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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

Overview  

Transport for NSW is proposing the development of a local link road connection between Riverstone 
and Schofields, Sydney NSW. The Denmark Link Road would provide a connection from Garfield 
Road West at Riverstone via the Denmark Road intersection to West Parade. West Parade would be 
extended to the Westminster Street bridge at Schofields.  

Key features of the proposal include: 

• Two lane local road 

• A new right-turn bay along Garfield Road 

• Improvements to the existing Denmark Road 

• A new link road between Denmark Road and Carlton Street 

• A new intersection at Carlton Street 

• Extension of West Parade to connect near the Westminster Street Bridge at Schofields. 

Artefact Heritage has been engaged by Hills Environmental on behalf of Transport for NSW to provide 
a Non-Aboriginal (Historical) Statement of Heritage Impact (SoHI) for the project.  

The aim of this SoHI is to identify heritage items and archaeological remains which may be impacted 
by the proposed work, determine the level of heritage significance of each item, assess potential 
impacts to heritage items, recommend mitigation measures to reduce the level of heritage impact and 
identify management and statutory obligations. 

Conclusions  

This report concludes the following:   

• The study area encompasses Hebe Farm, a heritage item of local significance which is currently 

administered under the Sydney Region Growth Centres State Environment Planning Policy 

(Sydney Growth Centres SEPP), Schofields 

• No other listed heritage items or unlisted heritage items are located within the study area 

• A brick culvert of later 19th century date is located within the rail corridor and immediately adjacent 

to the study area 

• The archaeological potential of the study area is assessed as nil to low in the northern section 

(Garfield Road West to West Parade) and as low to moderate in the southern section (Hebe Farm) 

• The proposed work would directly impact some of the heritage values of Hebe Farm, located in 

the southern portion of the study area. Within the development footprint portion of Hebe Farm, all 

extant features, the tree lined avenue and former entrance to Hebe Farm, the vegetation along the 

railway corridor, as well as any surviving archaeological resource would be removed. 
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Recommendations 

The following recommendations will aid in mitigating the heritage impact of the proposed works: 

• An archaeological testing program should be submitted as an Exception 1B under section 139(4) 

of the Heritage Act 1977 (Heritage Act). Test trenches should target zones of archaeological 

potential within the development footprint at Hebe Farm, notably the area bordering the brick 

culvert and drainage channel, which runs into the property. Archival recording of any ‘works’ 

uncovered should also be undertaken as part of the testing program. The Exception 1B application 

to Heritage NSW should be accompanied by a Work Method Statement. 

• Detailed design should consider the setting of Hebe Farm, including: 

• New plantings adjacent to the new road through Hebe Farm to mitigate removal of 

vegetation within the study area and interrupt view lines between the proposed Link 

Road and Hebe Farm Cottage 

• Consideration of design of the road batter facing Hebe Farm to be sympathetic to the 

visual setting of the heritage item, such as establishing shrubs and grasses across the 

road batter that are sympathetic to the vegetation communities extant within Hebe 

Farm that reflect its pastoral setting 

• Where required, an arborist should be engaged to provide advice on impacts to root 

systems of any trees immediately adjacent to the study area within Lot 1 DP 527115 

• A Heritage Consultant should be engaged to provide heritage advice throughout 

future design stages for works within the listed curtilage of Hebe Farm. 

• Any changes to the footprint assessed in this report must be assessed in an additional Statement 

of Heritage Impact(s). 

• A Photographic Archival Recording must be prepared for the portion of Hebe Farm within the 

project footprint prior to impact. 

• Construction work measures should be devised and implemented to protect the brick culvert of 

later 19th century date that is located adjacent to the study area, including consideration of 

temporary fencing and vibration monitoring as necessary. 

• Transport for NSW’s Unexpected Heritage Finds Guideline should be implemented during works: 

https://www.transport.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017/unexpected-heritage-

finds-guideline-3tp-sd-115.pdf 

• Relics are protected under the Heritage Act 1977 and the Heritage Council of NSW should be 

notified in accordance with section 146 of the Heritage Act if relics are found. All human skeletal 

remains are statutorily protected.    

• If any Aboriginal objects not subject to a valid Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) are 

uncovered during works, all activities in the relevant area(s) should immediately cease and not 

recommence until appropriate approvals/guidance have been obtained. Heritage NSW should be 

notified in accordance with the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974.   

• The Hebe Farm LEP curtilage boundaries should be updated following completion of works.  

https://www.transport.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017/unexpected-heritage-finds-guideline-3tp-sd-115.pdf
https://www.transport.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017/unexpected-heritage-finds-guideline-3tp-sd-115.pdf
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• State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) ISEPP consultation is required under Division 

1, Clause 14 of ISEPP 2007, Consultation with councils—development with impacts on local 

heritage.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Project background 

Transport for NSW is proposing the development of a local link road connection between Riverstone 
and Schofields, Sydney NSW. The Denmark Link Road would provide a connection from Garfield 
Road West at Riverstone via the Denmark Road intersection to West Parade. West Parade would be 
extended to the Westminster Street bridge at Schofields.  

Key features of the proposal include: 

• Two lane local road 

• A new right-turn bay along Garfield Road 

• West for traffic waiting to enter Denmark Road at Riverstone 

• Improvements to the existing Denmark Road 

• A new link road between Denmark Road and Carlton Street 

• A new intersection at Carlton Street 

• Extension of West Parade to connect near the Westminster Street Bridge at Schofields. 

Artefact Heritage has been engaged by Hills Environmental on behalf of Transport for NSW to provide 
a Non-Aboriginal (Historical) Statement of Heritage Impact (SoHI) for the project.  

1.2 The study area 

This Non-Aboriginal (Historical) SoHI assesses an area identified for proposed development 
encompassing Garfield Road West, Denmark Road, Carlton Street, Trevithick Street, West Parade, 
Bridge Street and Hebe Farm with an abutting road easement in Riverstone, NSW 2765, henceforth 
referred to as ‘the study area’ (Figure 1; Figure 2). The proposed works will impact part of the heritage 
curtilage of Hebe Farm, which extends beyond the modern property boundary (Lot 1 DP 527115) 
(Figure 3). For the purpose of this assessment, the project footprint (shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2) 
was assessed for direct impacts and archaeology. This SoHI includes assessment of the remainder of 
the Hebe Farm curtilage outside the study area for potential visual impacts, whilst background 
research and site inspection included review of any potentially unlisted items adjacent to the study 
area.   

1.3 Report limitations 

This report provides an assessment of Non-Aboriginal (Historical) heritage values only. An 
Archaeological Research Design (ARD) has not been prepared to accompany the SoHI.   

Please note that the study area shown on historic aerials within Section 3.0 Historical Context are 
indicative. The study area has since been updated to that shown in Figure 1. The study area shown 
on the historical aerials does portray the intent of the advice provided in this report  
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Figure 1. The study area location 
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Figure 2. The proposed works 
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2.0 LEGISLATIVE CONTEXT 

2.1 Overview 

This section discusses the heritage management framework, notably legislative and policy context, 
applicable to the proposed development and study area.  

2.2 Identification of heritage listed items  

Heritage listed items were identified through a search of relevant state and federal statutory and non-
statutory heritage registers:  

• Commonwealth Heritage List 

• National Heritage List 

• State Heritage Register 

• Section 170 Heritage and Conservation Registers  

• NSW State Heritage Inventory database 

• Blacktown Local Environment Plan (LEP) 2015 

• State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 (ISEPP). 

Items listed on these registers have been previously assessed against the NSW Archaeological 
Assessment Guidelines1 (Section 6.0). Statements of heritage significance, based on the NSW 
Heritage Assessment guidelines, as they appear in relevant heritage inventory sheets and 
documents, are provided in this assessment.  

2.3 Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (Cwlth) (EPBC Act) provides a 
legislative framework for the protection and management of matters of national environmental 
significance, that is, flora, fauna, ecological communities and heritage places of national and 
international importance. Heritage items are protected through their inscription on the World Heritage 
List, Commonwealth Heritage List or the National Heritage List. The EPBC Act stipulates that a 
person who has proposed an action that will, or is likely to, have a significant impact on a World, 
National or Commonwealth Heritage site must refer the action to the Minister for Sustainability, 
Environment, Water, Population and Communities (hereafter Minister). The Minister will then 
determine if the action requires approval under the EPBC Act. If approval is required, an 
environmental assessment would need to be prepared. The Minister would approve or decline the 
action based on this assessment. A significant impact is defined as “an impact which is important, 
notable, or of consequence, having regarded to its context or intensity.” The significance of the action 
is based on the sensitivity, value and quality of the environment that is to be impacted, and the 
duration, magnitude and geographic extent of the impact. If the action is to be undertaken in 
accordance with an accredited management plan, approval is not needed and the matter does not 
need to be referred to the Minister. 

 
1 i.e. NSW Heritage Office, 1996. NSW Heritage Manual, the Archaeological Assessment Guidelines; NSW 
Heritage Office, 2009. Assessing Significance for Historical Archaeological Sites and ‘Relics’; NSW Heritage 
Office, 2009. Guidelines for the Preparation of Archaeological Management Plans. 



Denmark Link Road Project 
Non-Aboriginal (Historical) Statement of Heritage Impact 

  Page 5 
 

2.3.1 Commonwealth Heritage List 

The Commonwealth Heritage List has been established to list places of outstanding heritage 
significance to Australia. It includes natural, historic and Indigenous places that are of outstanding 
national heritage value to the Australian nation. 

There are no items listed on the Commonwealth Heritage List within or in the vicinity of the 
study area. 

2.3.2 National Heritage List 

The National Heritage List has been established to list places of outstanding heritage significance to 
Australia. It includes natural, historic and Indigenous places that are of outstanding national heritage 
value to the Australian nation. 

There are no items listed on the National Heritage List within or in the vicinity of the study 
area. 

2.4 Heritage Act 1977 

The NSW Heritage Act 1977 (Heritage Act) is the primary item of State legislation affording protection 
to items of environmental heritage in NSW. The Heritage Act is designed to protect both listed 
heritage items, such as standing structures, and potential archaeological remains or relics. 

Under the Heritage Act, ‘items of environmental heritage’ include places, buildings, works, relics, 
moveable objects and precincts identified as significant based on historical, scientific, cultural, social, 
archaeological, architectural, natural or aesthetic values. State significant items are listed on the NSW 
State Heritage Register (SHR) and are given automatic protection under the Heritage Act against any 
activities that may damage or affect its heritage significance. 

2.4.1 The ‘Relics provisions’ 2009 

The Heritage Act also provides protection for ‘relics’, which includes archaeological material or 
deposits. According to Section 139 (Division 9: Section 139, 140-146): 

(1) A person must not disturb or excavate any land knowingly or having reasonable cause to 
suspect that the disturbance or excavation will or is likely to result in a relic being discovered, exposed, 
damaged or destroyed unless the disturbance is carried out in accordance with an excavation permit. 

(2) A person must not disturb or excavate any land on which the person has discovered or 
exposed a relic except in accordance with an excavation permit.  

(3) This section does not apply to a relic that is subject to an interim heritage order made by the 
Minister or a listing on the State Heritage Register.  

(4) The Heritage Council may by order published in the Gazette create exceptions to this section, 
either unconditionally or subject to conditions, in respect of any of the following: 

a. Any relic of a specified kind or description, 

b. Any disturbance of excavation of a specified kind or description, 

c. Any disturbance or excavation of land in a specified location or having specified features or 
attributes,  
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d. Any disturbance or excavation of land in respect of which an archaeological assessment 
approved by the Heritage Council indicates that there is little likelihood of there being any relics in the 
land.  

Section 4 (1) of the Heritage Act (as amended in 2009) defines a relic as: 

...any deposit, artefact, object or material evidence that: 

relates to the settlement of the area that comprises New South Wales, not being 
Aboriginal settlement, and is of State or local heritage significance 

A relic has been further defined as: 

Relevant case law and the general principles of statutory interpretation strongly 
indicate that a ‘relic’ is properly regarded as an object or chattel. A relic can, in 
some circumstances, become part of the land be regarded as a fixture (a chattel 
that becomes permanently affixed to land).2 

Excavation permits are issued by the Heritage Council of NSW or its Delegate under Section 140 of 
the Heritage Act for relics outside of an SHR curtilage, or under Section 60 for significant 
archaeological remains within an SHR curtilage. An application for an excavation permit must be 
supported by an ARD and Archaeological Assessment prepared in accordance with the NSW 
Heritage Division archaeological guidelines. Minor works that will have a minimal impact on 
archaeological relics may be granted an exception under Section 139 (4) of the Heritage Act for areas 
not within an SHR curtilage or an exemption under Section 57 (2) of the Heritage Act for areas within 
an SHR curtilage. 

