officer, Pty Ltd), are discovered, work must cease in the affected area(s) and the Heritage 
Council of NSW must be notified. To address this discovery, you need to lodge a s146 
notification to the Heritage Council of NSW. Additional assessment and approval may be 
required prior to works continuing in the affected area(s) based on the nature of the discovery. 
Advice would be provided in response to the lodged s146 notification. 

5. Should any Aboriginal objects be uncovered by the work, excavation or disturbance of the 
area is to stop immediately and Heritage NSW (Enviroline 131 555) is to be notified in 
accordance with Section 89A of the National Parks and Wildlife Act, 1974 (NPW Act). 
Aboriginal objects in NSW are protected under the NPW Act. Unless the objects are subject 
to a valid Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit, work must not recommence until approval to do 
so has been provided by Heritage NSW

6. The Heritage Council of NSW must approve any substantial deviations from the approved 
research design outlined in ‘Lot 7 and Lot 8, Sec. 3, DP758530 Huskisson NSW: Heritage 
Assessment and Historical Archaeological Research Design (November 2021) prepared by 
Susan McIntyre-Tamwoy, Ngaire Richards, Liz Gorman, Meg Walker (Navin Officer, Pty Ltd), 
including extent and techniques of excavations, as an application for the variation or 
revocation of a permit under section 144 of the Heritage Act, 1977.

7. The Applicant must ensure that the approved Primary Excavation Director nominated in the 
section 140 application HMS 713, Ngaire Richards, and/or Secondary Excavation Director 
Susan McIntyre – Tamwoy is present at the site supervising all archaeological fieldwork 
activity likely to expose significant relics. If the approved Primary Excavation Director, Gnaire 
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Richards, will be absent from the site for more than 50% of the duration of the archaeological 
activity, the Applicant must forward for the written approval of the Heritage Council or its 
delegate the details of a Secondary Excavation Director or Site Director in charge for this 
period. 

8. The Applicant must ensure that the approved Primary Excavation Director nominated in the 
section 140 application HMS 713, Ngaire Richards, and Secondary Excavation Director 
Susan McIntyre - Tamwoy take adequate steps to record in detail relics, structures and 
features discovered on the site during the archaeological works in accordance with current 
best practice. This work must be undertaken in accordance with relevant Heritage Council 
guidelines.

9. The Applicant must ensure that the nominated Excavation Directors brief all personnel 
involved in the project about the requirements of the NSW Heritage Act, 1977 in relation to 
the proposed archaeological program. This briefing should be undertaken prior to the 
commencement of on-site excavation works.

10. The Applicant must ensure that the nominated Excavation Directors and the excavation team 
are given adequate resources to allow full and detailed recording to be undertaken to the 
satisfaction of the Heritage Council.

11. The Applicant must ensure that the site under archaeological investigation is made secure 
and that the unexcavated artefacts, structures and features are not subject to deterioration, 
damage, destruction or theft during fieldwork.

12. The Applicant is responsible for the safe-keeping of all relics recovered from the site.

13. Archaeological site recording to include:
The Applicant must ensure that the Excavation Director(s) oversee the taking and recording of 
survey levels on site, which will be reduced to Australian Height Datum (AHD), for all 
archaeological and topographical strata encountered as well as relevant modern ground levels 
(i.e. next to trenches, open area limits etc).

Analysis and Reporting
14. The Applicant must ensure that the approved Primary Excavation Director, Secondary 

Excavation Director or an appropriate specialist, cleans, stabilises, labels, analyses, 
catalogues and stores any artefacts recovered from the site in a way that allows them to be 
retrieved according to both type and provenance.

15. Final Reporting: Reporting is required in accordance with section 146(b) of the Heritage Act, 
1977. The Applicant must ensure that a final excavation report is written to publication 
standard, within one (1) year of the completion of the field based archaeological activity. It 
must be prepared in accordance with any Heritage Council of NSW Guidance or advice on 
the Heritage NSW website as issued from time to time. Any application to extend the due date 
for the final excavation report must be made before it is due and lodged under s144 of the 
Act. 

16. All digital resources (including reports, context and artefact data, scanned field notes, other 
datasets and documentation) should be lodged with a sustainable, online and open-access 
repository.

17. Compliance
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If requested, the Applicant and nominated Heritage Consultant may be required to participate 
in audits of Heritage Council approvals to confirm compliance with conditions of consent.

BUSINESS RULES APPLY (Report Summary):
- State significance archaeology
- Staged works programs (archaeology or project) 
- A hiatus on the archaeology 
- For a staged research permit.

Site Specific Conditions:
18. The Applicant must ensure that a summary of the results of the field work, up to 500 words in 

length, is prepared by the approved Primary Excavation Director, Ngaire Richards, and 
submitted to the Heritage Council of NSW within one (1) month of completion of 
archaeological field work. This information is required in accordance with section 146(b) of the 
Heritage Act, 1977.

BUSINESS RULES APPLY (Interpretation)
- State significant archaeology
- If there is a DA with interpretation, it may be appropriate to include archaeological 

interpretation to be added into this program. 

19. Interpretation 
A Heritage Interpretation Plan is to be prepared in accordance with Heritage Council of NSW 
guidelines. It must contain specific information on the display and housing of significant 
artefacts; the conservation of the artefacts; and details of a maintenance strategy for the 
interpretation including any digital displays. On site interpretation is to be implemented within 
a publicly accessible space where available within the redevelopment. The Heritage 
Interpretation Plan must be prepared and lodged for approval by the Heritage Council of NSW 
or its Delegate within 6 months of the completion of the excavation program.

BUSINESS RULE APPLY (open Area excavation)
- For State significant archaeological sites involving full excavation to improve and support 

public outcomes. 

20. Open Area Excavation
It is essential that the opportunity for interpretation, public education and public access to the 
results of the archaeological investigation is allowed for in the work program. A public Open 
Day shall be held by the Applicant. It must be conducted on a weekend to facilitate public 
attendance and should be advertised at least one week ahead to ensure that the greatest 
number of people are aware of the activity. Details of the proposed public Open Day during the 
excavation program must be sent to Heritage NSW prior to the event.
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