The Heritage Act identifies ‘works’ as being in a separate category to archaeological ‘relics.’ ‘Works’ 
refer to past evidence of infrastructure. ‘Works’ may be buried, and therefore archaeological in nature, 
however, exposure of a ‘work’ does not trigger reporting obligations under the Heritage Act. ‘Works’, 
as items of environmental heritage, have the potential to provide information that contributes to our 
knowledge of past practices, and good environmental practice recognises this. For example, 
Transport for NSW uses its Unexpected Heritage Finds Guideline to manage the discovery of such 
works.3 

2.4.2 State Heritage Register  

The SHR was established under Section 22 of the Heritage Act and is a list of places and objects of 
particular importance to the people of NSW, including archaeological sites. The SHR is administered 
by Heritage NSW and includes a diverse range of over 1,500 items, in both private and public 
ownership. To be listed, an item must be deemed to be of heritage significance for the whole of NSW. 

To carry out activities within the curtilage of an item listed on the SHR, approval must be gained from 
the Heritage Council by securing a Section 60 permit. In some circumstances, under Section 57(2) of 
the Heritage Act, a Section 60 permit may not be required if works are undertaken in accordance with 
the NSW Heritage branch document Standard Exemptions for Works Requiring Heritage Council 
Approval or in accordance with agency specific exemptions or site specific exemptions included in an 

 
2 Heritage Office, 2009. Assessing Significance for Historical Archaeological Sites and ‘Relics’, p. 7.  
3 Transport for NSW, 2015. Unexpected Heritage Finds Guideline 
https://www.transport.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017/unexpected-heritage-finds-guideline-
3tp-sd-115.pdf 
 

https://www.transport.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017/unexpected-heritage-finds-guideline-3tp-sd-115.pdf
https://www.transport.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017/unexpected-heritage-finds-guideline-3tp-sd-115.pdf
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endorsed CMP or as part of the gazettal of the item. This includes works that are only minor in nature 
and will have minimal impact on the heritage significance of the place. 

There is one item listed on the SHR within the vicinity of the study area: 

• Riverstone Railway Station Group and Residence (SHR #01237), located 300m from the 

study area. 

2.4.3 Section 170 registers 

Under the Heritage Act all government agencies are required to identify, conserve and manage 
heritage items in their ownership or control. Section 170 requires all government agencies to maintain 
a Heritage and Conservation Register that lists all heritage assets and an assessment of the 
significance of each asset. They must ensure that all items inscribed on its list are maintained with 
due diligence in accordance with State Owned Heritage Management Principles approved by the 
Government on advice of the NSW Heritage Council. These principles serve to protect and conserve 
the heritage significance of items and are based on NSW heritage legislation and guidelines.  

There are no s170 register listed items within or in the vicinity of the study area. 

2.5 Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 

The Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (NSW) (EP&A Act) establishes the framework 
for cultural heritage values to be formally assessed in the land use planning and development 
consent process. The EP&A Act requires that environmental impacts are considered prior to land 
development; this includes impacts on cultural heritage items and places as well as archaeological 
sites and deposits. The EP&A Act requires that Local Governments prepare planning instruments 
(such as Local Environmental Plans [LEPs] and Development Control Plans [DCPs]) in accordance 
with the Act, to provide guidance on the level of environmental assessment required. 

2.5.1 The Blacktown Local Environment Plan (LEP) 2015 

The study area is located within the Blacktown LGA and is administered under the Blacktown LEP 
2015. The Blacktown LEP 2015 aims to conserve the heritage significance of heritage items and 
heritage conservation areas, including associated fabric, settings and views; and to protect 
archaeological sites. The LEP stipulates development controls in relation to development proposed 
on or near heritage listed properties, archaeological sites, or Aboriginal places of heritage 
significance. The Blacktown Development Control Plan (DCP) 2015 details the standards, policies 
and guidelines related to construction and development for Blacktown City Council and is consistent 
with the Blacktown LEP 2015.     

The following clauses apply to places of heritage significance within the Blacktown City Council LGA, 
under Part 5 Clause 5.10 of the Blacktown LEP 2015: 

(1) Objectives  
The objectives of this clause are as follows: 

(a) to conserve the environmental heritage of Blacktown,  

(b) to conserve the heritage significance of heritage items and heritage 
conservation areas, including associated fabrics, settings and views,  
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(c) to conserve archaeological sites,  

(d) to conserve Aboriginal objects and Aboriginal places of heritage 
significance 

Before granting consent under this clause in respect of a heritage item or conservation area, the 
consent authority, Blacktown City Council, must consider the effect of the proposed development on 
the heritage significance of the item or area concerned (5.10(5)), notably if the development is on 
land: 

(5) Heritage assessment 

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; 

     (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 if the proposed development would affect the heritage 
significance of the heritage item or heritage conservation area concerned. 

In accordance with Heritage NSW Local Government Heritage Guidelines, this heritage assessment 
is a recognised heritage management document suitable for this purpose (5.10(5)). However, it 
should be noted that an Infrastructure SEPP overrides Council consent (Section 2.6). 

There are two items listed on the Blacktown LEP 2015 within a kilometre of the study area: 

• ‘House’ (I67) 

• Cemetery – Riverstone General (I97). 

There is one item which was included on the Blacktown LEP 1988 and has been delisted from 
the Blacktown LEP 2015 within the study area, as it was subsequently encompassed by SEPP 
(Section 2.6): 

• Hebe Farm.  

2.6 State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 (ISEPP) and 
Sydney Region Growth Centres SEPP 2006 

The State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 (ISEPP) was introduced in order to 
streamline the development of infrastructure projects undertaken by state agencies. Generally, where 
there is conflict between the provisions of the ISEPP and other environmental planning instruments, 
the ISEPP prevails.  

Relevant to this report is Division 1, Clause 14 of ISEPP 2007, entitled Consultation with councils—
development with impacts on local heritage. The clause in full is as follows: 
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(1)  This clause applies to development carried out by or on behalf of a public authority if the 
development— 

(a)  is likely to affect the heritage significance of a local heritage item, or of a heritage conservation area, 
that is not also a State heritage item, in a way that is more than minor or inconsequential, and 

(b)  is development that this Policy provides may be carried out without consent. 

(2)  A public authority, or a person acting on behalf of a public authority, must not carry out development 
to which this clause applies unless the authority or the person has— 

(a)  had an assessment of the impact prepared, and 

(b)  given written notice of the intention to carry out the development, with a copy of the assessment and 
a scope of works, to the council for the area in which the heritage item or heritage conservation area (or 
the relevant part of such an area) is located, and 

(c)  taken into consideration any response to the notice that is received from the council within 21 days 
after the notice is given. 

Under the ISEPP, development may be carried out by a public authority without consent on any land 
(Section 111). The ISEPP overrides the heritage controls included in the Sydney Region Growth 
Centres SEPP and the Blacktown LEP. Transport for NSW is only required to consult with the 
councils when development may “have an impact that is not minor or inconsequential” on a local 
heritage item. When this is the case, a Statement of Heritage Impact must be provided to the relevant 
council, and the response of the council must be taken into consideration (Clause 14). 

The aims of the Sydney Region Growth Centres SEPP 2006 includes providing comprehensive 
planning for growth centres (the North West Growth Centre, the South West Growth Centre, the 
Wilton Growth Area, the Greater Macarthur Growth Area), as well as the protection and enhancement 
of land with natural and cultural heritage value.   

There is one item listed under the SEPP Sydney Region Growth Centres (Schofields) 2006 
within the study area: 

• Hebe Farm, Schofields Precinct Plan, Schedule 5 (Figure 3). 

2.7 Non-Statutory Registers 

2.7.1 National Heritage List 

The National Heritage List is a list of natural, Aboriginal and historic heritage places throughout 
Australia. It was originally established under the Australian Heritage Commission Act 1975. Under 
that Act, the Australian Heritage Commission entered more than 13,000 places in the register. 
Following amendments to the Australian Heritage Council Act 2003, the Register of the National 
Estate (RNE) was frozen on 19 February 2007 and ceased to be a statutory register in February 
2012. The RNE is now maintained on a non-statutory basis as a publicly available archive and 
educational resource. 

There are no items listed on the National Heritage List within the study area. 
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2.8 Summary of Heritage Listings  

A summary of heritage items within and near the study area is provided in Table 1.  

Table 1. Summary of heritage listed items 

Item Address Listing Significance Proximity to 
study area 

Hebe Farm 14 Bridge Street SEPP, Schedule 5 Local Within study area 

House 38 Railway Terrace Blacktown LEP 2015 
I67 Local 170m 

Riverstone 
Station Riverstone Parade SHR #01237 State 300m 

Riverstone 
General 
Cemetery 

Garfield Road West Blacktown LEP 2015 
I97 Local 757m 
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Figure 3. Heritage curtilage of Hebe Farm with the study area 
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3.0 HISTORICAL CONTEXT 

3.1 Overview 

This section provides an environmental and historical background of the study area, enabling the 
assessment of these heritage values. This historical background does not discuss pre-colonial 
Aboriginal history. 

3.2 Early European exploration and settlement 

The area around Riverstone was first explored by Europeans in 1791, when Governor Arthur Phillip 
led 21 men on an expedition from Parramatta to the Hawkesbury River to explore Richmond Hill.4 
Attracted to the alluvial soils along the Hawkesbury River, the Hawkesbury Region was first settled by 
Europeans in 1794 around the area known as the Green Hills.5 This was accompanied by the 
construction of Old Windsor Road, which passed through what would become the town of 
Riverstone.6 Road connections from Parramatta enabled the population of farmers to grow, and by 
1801, the Hawkesbury region had become the primary source of colonial grain and ensured a stable 
food supply for New South Wales.7  

A Government Stock Farm of 26,539 acres was established by Governor Philip Gidley King in 1803, 
with Riverstone located in the northwest corner of that area. The colony was short of livestock at this 
time due to difficulties of importing cattle from England.8 The Government stock breeding program 
was a success, and grants of livestock were made to individuals.9 There is little information regarding 
the everyday management and organisation of the stock farm. 

The town of Windsor was established in 1810 by Governor Macquarie, who then toured the region in 
1811 and founded the towns of Richmond, Wilberforce, and Pitt Town.10 During this time, Governor 
Macquarie also noted the imminent danger of flooding posed to the settlers along the Hawkesbury, 
and ordered that new towns be constructed on higher ground, including in the modern Marsden 
Park/Riverstone area. The land was still flood prone but was considered more suitable for settlement 
and farming.11 The first land grant in Riverstone comprised 2500 acres granted to Mary Putland, the 
widowed daughter of Governor Bligh.12 She married Lieutenant Governor Maurice Charles O’Connell, 
and this land was named Riverstone Farm, after O’Connell’s birthplace in Ireland (Figure 3).13 
O’Connell received a second grant of 1000 acres immediately south of the larger grant, and he 
combined the two into the Riverstone Estate. The study area is located on the west boundary of 
O’Connell’s southern land grant. 

O’Connell’s Estate was shown on 1842 plans (Figure 5) as being uncleared and densely forested, 
with the exception of two cleared and cultivated paddocks in the northern grant (out of the study 
area). An 1842 plan of the Windsor District, prepared by Musgrave, shows O’Connell’s land and the 
two separate farms. Small portions of O’Connell’s land are designated to other people, including a Mr 
Seymour, Mr Macgennis (sic) and a paddock adjoining the vineyard is labelled ‘Ben’s Paddock’. 

 
4 Riverstone Historical Society, 2019. ‘Brief History of Riverstone’. In:  Riverstone & District Historical Society & 
Museum. Accessed online 8/7/2020 at: http://riverstonehistoricalsociety.org.au/history.html 
5 Proudfoot, H., 2017. The Hawkesbury: A thematic history. Hawkesbury City Council, p. 10.  
6 Riverstone Historical Society, 2019. ‘Brief History of Riverstone’. 
7 Proudfoot, H., 2017. The Hawkesbury, p. 10. 
8 JCIS Consultants, 2007. Background Section on Historic Heritage, Riverstone and Alex Avenue, Precincts. 
Archaeological report, p. 7. 
9 JCIS Consultants, 2007. Background Section on Historic Heritage, p. 7. 
10 Macquarie, L., 1811. Personal Diary: https://www.mq.edu.au/macquarie-archive/lema/1811/1811jan.html 
11 Steele, J., 1916. Early Days of Windsor New South Wales. Tyrell’s Limited, Sydney, p.16. 
12 Riverstone Historical Society, 2019. ‘Brief History of Riverstone’. 
13 Riverstone Historical Society, 2019. ‘Brief History of Riverstone’. 

http://riverstonehistoricalsociety.org.au/history.html
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Governor Macquarie visited the Riverstone Estate in 1814 and remarked that he inspected 
O’Connell’s dairy stock and stock yards. While the location of these stockyards is unknown, it is likely 
that these features were located within the two areas of cleared farmland on the O’Connell land 
present in Musgrave’s 1842 plan. These farms are located north of the study area and Garfield Road 
West. 

Roads towards Windsor and the greater Cumberland region enabled settlers to spread into the newly 
allocated land. Many of these roads, including the early Richmond Road, had initially been a series of 
tracks providing routes for horse drawn carts, foot traffic, and cattle. In 1816 William Cox was hired by 
Governor Macquarie to improve Richmond Road as part of upgrades to the colonial road system. The 
improvement of the road further encouraged settlement along Richmond Road and several significant 
land grants were made. 

In 1822 further improvements to Richmond Road occurred and applied the new macadam technique. 
Macadam was developed by John McAdam in the 18th century and was constructed by compacting 
crushed granite or greenstone for support the weight of traffic and was then covered by light stone to 
absorb the wear and tear while simultaneously providing efficient drainage.14 

 

Figure 4. Map of the Parish of St Matthew, c. 1830s. Source: Historic Land Records Viewer 
(HLRV) 

 

 

 
14 Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2014. ‘Macadam’. Accessed online 22/3/2019 at: 
https://www.britannica.com/technology/macadam-road-construction 

https://www.britannica.com/technology/macadam-road-construction
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Figure 5. Structures on O'Connell and Putland's land, north of the study area. 1842 Map of the 
Windsor District. Source: State Library of New South Wales (SLNSW)15 

3.3 Subdivisions and growth of Riverstone 

In 1846 Maurice O’Connell sold the Riverstone Estate to the Australian Trust Company prior to 
returning from New South Wales to England. The Estate, which included the adjacent O’Connell 
grants and had totalled 3500 acres, was sold to Andrew McCulloch on 28 November 1855.16 The land 
use in the period between O’Connell’s departure and McCulloch’s purchase of the land is uncertain. 
McCulloch established a sawmill at the intersection of Mill Street and Riverstone in the early 1870s.17  

In 1859 a subdivision plan was developed by Reuss and Browne, which split the Riverstone Estate 
into 59 blocks (Figure 5). The new land parcels ranged from 25 to 83 acres. The two farming areas 
established by O’Connell are still present in the subdivision plan, with the Windsor Road farm referred 
to as the Homestead. By this time however new buildings were constructed and illustrated within the 
vineyard area fronting Eastern Creek. Few plots appear to have been sold as part of the 1859 

 
15 Musgrave, J., 1842. Plan of part of the Windsor District contained between the Old Richmond Road and the 
Road from Windsor. State Library of New South Wales Call No. Z/M4 811.1122/1842/1. Accessed online 
23/7/2020 at: 
http://digital.sl.nsw.gov.au/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?embedded=true&toolbar=false&dps_pid=IE9574261
&_ga=2.79652436.1546129065.1595465614-706910494.1581896604 
16 JCIS Consultants, 2007. Background Section on Historic Heritage, p. 12. 
17 Clive Lucas Stapleton & Associates ,1999. [reference lost], p. 1. 

http://digital.sl.nsw.gov.au/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?embedded=true&toolbar=false&dps_pid=IE9574261&_ga=2.79652436.1546129065.1595465614-706910494.1581896604
http://digital.sl.nsw.gov.au/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?embedded=true&toolbar=false&dps_pid=IE9574261&_ga=2.79652436.1546129065.1595465614-706910494.1581896604
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subdivision. In this subdivision plan, one block is labelled as belonging to ‘Dawson’, referring to 
Robert Dawson, who was an iron worker in Sydney Cove prior to relocating to the Riverstone District. 

 

Figure 6. Subdivision plan of the Riverstone Estate, c. 1859. Source: SLNSW18 

The subdivision may have been partially influenced by plans to establish a train line to Windsor and 
Richmond which would travel through Riverstone. Plans were discussed as early as 1846 and by 
1856 a petition by residents in the Hawkesbury District for the establishment of the railway line was 
presented to the New South Wales Government.19 In 1860 a rail line to Windsor, connecting to 
Blacktown in the south, was approved and Riverstone selected as the location for a train station. The 
railway line was surveyed in 1862 and the line, including Riverstone Station, was opened in 
November 1864.20 The station intersected with Windsor Road, the original name of Garfield Road.  

A second subdivision was surveyed in 1864 and included alterations to block sizes and alignments as 
a result of the construction of the railway line (Figure 7). It appears that few of these lots were sold. 
These land parcels were likely used for farming, likely including dairy farming and orcharding.21 

 
18 Reuss & Browne Surveyors, 1859. ‘Plan of 59 farms on the Riverstone Estate near Windsor.’ State Library of 
New South Wales Call Number M z/M2 811.1122/1859/1. Accessed online 23/7/2020 at: 
http://digital.sl.nsw.gov.au/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?embedded=true&toolbar=false&dps_pid=IE3780988 
19 NSW Office of Environment & Heritage, 2009. ‘Riverstone Railway Station Group and Residence.’ Accessed 
online 23/7/2020 at: 
https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=4801009 
20 NSW Office of Environment & Heritage, 2009. ‘Riverstone Railway Station Group and Residence.’ 
21 JCIS Consultants, 2007. Background Section on Historic Heritage, p. 12. 

http://digital.sl.nsw.gov.au/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?embedded=true&toolbar=false&dps_pid=IE3780988
https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=4801009
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Dawson’s land is again labelled on this plan, although no structures are illustrated. A bridge and 
crossing are illustrated in his land, and several other culverts and crossings and illustrated along the 
railway line going north to Riverstone Station. 

 

Figure 7. Detail of subdivision plan showing Dawson's land grant, 1864. Source: SLNSW22 

In 1877, part of the Riverstone Estate subdivision was set aside for the establishment of the 
Riverstone Township (Figure 7).23 This included the surveying and construction of streets, and the 
establishment of blocks of land. By 1870 approximately 4 or 5 houses were constructed in the area 
around the Riverstone Township.24 Additional commercial buildings include an abattoir, sawmill, and 
hotel. Additional industries in the district included brick making, which occurred at Schofields at what 
is now Carman Street.25 These brickworks included several kilns and sheds. One paddock, 
comprising part of the Riverstone Meat Works area was named the Brick Kiln Paddock.26 

In 1878 a significant parcel of land, encompassing 2700 acres between the railway line and Eastern 
Creek (including the study area) was purchased by Benjamin Richards. Much of this land was 
reserved for paddocks and grazing land, however Richards developed the Riverstone Meatworks.27 
The Meatworks were a significant place of employment for many local residents and drove the local 
economy. The population grew and additional cottages were constructed around the town (Figure 8). 
Another subdivision was established in 1881 on the western side of the railway line. In 1893 the 
Census recorded that 527 people were living in the town, with a total of 74 houses. In 1892 an 11-

 
22 Allen & Wigley Lithog: Sydney, 1864. Plan of Riverstone near Windsor to be sold by auction by T.W. Bowden, 
on the ground Decr. 3rd 1864. State Library of New South Wales Call No. Z/M2 811.11226/1864/1. Accessed 
online 23/7/2020 at: 
http://digital.sl.nsw.gov.au/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?embedded=true&toolbar=false&dps_pid=IE14275189
&_ga=2.89026395.1546129065.1595465614-706910494.1581896604 
23 JCIS Consultants, 2007. Background Section on Historic Heritage, p. 12. 
24 JCIS Consultants, 2007. Background Section on Historic Heritage, p. 12-13. 
25 JCIS Consultants, 2007. Background Section on Historic Heritage, p. 13-14. 
26 JCIS Consultants, 2007. Background Section on Historic Heritage, p. 14. 
27 NSW Office of Environment & Heritage, 2018. ‘Group of Workers’ Cottages.’ Accessed online 23/7/2020 at: 
https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=1140102 

http://digital.sl.nsw.gov.au/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?embedded=true&toolbar=false&dps_pid=IE14275189&_ga=2.89026395.1546129065.1595465614-706910494.1581896604
http://digital.sl.nsw.gov.au/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?embedded=true&toolbar=false&dps_pid=IE14275189&_ga=2.89026395.1546129065.1595465614-706910494.1581896604
https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=1140102
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acre plot of land was resumed for what would become the Riverstone Cemetery.28 The cemetery is 
located at the corner of Garfield Road West and Cemetery Road and remains in use today.29 

 

Figure 8. Subdivision of the Riverstone Town, 1877. Source: SLNSW30 

A state-wide speculation boom in the 1880s led to areas of land to the west of the study area to be 
sold off in subdivisions. These subdivisions occurred within the grants belonging to Samuel Marsden, 
Stahl, Schofield, Dell, and Little.31 In 1884 advertising for the Clive Estate in Riverstone began, which 
had been purchased by Boyd and King in the same year (Figure 9). The land fronted Eastern Creek 
and was described as being “suitable for occupation by a family and market farm or garden”.32 The 
Clive Estate advertisement’s show the formation of Denmark Road and Creek Street, with long 
narrow lots established. Two streets to the west, Berkshire Road and Albury Road were also 
established, although there is limited evidence to suggest that these streets were ever properly 
formalised. The illustration of Windsor Road (modern Garfield Road West) shows timber post and rail 
fences along the north and south side, which likely had dirt surfaces and not more formalised 
macadam or telford road finishes. Additional features such as sandstone kerbs are not pictured and 
were not likely present. 

An 1881 plan of Riverstone shows only one house on the western side of the railway line within the 
study area, likely Hebe Farm, labelled here as belonging to ‘Watson’ (Figure 10). An 1899 subdivision 
plan shows a small number of structures northeast of the study area, including a hotel on the corner 
of Carlton Street and Garfield Road and a small number of structures between Carlton Street and 
Railway Parade, with two facing Garfield Road.  

 
28 Windsor and Richmond Gazette, Saturday 5 March 1892. 
29 Blacktown City Council, 2012. ‘Riverstone Cemetery.’ Accessed online 1/9/2014 at: 
https://www.blacktown.nsw.gov.au/Community/Cemeteries/Riverstone-Cemetery 
30 Boyd and King Auctioneers, 1877. Riverstone Township– Victoria St, Princes St, Melbourne Rd, Edward St, 
Loftus St, Wellington St, Hobart St, Sydney St, Mill St, Park St, Market St, Windsor St, Riverstone Pde, Pitt St, 
George St, Piccadilly St, Brisbane St. State Library of New South Wales Call No. Z/SP/R9 IE9069707. Accessed 
online 24/7/2020 at: 
http://digital.sl.nsw.gov.au/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?dps_pid=IE9069707&change_lng= 
31 JCIS Consultants, 2007. Background Section on Historic Heritage, p. 12. 
32 Evening News, Saturday 23 February 1884. 

http://digital.sl.nsw.gov.au/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?dps_pid=IE9069707&change_lng=
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In the early 1900s an additional subdivision was established within the study area and formed Carlton 
Street and Short Street, as well as West Parade, referred to as Railway Parade at the time. The level 
crossing at the railway station is not pictured. Houses are illustrated on the east side of the railway 
line, concentrated around the main town and railway station, however no houses are illustrated within 
the study area.  

 

Figure 9. Riverstone town illustration, 1877. Source: SLNSW33 

 

 

  

 
33 Boyd and King Auctioneers, 1877. Riverstone Township. 
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Figure 10. East Clive Estate subdivision plan, c. 1884. Source: SLNSW34 

 
34 Boyd and King Auctioneers, 1884. East Clive– Riverstone– Windsor Rd, Appin Rd, Albury Rd, Berkshire Rd, 
Denmark Rd, Creek St. State Library of New South Wales Call No. Z/SP/R9 IE9071307. Accessed online 23/7/20 
at: http://digital.sl.nsw.gov.au/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?dps_pid=IE9071307&change_lng= 

http://digital.sl.nsw.gov.au/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?dps_pid=IE9071307&change_lng=
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Figure 11. Plan of Riverstone, 1881. Source: SLNSW35 

3.3.1 Riverstone Meatworks and industry development 

The Riverstone Meatworks was established to the north of the study area by Benjamin Richards in 
1878 and was operating fully by 1879. Richards also owned livestock and land in the Hunter River 
and Liverpool Plains, which were connected to Riverstone by livestock routes. Riverstone was a 
suitable area for the Meatworks due to the proximity of South Creek and Eastern Creek, which both 
provided reliable water. Richards first constructed a beef house, followed by a mutton house. Several 
cottages were constructed in the 1880s to accommodate workers. By the end of the century the 
Riverstone Meatworks was a large enterprise, including three slaughterhouses, an engine room, 
several sheds, stables, a blacksmith’s shop, and a railway siding. Due to the lack of refrigeration, 
carrion was transported to Sydney via the railway, where it could be frozen prior to export. 

In 1919 William Angliss purchased the Riverstone Meatworks and expanded the enterprise. This 
included the addition of freezers, a cannery, a sheepskin treatment area, and new dairies. Throughout 
the 1920s a dairy, stables, piggery, and a hay shed were established within the Riverstone 

 
35 Binsted, W. H., 1881. Riverstone Estat – Creek St, Carlton St, Railway Pde, Oxford St, Blight St, Piccadilly St, 
McCullogh Rd, Clarke St, Cranbourne St, Brighton St, Riverstone Rd, Robinson St, Regent St, Elizabeth St, 
Castlereagh St, Windsor Rd, Market St, 1881. State Library of New South Wales Call No. Z/SP/R9 IE9072260. 
Accessed online 23/7/2020 at: 
http://digital.sl.nsw.gov.au/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?dps_pid=IE9072260&change_lng= 

http://digital.sl.nsw.gov.au/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?dps_pid=IE9072260&change_lng=
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Meatworks. The stables likely housed draft horses in the 1920s and work horses associated with the 
Riverstone Meatworks until the end of the 1940s.36 

In 1934 the Vestey Group took over operation of the Meatworks and produced canned meats and 
dehydrated eggs for overseas servicemen during World War II.37 Aerial photographs of the site in 
1947 show a group of structures representing the stables, piggery and hay shed, which together 
formed a small farm complex within the Meatworks. The piggery and hay shed were destroyed in a 
fire during the late 20th century, and remains of these structures and the stables were subsequently 
cleared for the construction of settling ponds. These ponds were likely constructed in association with 
the Riverstone Abattoir. The 1920s dairy was abandoned after heavy flooding in the 1990s, although 
structural remains of the property were visible as recently as 2014. 

Other industries which developed in Riverstone and assisted in the growth of the town include a saw 
mill at the corner of Riverstone Parade and Mill Street (north of the study area), which was likely a 
relatively small mill, including two steam engines and multiple saws. The mill operated until 1885. 
Brickmaking was also an important industry in the area, with claypits, brick kilns and drying sheds 
present, however these structures were located south of the study area in Schofields. 

3.3.2 Hebe Farm 

3.3.2.1 Early foundation 
The 1859 subdivision plan shows land partially within the study area as belonging to Robert Dawson. 
Dawson had worked at Sydney Cove in the iron foundries, participating in some of the NSW colonies 
earliest steel works. By the mid-1860s a cottage was constructed on the land. There is some 
discrepancy in the historical records regarding the Hebe Cottage and who originally constructed it. 
Some sources state that it was constructed by Dawson, and others by the Bliss Family, who were 
relatives of Dawson’s and may have lived on the land too. There is strong suggestion that Dawson 
participated in the building of the cottage on account of the detailed and ornate filigree ironwork 
present across the façade of the cottage and internally, particularly within the fireplace, which could 
demonstrate Dawson’s ironworking skill. Throughout the mid- and late-1800s the Hebe Farm was 
used for intensive farming and included gardens.  

Dawson certainly lived at Hebe Cottage, as he is recorded as passing away at his residence– Hebe 
Cottage, Riverstone– in 1865, aged 65. Newspapers from the next fifty years record events in several 
members of the Dawson and Bliss families lives as occurring at Hebe Cottage, as the Bliss Family 
lived at the site for over 80 years. Government gazettes attest to significant numbers of cattle and 
horses being kept at Hebe Farm. A Richard Watson was listed at a stock owner at Hebe Cottage, 
Riverstone in several gazettes from 1876. Local newspaper articles from the late 1800s and early 
1900s state that several crops were grown at Hebe Farm, including oats,38 potatoes,39 wheat,40 
maize,41 and pumpkins.42 

 
36 Pers. Comm. Bill Power, Angliss Property Group. Email Adele Zubrzycka 10/09/2014. 
37 Blacktown City Council, 2012. ‘Riverstone’. Accessed online 1/9/2014 at: 
http://www.blacktown.nsw.gov.au/Discover_Blacktown/Our_History_Heritage/Becoming_a_City/Suburb_Historys/
Riverstone 
38 Windsor and Richmond Gazette, 30 October 1897. ‘Riverstone.’ Accessed online 23/7/2020 at: 
https://trove.nla.gov.au/newspaper/article/72553342?searchTerm=hebe%20farm%20riverstone 
39 Windsor and Richmond Gazette, 24 December 1898. ‘Riverstone’. Accessed online 23/7/2020 at: 
https://trove.nla.gov.au/newspaper/article/66439787?searchTerm=hebe%20farm%20riverstone 
40 Windsor and Richmond Gazette, 26 October 1907. ‘Riverstone.’ Accessed online 23/7/2020 at: 
https://trove.nla.gov.au/newspaper/article/85665580?searchTerm=hebe%20farm%20riverstone 
41 Windsor and Richmond Gazette, 27 May 1905. ‘Riverstone.’ Accessed online 23/7/2020 at: 
https://trove.nla.gov.au/newspaper/article/85894144?searchTerm=hebe%20farm%20riverstone 
42 Windsor and Richmond Gazette, 27 May 1905. ‘Riverstone.’ 

https://trove.nla.gov.au/newspaper/article/72553342?searchTerm=hebe%20farm%20riverstone
https://trove.nla.gov.au/newspaper/article/66439787?searchTerm=hebe%20farm%20riverstone
https://trove.nla.gov.au/newspaper/article/85665580?searchTerm=hebe%20farm%20riverstone
https://trove.nla.gov.au/newspaper/article/85894144?searchTerm=hebe%20farm%20riverstone
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A photograph of the cottage dating to 1900 (Figure 11) shows the cottage with a semi-cleared lawn 
and several tree species, including pines, which were considered quite fashionable in Victorian era 
landscaping. Vines are also noticeably draped on the verandah of the cottage. The 1881 Riverstone 
Plan depicting Hebe Cottage shows a verandah on the west and south facades of the cottage. The 
placement of the chimneys and verandahs in the 1900 photograph suggests that it was taken from 
the banks of Eastern Creek facing east. 

The photograph appears to show a small feature at the right of the frame, however it is uncertain 
whether this is a structure or a temporary feature. It is likely located northeast of the house, based on 
the orientation of the photograph. There are no outbuildings present in this photograph, however the 
photograph shows the front of the house. Common locations for outbuildings, such as privies, 
sculleries, and sheds were at the rear of the house, and would therefore not be visible in this 
photograph. The people in the photograph are unnamed, however it is likely that they are members of 
the Bliss family. 

 

Figure 12. Hebe Farm, c. 1900. Source: Blacktown Memories43 

3.3.2.2 Twentieth Century 
Subdivision plans do not show any additional structures, only Hebe Cottage. The earliest aerial 
photographs of the site date to 1947 (Figure 12). At this time, property access appears to come from 
the north at the southern end of West Street, curving in to the west and to the cottage. This access 
appears to partially skirt the northwest boundary of the property. Features are evident on the 1947 
aerial to the north and east of the cottage, however it is uncertain (due to the low quality of the 
available image) whether these features are structures, exposures, or areas of cultivated land. 

Aerial imagery from 1955 shows an informal access track leading from the south at Bridge Street 
across the property to Hebe Cottage. In the north there is another access track, which traverses the 
railway line in approximate alignment with Kensington Park Road (Figure 13). This second track then 
leads northwest across an area of cleared land within the property. A third, possibly informal, access 
route into Hebe Farm leads from the southern end of West Parade, largely running parallel to the 

 
43 Hebe Cottage, Riverstone, 1900. Blacktown Memories (Blacktown City Libraries). Accessed online 23/7/2020 
at: https://blacktownmemories.recollect.net.au/nodes/view/7291?keywords=hebe%20cottage&all=1&whole=2 

https://blacktownmemories.recollect.net.au/nodes/view/7291?keywords=hebe%20cottage&all=1&whole=2
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railway track, before leading west. The route then meets a second structure, likely a shed or other 
agricultural feature which appears to be fenced on the north and east sides, and a small cluster of 
smaller structures appear to the north and west of Hebe Cottage (Figure 13). This access route is 
likely the establishment of the road easement. 

 

Figure 13. Aerial imagery, with Hebe Farm in bottom right corner, 1947. Source: Department of 
Lands 

Few changes are apparent between 1955 and 1961 aerials. By 1965, however, the north entrance to 
the property appears to have been formalised and altered for the driveway to lead directly to the rear 
of the house (Figure 13 to Figure 15). To the south of the cottage, cultivated paddocks are present. 
By 1970 additional land clearance appears to have occurred and a dirt track has been established 
around the southern cultivated area and from the south at Bridge Street, again running parallel to the 
rail track. 
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The 1978 aerial imagery shows several changes throughout the property (Figure 16). The northern 
access to Hebe Cottage appears to have been decommissioned, with a new access established from 
the south, leading through the former property on Bridge Street. An avenue has been established 
leading directly west from this entry, leading to the southern façade of the house. The sheds and 
northern structures have been demolished by this time. Several trees around the house, particularly 
on the eastern side, have been removed. 

 

Figure 14. Hebe Farm, 1955. Source: LotSearch 

By 1982 several significant developments within Hebe Farm had occurred, some beyond the 
development footprint of the proposed works (Figure 17). A new shed has been constructed 
immediately south of the house, and a smaller shed to the east. A circular horse track has been 
established within the cleared area to the south. Two fenced pens, each with a shed or similar 
structure on the northern boundaries, were established to the east of the house, with a modern brick 
structure with livestock fencing on the eastern façade established. These new features remain extant. 
Few changes occurred throughout the 1980s and 1990s, although the 1994 aerial imagery shows the 
planting of new trees on the northern boundary of the entrance avenue and on the eastern side of the 
house. By 2000 trees are present on both sides of this entrance and have matured, creating a tree 
lined avenue (Figure 18). The circular horse track has been decommissioned and vegetation grown 
over. No significant structural changes throughout the site have occurred since 2000 and the property 
overall has largely grown over.  

Of note, the road easement can be seen on the 1978 and 1982 plans (Figure 16; Figure 17). It is 
covered by vegetation on the 2000 map (Figure 18). Some of the fencing within Hebe Farm – still 
extant- respects the alignment of the road easement (Section 4.0).  
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Figure 15. Detail of Hebe Cottage, 1955. Source: LotSearch 

 

Figure 16. Hebe Cottage, 1965. Source: LotSearch 
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Figure 17. Hebe Farm, 1978. Source: LotSearch 

 

Figure 18. Hebe Farm, 1982 aerial imagery. Source: LotSearch 
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Figure 19. Hebe Farm, 2000. Source: LotSearch 

3.4 Modern suburban development in Riverstone 

By the 1950s, the town of Riverstone on the eastern side of the railway line was well developed and 
suburban. Several grid-aligned streets were established and many of the streets appear heavily 
developed. In the early 20th century there were several attempts to subdivide the study area, however 
available plans suggest that the lots were slow to sell and that few houses were constructed within 
the study area. Commercial buildings, including a hotel and bakery, were established on Windsor 
Road (now Garfield Road), with a small number of houses clustered around the railway station on the 
western side of the railway line. To the north of Windsor Road, the Riverstone Meatworks workers 
cottages were established. 

By the mid-1940s, some roads associated with the earlier subdivisions were established, including 
West Parade, Carlton Street, Creek Street and Denmark Road (Figure 19). The roads were not 
formalised or sealed at this time, largely appearing to be unsealed dirt roads. Denmark Road was not 
fully established down to Eastern Creek at this stage. A circular track is present in the current location 
of Riverstone Park, to the immediate south of Garfield Road West, although no structures are 
present. The use of the track at this time is uncertain, with two circular tracks present and no 
additional visible features such as goalposts or cricket pitches visible. Several houses were 
established on West Parade north of the study area, and six or seven appear on Creek Street. There 
are four houses present on Denmark Road, including extant numbers 7, 15 and 10. The houses at 55 
Garfield Road West, and the set of four houses on the northern side of Garfield Road West are also 
present at this time. These northern houses retain their c. 1947 driveways, except for the easternmost 
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house. Small sheds are present in the rear yards, although no additional features are present in the 
front yards, such as garden walls or fences.  

The 1955 aerial imagery of these houses includes what may be a low wall in the front of the central 
two properties. More houses have been developed on the eastern side of Denmark Road at this time, 
although the road still appears to be an informal dirt track. Creek Street, located to the east, appears 
to have been sealed. New housing has been constructed along Trevithick Street (which remains 
informal), West Parade and Creek Street. A community building was constructed at the western side 
of the sports field at this time. 

 

Figure 20. The study area (north), 1947. Source: Department of Lands 

During the 1960s and 1970s additional houses and structures were built throughout the study area 
and the track at Riverstone Park appears to have been sealed or formalised. West Parade between 
Garfield Road and Trevithick Street was almost entirely built by the mid-1960s (Figure 20). A 
secondary building, fronting Garfield Road was established north of the sports field, with a secondary 
structure at the rear. Between 1965 and 1970 the Paceway and Pacer Street were established 
beyond the study area to the west (Figure 21). In 1982 the Paceway was enlarged and expanded to 
the north. The track at Riverstone Park was decommissioned and the area steadily became grassed 
throughout the 1980s. At the northeast portion of the part two tennis courts were constructed by 1982. 
Denmark Road was partially expanded south in the early 1990s, however was not enlarged to its 
current form until 1994. By 2000 the final houses in the study area were constructed and the roads 
were partially sealed (Figure 22). 
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Figure 21. The study area, 1961. Source: LotSearch 
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Figure 22. The study area, 1970. Source: LotSearch 
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Figure 23. The study area, 2000. Source: LotSearch 
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4.0 PHYSICAL CONTEXT 

4.1 Overview 

This section provides a description of the study area and the findings from a site inspection 
undertaken of the study area.    

4.2 Site inspection  

A site inspection of the study area was undertaken by Sarah Hawkins (Heritage Consultant) and Dr 
Hana Lewis (Senior Heritage Consultant) of Artefact Heritage on 23 July 2020. The inspections were 
undertaken on foot and a photographic record of the study area was compiled. The main objectives of 
the site inspection were: 

• To gain a preliminary understanding of the intactness of the study area 

• Identify areas of potential historical archaeological remains 

• Assess the nature of and potential impacts to any built heritage items 

• Assess curtilage of Hebe Farm/works in terms of heritage values etc.  

• Determine if any potential heritage items, views, or settings may require further consideration. 

4.2.1 Northern study area (Garfield Road West to West Parade) 

The northern portion of the study area comprises Denmark Road, Trevithick Road, sections of 
Garfield Road West, Carlton Street and West Parade, as well as several property plots without 
houses or road access. The existing roads serve residential zones, the property plots of which 

form the border of much of the northern study area (see Figure 1;Figure 24 to  

Figure 29).  

During the site inspection some inter-war (c. 1914–1945) and post-war (post-1945) styled houses 
were observed adjacent to the road corridor between Garfield Road West and West Parade. 
Examples include inter-war housing on the north side of Garfield Road West and a cottage at 7 
Denmark Road which demonstrates some characteristics of the 20th century Arts and Crafts 
architectural style. However, the cottage has been heavily modified.   

Figure 24. Native tree plantings along 
Denmark Road (south facing) 

Figure 25. Unsealed section of Denmark Road 
(south facing) 
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Figure 26. Section of proposed new link road 
between Denmark Road & Carlton Street 
(southeast facing) 

Figure 27. Section of proposed new link road 
between Denmark Road & Carlton Street 
(southwest facing) 

  
 
Figure 28. Carlton Street (south facing) 

 
Figure 29. Trevithick Street (east facing) 

  
 

Some of the properties have timber post-and-rail fencing, reflecting the rural and farming history of 
the area and contributing to the setting. Native plantings were observed along the north-eastern side 
of Denmark Road, contributing to the setting of the area. The date of the trees is unknown, however 
they are not large which may suggest that they are not particularly old. Denmark Road is partially 
sealed in the north and unsealed to the south.  

There are no views to Riverstone Railway Station Group and Residence (SHR # 01237) from the 
study area. Along the railway line which parallels West Parade and forms the eastern border of the 
study area, a large machine pressed culvert of possible early 20th century date is situated beneath the 
railway and opposite Trevithick Street.    

4.2.2 Southern study area (Hebe Farm and road easement)  

The southern portion of the study area overlaps with the Hebe Farm heritage item (Figure 30 to 
Error! Reference source not found.). The study area is situated within a designated road easement. 
To the west of the road easement is Lot 1 DP 527115 in which Hebe Farm is situated (Figure 1). The 
east of the road easement is the rail corridor, the boundary of which is generally delineated by a six 
foot high fence. The heritage curtilage for Hebe Farm (SEPP 2006) includes the road easement, as 
these were formally part of the same property. The road easement was accessed from the south from 
Bridge Street, Riverstone. The road easement acts as an informal driveway for vehicle access into 
Lot 1 DP 527115.  

The road easement is generally overgrown and generally not clearly delineated from adjacent Lot 1 
DP 527115. Along the eastern boundary of the road easement a number of eucalyptus and she-oak 
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trees are established along the boundary with the rail corridor. To the east outside the study area, the 
rail corridor rises to form an elevated embankment on which the rail line is situated. A brick culvert of 
later 19th century/early 20th century date was observed at the base of the embankment within the rail 
corridor. Closer inspection of the culvert was not possible due to its location within the active rail 
corridor. The approximate coordinates for the brick culvert are MGA 56H 0302179m E 6270198m S. 
The culvert was designed in an arched barrel-vault design style with headers at the façade.  

The cadastral boundary between the road easement and Lot 1 DP 527115 was generally overgrown 
with dense vegetation with no clear/consistent delineation of the property boundary. Some metal 
paddock fencing was observed in one area which would likely represent the cadastral boundary. 
However, the boundary was otherwise unclear and not obviously formalised.  

Observations within Lot 1 DP 527115 

An avenue/former entrance way to Hebe Farm branches off the road easement into Lot 1 DP 527115. 
The former entrance way is location outside the study area. The former entrance way is delineated by 
an extensive range of decorative plantings. While some understorey vegetation was present, the 
former gravel surface of the driveway was evident in some areas. Fragmented coarse terracotta, 
potentially tiles, were located on the surface. On the southern side of the entrance way amongst the 
plantings, several timber posts associated with former fencing were observed. The posts are 
approximately 1.5m in height and spaced approximately 2m apart. No horizontal timber rails or wires 
were present. 

To the north of the entrance way within Lot 1 DP 527115, metal paddock fencing dating to the late 
20th century was present running parallel to the avenue and respecting the alignment of the road 
easement. This indicates formalisation of the road easement boundary by the latest phase of Hebe 
Farm. Several late 20th century structures were also extant, just beyond the western limit of the study 
area/road easement, including a bricked farm building with livestock enclosures at the eastern side. 
Two enclosures were present to the west, each containing a smaller corrugated metal shed structure 
at the northern boundary.  

Further to the west of the study area and the above structures is situated Hebe Cottage. There is 
limited visibility of the cottage from within the study area, from any direction, due to dense vegetation 
and tall plantings which shield the cottage. Tall grasses, including within the study area, currently 
block safe access by foot to Hebe Cottage. Given this, the cottage was only visible from limited areas 
within the study area, or elsewhere on the Hebe Farm property. Where visible, only small portions of 
the roof or chimney were sighted. To the north, the study area and surrounds was also heavily 
overgrown and the Hebe Farm property was accessed via a dirt track which led southwest from the 
southern end of West Parade. This area had been used recently as a dump site, with modern 
(potentially 1970s/80s) tiles, roofing and plastics present in the exposures and within vegetation. 
From the end of the dirt track – just beyond the bounds of the study area and the road easement to 
the west– there was a semi-clear view to Hebe Cottage. 
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Figure 30. Proposed works location in 
southern study area (north facing) 

 

Figure 31. Tree lined avenue, looking west 
from within study area (west facing) 

  
 

Figure 32. 20th century outbuilding & fencing, 
looking west from within the study area (west 
facing) 

Figure 33. View towards Hebe Cottage, which 
is predominantly concealed by vegetation. 
Taken from the western boundary of the study 
area (west facing) 

  
 
Figure 34. Brick culvert of later 19th century 
date and drainage channel, located beneath 
the railway line on the eastern boundary of 
the study area (east facing) 
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4.3 Findings from the site inspection 

The following was concluded from the site inspection:   

• With the exception of Hebe Farm, no listed or unlisted heritage items or archaeological sites 

were identified in the study area. 

• Views to Hebe Cottage would not currently be affected by the proposed works due to the 

overgrown vegetation and tall trees which shield it. However, the views to and from the 

cottage within the study area would likely change if the overgrown vegetation was removed. 

• The brick culvert of later 19th century date, situated beneath the railway outside the eastern 

boundary of the study area, is an example of infrastructure associated with the railway line 

and Hebe Farm.  

• Native trees (possibly of 20th century date) are planted along the eastern side of Denmark 

Road, adding to the setting and forming part of the study area boundary here.  

• A c. early 20th century machine pressed brick culvert under the railway line, along the eastern 

boundary of the northern study area, was observed from Trevithick Street. It is a notable 

example of a component of the railway infrastructure in the Riverstone area.  
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5.0 ASSESSMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL POTENTIAL 

5.1 Overview 

This section discusses the potential for historical archaeological resources within the study area.  

5.2 Definition and approach 

Historical archaeological potential is defined as the potential of a study area/project site to contain 
historical archaeological relics, as classified under the Heritage Act. ‘Archaeological potential’ refers 
to the likelihood that an area contains physical remains associated with an earlier phase of 
occupation, activity or development. The physical remains within an area may vary in terms of 
intactness and/or survival integrity, for example due to (un)favourable environmental conditions or 
disturbance from subsequent development. The following grading of archaeological potential has 
guided the assessment of archaeological potential in this report44 (Table 2):   

Table 2. Grades of archaeological potential 

Grading of potential Assessment 

High Archaeological resource is known to exist and/or has strong potential 
for intactness/survival  

Moderate Reasonable potential for archaeological resource intactness/survival 

Low Limited potential for archaeological resource intactness/survival  

Nil No archaeological resource is anticipated 

 

The assessment of historical archaeological potential involves the identification of the land uses 
associated with a study area/project site, and the evaluation of how subsequent human and/or natural 
activity may have impacted the archaeological evidence of former land uses.  

In this report, the assessment of archaeological potential within the study area has implemented the 
following approaches:  

• Historical and cartographic background research (Section 3.0); 

• Site inspection findings (Section 4.0);  

• Identification and assessment of land uses within the study area (Section 5.3).  

5.3 Land uses  

The following historical land uses presented in Table 3 have been identified at the study area from 
historical background research (Section 3.0): 

  

 
44 NSW Heritage Office, 2009. Guidelines for the Preparation of Archaeological Management Plans, p. 31.  
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Table 3. Historical land use within the study area 

Phase and Dates Land use activity 

Phase 1: Riverstone Estate (1788-1859)  

Land granted to Mary Putland and Maurice 
O’Connell. No evidence of land clearance or 
associated activity throughout much of the study 
area during this Phase. 

Phase 2: Subdivisions (1859-c.1910)  

Study area subdivided by Andrew McCulloch. 
Northern portions subdivided and roads (including 
Denmark Road) established in c. 1881. 

Robert Dawson purchased land that overlaps with 
the southern portion of the study area and built 
Hebe Farm; including the cottage, likely 
outbuildings, and agricultural use. 

Phase 3: Suburbanisation (c.1910-present) 

Subdivisions and land sold, cadastral boundaries 
established and 20th century housing developed, 
some dating to the Inter-War and Post-War 
periods. Several buildings throughout study area 
demolished and others built during this phase. 
Sheds and other structures built and demolished in 
individual yards. 

Modern development within Hebe Farm (i.e. 
sheds, fences).  

5.3.1 Phase 1: Riverstone Estate (1788-1859) 

Phase 1 comprises the original land grant within the study area, which was the Riverstone Estate. 
The Riverstone Estate combined two adjacent land grants belonging to Maurice O’Connell and Mary 
Putland, totalling 3,500 acres. The 1842 surveyor plan by J. Musgrave shows two farms, a vineyard 
and associated structures within O’Connell’s land, however these are located outside of the study 
area. The study area at this stage was likely to have been uncleared and densely vegetated. There is 
no cartographic or historical documentation to suggest that there were structures built within the study 
area at this time.  

Informal land use, although considered unlikely, may have occurred within the study area at this time, 
such as some land clearance. Garfield Road (once Windsor Road) is aligned on the boundary of 
O’Connell’s two land grants, however it is unlikely that fencing would have been established within the 
study area to reflect the cadastral boundary.    

In the unlikely event of survival, archaeological remains associated with land clearing and 
boundary/enclosure demarcation in Phase 1 would be predominantly ephemeral and/or semi-
permanent in nature. Further, such evidence would most likely have been heavily truncated by ground 
disturbance from events including the establishment of Garfield Road, the Riverstone Meatworks, and 
the construction of housing. 

The archaeological potential for recovering remains associated with Phase 1 within the study area is 
assessed as nil.     
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5.3.2 Phase 2: Subdivisions (1859-c.1910) 

Northern study area (Garfield Road West to West Parade) 

During Phase 2, the study area formed part of several subdivisions and land sales within Riverstone. 
These subdivisions, although they were slow to sell, resulted in the formation of the existing cadastral 
boundaries and road alignments of Denmark Road, West Parade, Creek Street and Carlton Street. In 
association with the land sales, it is likely that early informal road alignments and surfaces would have 
been established. Land clearance may have occurred and timber fencing may have been constructed 
by auctioneers to reflect the new cadastral boundaries.  

If surviving, archaeological remains associated with Phase 2 could include evidence of land clearing 
(i.e. tree boles), fencing/boundary delineation (i.e. postholes) and former road surfaces or associated 
activity (i.e. road levelling layers). There is no written or illustrative evidence to suggest that features 
such as macadam or telford road surfaces, sandstone or brick kerbing, gutters or footpaths were 
established along the streets within the study area at this time. Archaeological remains of land 
clearance and boundary formalisation, such as tree boles and postholes, may be either ephemeral or 
semi-permanent in nature. Due to subsequent activity during Phase 3, which involved ground 
disturbance for housing development and agricultural land use, it is likely that some Phase 2 
archaeological evidence has been disturbed.  

The archaeological potential for recovering remains associated with Phase 2 in the northern portion of 
the study area is assessed as nil to low.  

Southern study area (Hebe Farm and road easement) 

At the southern extent of the study area, part of the Riverstone Estate was purchased by Robert 
Dawson in c. 1859 and Hebe Farm was established. Hebe Cottage was constructed in c. 1860 and 
several outbuildings and associated infrastructure would have been built, likely to the north of the 
cottage and outside the study area. These features may have included a scullery, privy and wells or 
cisterns. As written evidence states that the land was used for extensive and diverse crop growth, it is 
possible that additional agricultural outbuildings, such as sheds and granaries, were also present. The 
location of these structures from this phase is undocumented, however Victorian-era farm estates 
often situated outbuildings at the rear of the house and in proximity to the main dwelling. Therefore, it 
is possible that outbuildings such as external kitchens or privies would be within a 50m buffer of the 
main extant cottage and outside the study area.  

Deep cut features such as wells or privies are more likely to survive due to their depth below ground 
level. If such surviving features are located within proximity of Hebe Cottage as is considered likely, 
they would be situated outside of the footprint of the proposed works. However, the possibility of 
outlying cut features cannot be entirely discounted, particularly given the current overgrown nature of 
the property. Similarly, archaeological deposits/layers associated with occupation at Hebe Farm may 
be present in areas across the property, including the footprint of the proposed development. Such 
layers could contain ‘relics’ such as discarded artefacts and archaeobotanical remains associated 
with meals, which may provide further evidence of the activities undertaken at Hebe Farm and the 
foods/crops grown, supplementing available historical records. However, due to land disturbance 
associated with farming and livestock in the 20th century, it is unlikely that archaeobotanical remains 
and evidence of crop furrows and irrigation would be present in situ.      

There is also some potential for ‘works’ to be located within the study area as well elsewhere at Hebe 
Farm. The 1864 subdivision plan of Riverstone illustrated a bridge and culvert at the northeast 
boundary of Hebe Farm (Figure 7). A brick culvert was sighted during the site inspection beneath the 
railway line which may date to the establishment of the railway embankment in this location. However, 
it is unknown if the sighted culvert dates to c. 1864. The open cut drainage channel associated with 
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the culvert did not appear to be heavily modified immediately adjacent to the culvert and as such 
there may be archaeological potential for additional brick remains of the culvert and drainage channel 
to be present within the study area. Potential remains associated with the bridge, for example the 
remainder of a bridge access route within the study area, were not sighted during the site inspection, 
and the area may have been disturbed by the establishment of the railway corridor. However, the 
railway line adjacent to Hebe Farm is a raised ballast embankment as opposed to a cutting that could 
have resulted in significant disturbance, increasing the possibility of archaeological survival within 
Hebe Farm.  

The archaeological potential for recovering remains associated with Phase 2 in the southern portion 
of the study area, namely the development and use of Hebe Farm, is assessed as low to moderate.  

5.3.3 Phase 3: Suburbanisation and modern development (c.1910-present) 

Northern study area (Garfield Road West to West Parade) 

Riverstone town expanded from the early 20th century (Phase 3), however the study area– situated on 
the western side of the railway line to the town foci– was initially sparsely developed with few houses 
built on the subdivided plots. From the 1940s houses, commercial buildings, the Paceway and roads 
(some unsealed) were increasingly built within and surrounding the study area. Evidence associated 
with such recent development is limited in terms of archaeological significance, however may include 
activities such as alterations or demolition of retaining/garden walls, yard features or boundary/road 
demarcations.  

The archaeological potential for recovering remains associated with Phase 3 in the northern portion of 
the study area is assessed as nil to low.  

Southern study area (Hebe Farm and road easement) 

From the c. 1950s, development within Hebe Farm included the construction of various sheds, 
outbuildings, pens and property access routes. Some of this activity occurred within close proximity to 
the study area.  

The archaeological potential for recovering remains associated with Phase 3 in the southern portion 
of the study area is assessed as low.  

5.4 Assessment of archaeological potential 

The potential for historical archaeological resources to survive across the study area is assessed as 
ranging from nil to moderate (Figure 35; Table 4). 

Archaeological evidence associated with Phase 1 (1788-1859) is assessed as of nil potential across 
the study area. This is due to the character of the Riverstone Estate, which encompassed the study 
area and was largely uncleared bushland. No structures are apparent on maps within the study area 
at this time. Activity within the study area was likely limited to isolated instances of land clearing and 
perhaps some boundary demarcation, such as fencing. Such archaeological evidence is likely to have 
been disturbed by subsequent activity within the study area.     
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Table 4. Archaeological potential within the study area by land use 

Phase Sections Potential archaeological remains Potential 

Phase 1 
Riverstone 
Estate (1788-
1859) 

All study area Land clearing activity (i.e. tree boles etc.); demarcation 
activity (i.e. fencing etc.) Nil  

Phase 2  
Subdivisions 
(1859-c.1910)  

North 
Land clearing activity (i.e. tree boles etc.); demarcation 
activity (i.e. fencing etc.); route/access activity (i.e. road 
levelling surfaces etc.) 

Nil to low 

South  
(Hebe Farm) 

Agriculture/cultivation activities (i.e. irrigation, drainage); 
railway-related features (i.e. culvert drainage channel 
etc.); occupation/domestic activities (i.e. artefact-yielding 
deposits, privies etc.) 

Low to 
moderate 

Phase 3 
Suburbanisation 
(c.1910-
present)  

North Occupational or domestic activities (i.e. yard features, 
access ways and demarcation etc.)  Nil to low 

South  
(Hebe Farm) 

Agriculture/cultivation activities (i.e. irrigation, drainage, 
pens, outbuildings etc.); route/access activity (i.e. path-
/track-way surfaces etc.)  

Low  

 

Archaeological evidence associated with Phase 2 (1859-c.1910) is assessed as of nil to low potential 
in the northern portion of the study area and low to moderate in the southern section (Hebe Farm). 
In the northern study area, the potential archaeological resource is characterised by land clearing, 
fencing/boundary delineation and perhaps road aligning/maintenance activities. Such evidence is 
likely to leave limited traces in the archaeological record, predominantly due to disturbance from 
Phase 3 activity. In the southern portion of the study area (Hebe Farm), limited 
development/disturbance has taken place on the Hebe Farm property since it was established, 
increasing the likelihood for archaeological survival.  

Of note are the brick culvert of later 19th century date and the open cut drainage channel sighted 
under the railway line on the eastern boundary of the study area/Hebe Farm during the site inspection 
(Section 4.0). The channel continues south into Hebe Farm and it is possible it was used and 
modified by Hebe Farm for activities ranging from irrigation and cultivation to a domestic water supply. 
No archaeological evidence of such activities could be ascertained during the site inspection, 
primarily due to overgrown vegetation that resulted in lack of access. However, the possibility of such 
activities and/or associated artefact-yielding occupation deposits surviving on site cannot be 
discounted. Such an archaeological resource may also provide a contemporaneous, tangible link 
between the development and use of the railway and the activities and functions of Hebe Farm, as 
the two most prominent entities within the landscape of the study area and surrounds. Other 
archaeological evidence associated with the occupation of Hebe Farm is likely to have been focused 
in proximity to Hebe Cottage and therefore outside of the proposed development footprint. Given this, 
the Phase 2 archaeological resource at Hebe Farm is assessed as low to moderate.  

Archaeological evidence associated with Phase 3 (c.1910-present) is assessed as of nil to low 
potential in the northern section of the study area and as low in the southern portion (Hebe Farm). 
Archaeology in the northern portion of the study area is a limited resource in terms of character and 
significance, which may yield minimal evidence pertaining to domestic, commercial and/or road 
activity in the area. In the southern study area at Hebe Farm and the road easement, the 
archaeological resource may pertain to activity associated with the range of outbuildings, enclosures 
and access routes which were established on site during Phase 3, particularly within the footprint of 
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the proposed works. A continued association between the railway line and the activities of Hebe Farm 
may also be established, for example from the positioning/alignment of features and deposits and the 
possible uninterrupted use of the drainage channel.   

 

Figure 35. Archaeological potential within the study area  
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6.0 ASSESSMENT OF HERITAGE SIGNIFICANCE 

6.1 Overview 

This section assesses the heritage significance of the study area, by historical land use and listed 
items, in terms of archaeological, research and cultural potential (Section 5.0).  

6.2 Definition and approach 

Heritage items and a potential archaeological resource should be managed in terms of significance. 
Determining heritage and archaeological significance is undertaken by utilising a system of 
assessment centred on the Burra Charter (Australia ICOMOS 2013). The principles of the charter are 
relevant to the assessment, conservation and management of sites and relics. The assessment of 
heritage significance is outlined through legislation in the Heritage Act 1977 and implemented through 
the NSW Heritage Manual, the Archaeological Assessment Guidelines (1996)45 and Assessing 
Significance for Historical Archaeological Sites and ‘Relics’ (2009).46          

Section 4(1) of the Heritage Act 1977 (as amended 2009) defines '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. 

If an item meets one of the seven heritage criteria, and retains the integrity of its key attributes, it can 
be considered to have heritage significance (Table 5). The significance of an item or potential 
archaeological site can then be assessed as being of local or State significance. The following 
definitions have been provided by the NSW Heritage Office: 47              

‘State heritage significance’ – in relation to a place, building, work, relic, moveable object or precinct, 
means significance to the State in relation to the historical, scientific, cultural, social, archaeological, 
architectural, natural or aesthetic value of the item.  

‘Local heritage significance’ – in relation to a place, building, work, relic, moveable objector precinct, 
means significance to an area in relation to the historical, scientific, cultural, social, archaeological, 
architectural, natural or aesthetic value of the item. 

If a potential archaeological resource does not reach the local or State significance threshold, then it 
is not classified as a ‘relic’ under the Heritage Act.   

Archaeological research potential is distinct from archaeological potential (Section 5.0). Consideration 
of archaeological research potential is also required when undertaking a significance assessment of 
an historical archaeological site. In Assessing the Research Significance of Historic Sites (1984), 
Bickford and Sullivan developed three questions to gage significance:48  

 
45 NSW Heritage Office, 1996. NSW Heritage Manual, the Archaeological Assessment Guidelines, p. 25-27. 
46 NSW Heritage Office, 2009. Assessing Significance for Historical Archaeological Sites and ‘Relics’.  
47 NSW Heritage Office, 2009. Assessing Significance for Historical Archaeological Sites and ‘Relics’, p. 6. 
48 Bickford, A. & S. Sullivan, 1984. Assessing the Research Significance of Historic Sites. In: Sullivan S. & S. 
Bowdler (eds.) Site Surveys and Significance Assessment in Australian Archaeology (Proceedings of the 1981 
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• Can the site contribute knowledge that no other site can?  

• Can the site contribute knowledge that no other resource can?  

• Is this knowledge relevant to general questions about human history or other substantive 

questions relating to Australian history, or does it contribute to other major research questions?  

The more recent NSW Heritage guidelines mentioned above, Assessing Significance for Historical 
Archaeological Sites and ‘Relics’49, call for broader consideration of multiple values of archaeological 
sites beyond their research potential. This report implements both above approaches.   

Table 5. NSW Heritage Assessment Criteria 

Criteria Description 

A – Historical Significance An item is important in the course or pattern of the local area’s 
cultural or natural history. 

B – Associative Significance 
An item has strong or special associations with the life or works of 
a person, or group of persons, of importance in the local area’s 
cultural or natural history. 

C – Aesthetic or Technical 
Significance 

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

D – Social Significance 
An item has strong or special association with a particular 
community or cultural group in the local area for social, cultural or 
spiritual reasons. 

E – Research Potential An item has potential to yield information that will contribute to an 
understanding of the local area’s cultural or natural history. 

F – Rarity An item possesses uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of the 
local area’s cultural or natural history. 

G – Representativeness 
An item is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics 
of a class of NSW’s cultural or natural places of cultural or natural 
environments (or the cultural or natural history of the local area). 

6.3 Assessment of significance  

The heritage significance of the potential historical archaeological resource of the study area is 
assessed below by land use period and by listed item.  

6.3.1 Land uses 

The archaeological potential of the study area has been assessed as ranging from nil to moderate 
(Section 5.0). The heritage significance of the potential historical archaeological resource of the study 
area is assessed below by land use period. 

 
Springwood Conference on Australian Prehistory), Department of Prehistory, Research School of Pacific Studies, 
The Australian National University, Canberra, p. 23–24. 
49 NSW Heritage Office, 2009. Assessing Significance for Historical Archaeological Sites and ‘Relics’. 
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6.3.1.1 Phase 1: Riverstone Estate (1788-1859) 
The Riverstone Estate encompassed the study area, which remained uncleared and densely 
vegetated during this period. Isolated occurrences of land clearing or boundary/enclosure 
demarcation may have taken place. Archaeological evidence of such activities would be 
predominantly ephemeral and/or semi-permanent. However, it is highly likely that such evidence 
would have either been disturbed or removed entirely by subsequent activity. Therefore, the potential 
archaeological resource of Phase 1 has been assessed as nil (Section 5.3.1). If surviving, the Phase 
1 archaeological resource would not contribute nor expand current understanding of the study area or 
surrounds.  

Archaeological Phase 1 of the study area does not meet the threshold for local or State significance.  

6.3.1.2 Phase 2: Subdivisions (1859-c.1910) 
Northern study area (Garfield Road West to West Parade) 

During Phase 2, the northern study area was subject to land clearing as property subdivisions were 
created and the road alignments of Denmark Road, West Parade, Creek Street and Carlton Street 
were laid out. Archaeological evidence may relate to land clearing, property demarcation and road 
development activities. However, the resource is likely to have been considerably disturbed by Phase 
3 activity. The archaeological potential of the period is therefore assessed as nil to low (Section 
5.3.2). If surviving, the Phase 2 archaeological resource would not add to existing knowledge of the 
study area or surrounds.  

Archaeological Phase 2 in the northern study area does not meet the threshold for local or State 
significance. 

Southern study area (Hebe Farm and road easement) 

Hebe Farm was established in c. 1859 in the southern portion of the study area, on lands of the 
former Riverstone Estate. Hebe Cottage and the property are an example of Victorian era homestead 
domestic occupation and farming within rural NSW. Hebe Farm was also contemporary with the 
construction of the railway line to Riverstone, which borders the property to the west and was an 
important development and impetus for growth in the area. The potential archaeological resource is 
assessed as low to moderate, primarily given the lack of subsequent development at Hebe Farm 
(Section 5.3.2). If surviving, Phase 2 archaeological evidence may provide information on the daily 
living and working operations of Hebe Farm, supplementing current knowledge of the property.    

Archaeological Phase 2 in the southern study area may reach the threshold of local significance in 
terms of either/all: Historical Significance (criterion A); Associative Significance (criterion B); Aesthetic 
or Technical Significance (criterion C); Research Potential (criterion E); or Representativeness 
(criterion G) (Table 5). Meeting any of the thresholds will be largely dependent upon the ‘integrity’ and 
‘intactness’ of the archaeological resource. The degree of archaeological survival can impact the 
ability to interpret the archaeological record. This has a bearing on the significance of the 
archaeological resource to yield valuable and new information for interpretation. The significance of 
Hebe Farm is discussed further in Section 6.3.2. 

6.3.1.3 Phase 3: Suburbanisation and modern development (c.1910-present) 
 

Northern study area (Garfield Road West to West Parade) 

Riverstone town expanded and suburbanised from the early 20th century, with the study area and 
surrounds increasingly developed by housing, commercial premises and road improvements. If 
identified, the Phase 3 archaeological resource associated with such later development, which is 
assessed as of nil to low potential, would not contribute nor expand current understanding of the 
northern study area or surrounds (Section 5.3.3). 
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Archaeological Phase 3 in the northern study area does not meet the threshold for local or State 
significance. 

Southern study area (Hebe Farm and road easement) 

Occupation of Hebe Farm continued as Riverstone developed. During Phase 3, activity at the 
property, and partially within the study area, included the construction of pens, outbuildings/sheds and 
routes such as a tree lined avenue. The potential archaeological resource is assessed as low to 
moderate and may contribute to understanding of the character and functions of Hebe Farm at this 
time (Section 5.3.3). 

Archaeological Phase 3 in the southern study area would not meet the threshold for local or State 
significance, primarily given the recent dates of the occupation phase. The significance of Hebe Farm 
is discussed further in Section 6.3.2. 

6.3.2 Listed Heritage Item 

One listed item is situated within the study area, discussed below.   

6.3.2.1 Hebe Farm  
Hebe Farm is currently administered under the Sydney Region Growth Centres (Schofield) SEPP, 
listed on the Regional Environmental Plan (Section 2.6).  

Hebe Farm currently retains a page on the Heritage NSW website:  

https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=1140071 

The listing states that Hebe Farm is: 

A fine example of a late colonial country homestead. It was built by the Dawson 
family, some of whose members worked at the iron foundry on Cockatoo Island 
(probably where the iron columns on Hebe Farm were made) and was later the 
residence of their relatives, the Bliss family. Robert Dawson was involved in the 
first Iron foundry at Sydney Cove. 

The physical and historical descriptions record Hebe Farm as:  

A small late colonial style house constructed of dark brown and orange speckled 
brickwork, laid in slightly inconsistent English bond. It has a hipped corrugated iron 
main roof structure and verandah roof on three sides supported by open cast iron 
columns. The verandahs have their original spiked gutters, iron lace, cast iron 
columns and timber framed floors. The French windows on either side of the 
central door have delicate margin bars, small paned glass and louvered shutters. 

Hebe Farm is considered of local significance for a range of heritage values (Table 6). In terms of the 
Heritage Council for NSW Historical Themes50, it is noted on the Heritage NSW webpage that Hebe 
Farm is considered of local significance particularly for farm-related activities such as cultivation and 
agriculture.   

 
50 NSW Heritage Office, 2001. New South Wales Historical Themes. 
https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/resources/heritagebranch/heritage/themes2006.pdf 

https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=1140071
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Table 6. Significance assessment of Hebe Farm 

Criteria Description 

A – Historical Significance 

Hebe Farm Cottage has historical significance to The Schofields 
area as one of the older farm cottages, dating from the early 
Victorian era. The cottage also has significance as the home of 
the one family for an extended period of at least 80 years. 
 
Hebe Farm has significance at a local level under this 
criterion.  

B – Associative Significance 

Hebe Farm Cottage is associated with Robert Dawson who was 
involved in the earliest Steel making in the Colony. This is 
represented in the Steel work within the building. 
 
Hebe Farm has significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

C – Aesthetic or Technical 
Significance 

Hebe Farm Cottage demonstrates a high quality of detail, for a 
farm cottage reflecting the early Victorian aesthetic sensibilities 
and skills of the owners who were blacksmiths and foundry 
workers. This is reflected in the ironwork and filigree to the 
verandahs as well as the fireplaces. Interiors and Exteriors are 
significant in reflecting the early Victorian brick cottages styling. 
 
Hebe Farm has significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

D – Social Significance 

Hebe Farm does not have a strong or special association with a 
particular community or cultural group.  
 
Hebe Farm does not meet the threshold of significance 
under this criterion.   

E – Research Potential 

The farm grounds of Hebe Farm. Due to occupation and use 
from 1814 as part of a pastoral grant and then more intensely 
from 1872 as a farm homestead and small family farm, has the 
potential to reveal archaeological and garden remains from the 
early Victorian era onwards. 
 
Hebe Farm has significance at a local level under this 
criterion.  
 

F – Rarity 

Hebe Farm does not possess uncommon or rare aspects of the 
local area’s or NSW’s cultural history. 
  
Hebe Farm does not meet the threshold of significance 
under this criterion.   
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Criteria Description 

G – Representativeness 

Hebe Farm is representative of the second wave of early 
Victorian development in the Riverstone Area when the larger 
land grants were subdivided and developed into smaller 
farmlets. 
 
Hebe Farm has significance at a local level under this 
criterion. 

6.4 Statement of significance  

The southern section of the study area comprises Hebe Farm, which is considered of local 
significance for a range of heritage values. No portion of the northern section of the study area has 
been assessed as likely to meet the threshold of either local or State heritage significance.   

During Phase 1, the whole study area comprised the Riverstone Estate (1788-1859) and the land 
remained predominantly uncleared and densely vegetated. This period within the study area does not 
meet the threshold for local or State significance. 

During Phase 2 (1859-c.1910) and Phase 3 (c.1910-present), the northern study area was 
subdivided, sold and a road network was established. Houses, commercial buildings and the 
Paceway were established as Riverstone developed. Phases 2 and 3 in the northern study area are 
not considered to meet the threshold of local or State significance. 

In the southern study area, Hebe Farm was established at the beginning of Phase 2 and the property 
remained in use well into Phase 3. The heritage significance of Hebe Farm, at a local level, is 
manifold. It is a surviving example of a Victorian era property and farm in rural NSW (i.e. Historical 
Significance– criterion A; Representativeness– criterion G). The foundation of Hebe Farm is 
associated with an identified steelmaker of the Colonial period, Robert Dawson (Associative 
Significance– criterion B). Hebe Cottage, the property grounds and the road easement are largely 
intact, preserving the heritage setting as well as building fabric, structural integrity and a potential 
archaeological resource which may include ‘works’ as well as possible ‘relics’ (i.e. Aesthetic or 
Technical Significance– criterion C). Hebe Farm was also contemporary with the construction of the 
railway line to Riverstone, which borders the property to the west and was an important development 
and impetus for growth in the area. The potential archaeological resource at Hebe Farm is assessed 
as low to moderate and may expand current understanding of the property (i.e. Research Potential– 
criterion E).   
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7.0 IMPACT STATEMENT 

7.1 Overview 

This section assesses the heritage impact of the proposed works at the study area.  

Within this approach, the objective of a SoHI is to evaluate and explain how the proposed work, 
rehabilitation or land use change will affect the heritage value of the subject site and/or place. A SoHI 
should also address how the heritage value of the site/place can be conserved or maintained, or 
preferably enhanced by the proposed work. 

7.2 Project development 

Based on options evaluation for the project undertaken in 2015, three preferred corridor options were 
identified. A preferred corridor was then selected following analysis of advantages and 
disadvantages. The process undertaken to identify the preferred corridor is outlined in Section 2.4.1 
of the project REF.  

None of the preferred options were able to avoid the Hebe Farm heritage curtilage. Option A, 
considered to be the option with the lowest impact to heritage values, was the first option to be 
discarded as it would not adequately address the proposal objectives. Option A would still have 
resulted in some heritage impact.  

The Denmark Road corridor option (Option B) was selected as the preferred corridor as it would:  

• Reduce congestion and delays that are currently being experienced on Garfield Road East 

and Garfield Road West caused by the Richmond railway line level crossing in the Riverstone 

town centre 

• Provide a straight alignment for the link road with appropriate intersections that would provide 

local motorists with a good alternative to Garfield Road 

• Minimise operational environmental and social impacts by avoiding the most populated areas 

including Riverstone Park (an area of playing fields), while also reducing property acquisition 

and severance 

• Provide a preferential outcome that minimises ecological, land use and flood effects 

• Support the short-term need to reduce traffic congestion in the area, while providing a link 

road that would be consistent with long-term road network 

• Provide a traffic calming outcome due to the inclusion of additional intersections forcing traffic 

to slow down. 

7.3 Proposed works 

The proposed work involves the development of a local link road connection between Riverstone and 
Schofields, Sydney NSW (Figure 2). The Denmark Link Road would provide a connection from 
Garfield Road West at Riverstone via the Denmark Road intersection to West Parade. West Parade 
would be extended to the Westminster Street bridge at Schofields. The project would connect to the 
traffic lights operating at the Westminster Street and Railway Terrace intersection. 
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The Denmark Link Road project forms part of the Riverstone Traffic Improvements Package (three 
projects in total) which would provide a light vehicle bypass route around the existing rail level 
crossing in Riverstone. This package of work has been identified as part of short term works until a 
grade separation of the level crossing can be completed (20+ years). This project is being undertaken 
with the cooperation of Blacktown City Council through a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) as 
the light vehicle bypass utilises the local road network until the long term upgrade project is complete. 

Key features of the proposal include: 

• Two lane local road 

• A new right-turn bay along Garfield Road 

• West for traffic waiting to enter Denmark Road at Riverstone 

• Improvements to the existing Denmark Road 

• A new link road between Denmark Road and Carlton Street 

• A new intersection at Carlton Street 

• Extension of West Parade to connect near the Westminster Street Bridge at Schofields. 

The general construction activities for the proposal are identified as: 

• Installation of environmental controls including erosion and sediment controls 

• Site establishment including establishment of compound and stockpile sites 

• Removal of ground cover and trimming/removal of vegetation 

• Cleaning and shaping of existing table drains 

• Culvert extension and installation works 

• Pavement and drainage constructions 

• Site clean-up and rehabilitation of disturbed areas 

• Potential reinstatement of private accesses 

• Signage upgrades and improvements to pavement superelevation 

• Acquisition of land adjacent to proposed road 

• Installation of new street lighting 

• Potential minor utility adjustments.  

7.4 Assessment of heritage impact  

7.4.1 Northern study area (Garfield Road West to West Parade) 

The proposed work in the northern study area will involve some improvements and modifications to 
the existing road networks as well as subsurface excavations, notably for the construction of a new 
link road (between Denmark Road and Carlton Street) and a new intersection (Carlton Street).  

In terms of the impact of this work, the archaeological and heritage values of the northern study area 
are not considered to meet the threshold of local or State significance, and therefore the impacts are 
considered overall as negligible. The only consideration of note is the trees planted in alignment along 
the eastern side of Denmark Road, which contribute to setting. However, the trees are native species 
of possibly 20th century date, which potentially mitigates their loss.  
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7.4.2 Southern study area (Hebe Farm and road easement) 

Hebe Farm comprises the southern section of the study area (Section 3.0). Hebe Farm is currently 
listed as a heritage item on the Sydney Region Growth Centres (Schofield) SEPP and has been 
assessed as of local significance against the Heritage Council of NSW criteria (Section 2.6; Section 
6.0).  

The proposed work would involve ground clearance and subsurface excavation, for the extension of 
West Parade, along the entire eastern boundary of Hebe Farm in a north-south direction. Potential 
heritage impacts to Hebe Farm from the proposed work have been assessed as presented below.   

7.4.2.1 Physical impacts 
• The proposed work, will reduce the existing heritage curtilage of Hebe Farm. The impact of 

this would be the reduction of undeveloped land around Hebe Cottage, the removal of all 

extant structures, features, archaeology and vegetation within the development footprint.   

• The proposed work would result in the removal of all existing structures and features within 

the development footprint. Within the study area, this includes c. 1980s farm/livestock fencing 

and part of the tree lined avenue which dates to the 1990s.  

• The proposed work would remove all surviving archaeological resources at Hebe Farm within 

the development footprint.  

• The proposed work is unlikely to directly impact the brick culvert situated beneath the railway 

line at Hebe Farm. However, special consideration should be taken to avoid damage to the 

structure during work and it should be preserved in situ.   

• The proposed work would not impact the fabric and integrity of Hebe Cottage, which is 

situated approximately 120 metres west of the proposed works.  

In summary, it is concluded that the proposed work would result in permanent direct impacts to the 
curtilage of Hebe Farm. The Hebe Farm curtilage is approximately 39987.181m sq. With an impact 
area from the proposed works of approximately 3286.357m sq., it is calculated that approximately 
8.22% of the Hebe Farm curtilage would be physically impacted (Figure 36).   

The proposed work is located within a road easement, and therefore is in keeping with the intended 
use of this portion of the Hebe Farm curtilage. However, the road easement through Hebe Farm has 
not previously been formalised through construction of fences or a paved surface, and the proposal 
will therefore result in the first clear delineation of this corridor. Overall, it is assessed the work would 
result in minor to moderate physical impacts to Hebe Farm through modification of the curtilage and 
formalisation of the road corridor within the listed curtilage of the item.  

The reduction of curtilage through construction of the road link will not result in direct impacts on the 
Cottage and the primary significance values of the listing. Therefore, the proposal is not likely to result 
in an overall reduction in significance for the Hebe Farm item.  

7.4.2.2 Visual impacts 
• The proposed work would not impact the current visual setting of Hebe Farm as the view of 

Hebe Cottage is shielded on all sides by overgrown vegetation and is set adjacent to Eastern 

Creek and approximately 120 metres from the study area. Only sections of the Cottage roof or 

chimney are visible from limited areas within the study area and property boundary. However, 

the vista would change and likely upgrade in significance if the clearing and removal of long 
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grasses, shrubs and tall trees around and leading up to the cottage was undertaken. In this 

case, although the road would not obscure views to/from Hebe Cottage, eastern views from 

the Cottage would take in the proposed new road and this would be at odds with the historic 

landscape and vista of the property. The proposed road would also result in a reduction to the 

heritage curtilage and therefore the size of undeveloped land around the Cottage. 

In summary, it is concluded that the proposed work will have a minor visual impact on Hebe Farm. 
The more significant elements of Hebe Farm, including the cottage, are screened by thick vegetation 
which limits views to and from the road corridor. If vegetation is trimmed in the future, which is likely, 
the cottage is situated a considerable distance from the road corridor (approximately 120 metres) and 
a number of mature trees and shrubs would likely reduce the visibility of the road. Overall, it is 
assessed that the proposed work would result in minor to moderate visual (indirect) impacts to Hebe 
Farm.  

 

  



Denmark Link Road Project 
Non-Aboriginal (Historical) Statement of Heritage Impact 

  Page 53 
 

 

Figure 36. Curtilage of Hebe Farm and impacts  
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7.5 Statement of Heritage Impact  

The proposed work involves the development of a local link road connection between Riverstone and 
Schofields. No listed or unlisted heritage items, or areas of archaeological potential have been 
identified in the northern portion of the study area. Proposed work in the southern portion of the study 
area include construction of a road through the eastern portion of the Hebe Farm curtilage. A 
Statement of Heritage Impact for Hebe Farm is provided in Table 7 below.  

Table 7. Statement of Heritage Impact 

Impact  Discussion 

What aspects of the 
proposal respect or enhance 
the heritage significance of 
the study area? 

The proposed works will not enhance the significance of Hebe Farm. However, 
the proposal will respect some of the key significance values of Hebe Farm, as 
the works will not result in direct impacts to Hebe Farm cottage or its immediate 
setting.  

What aspects of the 
proposal could have a 
detrimental impact on the 
heritage significance of the 
study area? 

The proposed works will reduce the heritage curtilage of Hebe Farm and remove 
all existing features, vegetation and archaeology within the development footprint.  
 
The proposal will result in a permanent and irreversible reduction of Hebe Farm’s 
curtilage and result in removal of any archaeological remains within the study 
area.  
 
This SoHI has identified that the majority of the project area has limited potential 
to contain an intact and significant archaeological resource. The portion of the 
study area within the curtilage of Hebe Farm has the potential to encounter 
archaeological remains of local significance during proposed works in the study 
area. A program of archaeological test excavation would refine this assessment 
and allow for any remains to be suitably managed prior to project excavation 
works commencing.  

Have more sympathetic 
options been considered 
and discounted? 

Several corridor options were considered for the project. None of these corridors 
were able to avoid Hebe Farm and adequately address proposal objectives.   

 

Northern study area (Garfield Road West to West Parade) 

The northern study area is not considered to reach the threshold of local or State significance. The 
only features of note are the native trees (possibly of 20th century date) planted in alignment along 
the eastern side of Denmark Road, which contribute to setting in this area and form part of the study 
area boundary. It is therefore considered that the overall impacts of the proposed work in the northern 
study area will be negligible. 

Southern study area (Hebe Farm and road easement) 

The southern study area comprises Hebe Farm, which is a listed heritage item on the Sydney Region 
Growth Centres (Schofield) SEPP and is considered an item of local significance.  

The proposed work in the southern study area would involve ground clearance and subsurface 
excavation along the entire eastern boundary of Hebe Farm, to accommodate the extension of West 
Parade.     

The proposed work would directly impact some of the heritage values of Hebe Farm. Within the 
development footprint, all existing features, vegetation and archaeology would be removed. However, 
the existing features within the study area (i.e. fencing and tree lined avenue) date to the later 20th 
century. This modern dating mitigates the impact of loss in terms of significance and setting. The 
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archaeological resource is an unknown quantum, which may date back to the c. mid-19th century and 
has the potential to produce new information concerning the occupation of Hebe Farm. Given this, an 
archaeological testing program involving trenches within the development footprint is recommended 
as a mitigation measure.  

Hebe Cottage is situated west of the proposed work and would not be physically disturbed. The 
heritage setting of the cottage will be preserved so long as the overgrown vegetation currently 
shielding it remains. It is therefore recommended that the vegetation surrounding Hebe Cottage is 
maintained in its current form as a mitigation measure. 

The later 19th century brick culvert sighted during the site inspection will not be directly impacted by 
the proposed development as it is position along the eastern boundary of the study area and beneath 
the railway. However, it is recommended as a mitigation measure that the proposal implements 
protection measures for the culvert for works undertaken in proximity to the structure, in case of 
indirect impacts such as vibrations etc. 
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Figure 37. Proposed works and impacts 
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7.6 Assessment of Proposal Against Management Policies 

The proposed works are assessed below against the relevant controls of the Schofields ISEPP 
(Section 2.6):51 

Control Response 

1. Development in the Schofields Precinct should 
consider the heritage items and items of local 
historical importance.  

Artefact has been engaged by the client to 
produce this SoHI, which assesses the Hebe 
Farm heritage item in terms of significance 
and impact of the proposed works. 
 

5. A Heritage Conservation Management Plan for 
Hebe Cottage will be required in accordance with the 
Growth Centres SEPP. This will need to 
accommodate any conservation issues associated 
with heritage conservation prior to Council granting 
consent for residential subdivision. 
 

The production of a CMP falls beyond the 
scope of a SoHI. This control has been 
included as a recommendation in this SoHI.   

 
51 NSW Department of Planning, Industry and Environment, Schedule Five– Schofields Precinct, Section 2.7, p. 
19  
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8.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

8.1 Overview  

This section presents the conclusions and advice which have been reached through the analysis and 
assessments presented in the preceding sections of the report.   

8.2 Conclusions  

This report concludes the following:   

• The study area encompasses Hebe Farm, a heritage item of local significance which is currently 

administered under the Sydney Region Growth Centres State Environment Planning Policy 

(Sydney Growth Centres SEPP), Schofields 

• No other listed heritage items or unlisted heritage items are located within the study area 

• A brick culvert of later 19th century date is located within the rail corridor and immediately adjacent 

to the study area 

• The archaeological potential of the study area is assessed as nil to low in the northern section 

(Garfield Road West to West Parade) and as low to moderate in the southern section (Hebe Farm) 

• The proposed work would directly impact some of the heritage values of Hebe Farm, located in 

the southern portion of the study area. Within the development footprint portion of Hebe Farm, all 

extant features, the tree lined avenue and former entrance to Hebe Farm, the vegetation along the 

railway corridor, as well as any surviving archaeological resource would be removed. 

8.3 Recommendations 

The following recommendations will aid in mitigating the heritage impact of the proposed works: 

• An archaeological testing program should be submitted as an Exception 1B under section 139(4) 

of the Heritage Act 1977 (Heritage Act). Test trenches should target zones of archaeological 

potential within the development footprint at Hebe Farm, notably the area bordering the brick 

culvert and drainage channel, which runs into the property. Archival recording of any ‘works’ 

uncovered should also be undertaken as part of the testing program. The Exception 1B application 

to Heritage NSW should be accompanied by a Work Method Statement. 

• Detailed design should consider the setting of Hebe Farm, including: 

• New plantings adjacent to the new road through Hebe Farm to mitigate removal of 

vegetation within the study area and interrupt view lines between the proposed Link 

Road and Hebe Farm Cottage 

• Consideration of design of the road batter facing Hebe Farm to be sympathetic to the 

visual setting of the heritage item, such as establishing shrubs and grasses across the 

road batter that are sympathetic to the vegetation communities extant within Hebe 

Farm that reflect its pastoral setting 
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• Where required, an arborist should be engaged to provide advice on impacts to root 

systems of any trees immediately adjacent to the study area within Lot 1 DP 527115 

• A Heritage Consultant should be engaged to provide heritage advice throughout 

future design stages for works within the listed curtilage of Hebe Farm. 

• Any changes to the footprint assessed in this report must be assessed in an additional Statement 

of Heritage Impact(s). 

• A Photographic Archival Recording must be prepared for the portion of Hebe Farm within the 

project footprint prior to impact. 

• Construction work measures should be devised and implemented to protect the brick culvert of 

later 19th century date that is located adjacent to the study area, including consideration of 

temporary fencing and vibration monitoring as necessary. 

• Transport for NSW’s Unexpected Heritage Finds Guideline should be implemented during works: 

https://www.transport.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017/unexpected-heritage-

finds-guideline-3tp-sd-115.pdf 

• Relics are protected under the Heritage Act 1977 and the Heritage Council of NSW should be 

notified in accordance with section 146 of the Heritage Act if relics are found. All human skeletal 

remains are statutorily protected.    

• If any Aboriginal objects not subject to a valid Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) are 

uncovered during works, all activities in the relevant area(s) should immediately cease and not 

recommence until appropriate approvals/guidance have been obtained. Heritage NSW should be 

notified in accordance with the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974.   

• The Hebe Farm LEP curtilage boundaries should be updated following completion of works.  

• State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) ISEPP consultation is required under Division 

1, Clause 14 of ISEPP 2007, Consultation with councils—development with impacts on local 

heritage.  

 

https://www.transport.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017/unexpected-heritage-finds-guideline-3tp-sd-115.pdf
https://www.transport.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/media/documents/2017/unexpected-heritage-finds-guideline-3tp-sd-115.pdf
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