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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

This report presents an Archaeological Management Plan (AMP) for the Hill End Historic Site, near 

Bathurst, Central West New South Wales. The AMP was commissioned and funded by Bathurst Regional 

Council, New South Wales. This AMP specifically details archaeological issues associated with the Village 

Precinct, in addition to the outlying cultural landscape and mining areas, not investigated in the previous 

Archaeological Landscape Management Plan (ALMP) prepared for the New South Wales National Parks 

and Wildlife Service (NPWS) (Long 2002). 

 

The study comprises a suit of documents containing the Main Report (Vol. 1) and three supplementary 

volumes outlining the results of the 2015 archaeological survey. A register of individual land blocks is 

presented in Volume 2 (Survey Results: Parcel Registers), which is itemised by description, built history 

and archaeological zoning. Similarly, archaeological features are itemised in Volume 3 (Survey Results: 

Archaeological Feature Register), presenting a register of archaeological features and sensitivity. Volume 

4 (Survey Results: Parcel Maps) contains individual maps of parcels within the study area, including aerial 

and result maps.  

 

The report (Vol. 1) presents background historical information, a review of built history in the Village 

Precinct and outlying areas, the results of the archaeological assessment, the Archaeological Zoning Plan 

(AZP), which identifies archaeological features and Potential Archaeological Deposits (PADs) across the 

Village Precinct and outlying areas, a statement of archaeological significance and a future research 

design. The final section presents a review of management considerations and outlines a process for 

archaeological impact assessment. In addition, recommendations for further research and proactive 

measures are presented. The methodology employed in preparing the AZP is presented as an Appendix. 

 

The AZP presents a broad characterisation of archaeological values across the Village Precinct and 

outlying areas according to archaeological sensitivity ratings (high, moderate, low and low-zero), applied 

to extant and former building sites. The AZP results are based on data collected utilising a Differential 

Global Position System (DGPS) device to record a high level of detail with regard to the precise location, 

condition and significance of PADs. However, as the intended property access was not granted in its 

entirety, it is also recommended that a greater level of resolution can be achieved through proactive 

investigation as part of the management planning process. The Clarke and Tambaroora Street frontages 

represent a precinct of outstanding archaeological significance (Precinct 1), which requires careful 

conservation management. The remainder of the study area (Precincts 2-4) was of overall moderate to 

zero archaeological sensitivity, though several outlying blocks of high potential sensitivity have been 

identified. 

 

The AMP is designed as a module to be used in conjunction with Long’s previous study (2002). A process 

for implementing management principles and policies for heritage conservation at Hill End has been 

provided, based on the significance of the archaeological record and the nature of proposed works or 

activities. 
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1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Preamble 

This report presents an Archaeological Management Plan (AMP) for the Hill End Historic Site (the 
‘Historic Site’), near Bathurst, Central West New South Wales (Figure 1). The AMP was commissioned and 
funded by Bathurst Regional Council, New South Wales (BRC) and managed by Janet Bingham (Manager 
Strategic Planning, BRC). 

The AMP specifically details archaeological issues associated with privately owned lands in the Village 
Precinct and the outlying cultural landscape, within the study area (RU5). This AMP also considers Crown 
Lands and areas not formally approached by the previous Archaeological Landscape Management Plan 
(ALMP), prepared for the New South Wales National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) (Long 2002). 

The project objectives were outlined in a brief circulated by BRC (Appendix 2), which were to produce 
the following outputs: 

• determine the key historic boundaries of settlement of Hill End (i.e. Archaeological Zoning Plan); 

• a thematic history of the settlement with a focus on physical history (i.e. Archaeology); 

• identify the relative likelihood and significance for archaeological resources;  

• recommendations as to the preferred method of development controls (i.e. Conservation polices 
and guidelines); and 

• identify sites that should be considered for future interpretation. 

1.2 Study Area  

Hill End is located approximately 300 km north west of Sydney, and 80 km north of Bathurst within the 
Bathurst Regional Council, formally Evans Shire Council, in Central West New South Wales (Figure 1). The 
village of Hill End loosely occupies the headwaters of an upland valley (AHD 850m), which drains a broad 
plateau overlooking the confluence of the Turon and Macquarie Rivers, as they carve a gorge-like course 
through an isolated section of the Central Tablelands. 

The township of Hill End and the former mining settlement of Tambaroora are contained within a 
discrete parcel of cleared and substantially modified land, isolated from other major settlement by an 
extensive tract of deeply dissected, forested hills, though outlying pastoral and agricultural properties 
are scattered throughout the wider hinterland. The modern township is essentially a contracted version 
of the township at its maximum extent (c. 1880), which has seen comparatively limited new 
development over the past century. The majority of the core township area is composed of 19th century 
structures, though a range of more recent outlying property developments are strung along the outlying 
roads to the north and south of the main streets. It is the high integrity of the architectural, 
archaeological and landscape values of the locale that give Hill End high heritage significance (Section 7). 
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Figure 1: Study area location 
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The Village Precinct is roughly defined as the area of the township covered by the Bathurst Regional 
Council Development Control Plan (DCP) for Hill End (BRC DCP 2014: Map No. 21 and 22).  

As the current study is an extension of Long’s investigations undertaken in 2002, this AMP examines the 
areas excluded by the previous report which includes outlying sections and portions of the Village, 
including areas characterised by mining, crown and private land. Road reserves and a small number of 
untitled allotments within this area have also been included in this study, these are considered 
collectively as general unit. The study area consists of a contiguous belt of Crown and private sections 
and portions, which contains the modern township and outlying areas of Hill End. This area includes a 
total of 189 titled blocks in total, with 155 privately owned by individuals and 38 by either government 
and/or private industry (Figure 2). For ease of understanding, the parcels within the study area are 
organised by unique Parcel Identifiers known as ALA Sites with a unique number (ALA ID), each 
corresponding to allotments within RU5 Village Zone under Bathurst Regional Local Environmental Plan 

(LEP), 2014 (Appendix 1).1 

The natural environment of Hill End township has been substantially modified through open gold mining 
methods, resulting in substantial gully and sheet erosion, particularly along former watercourses and 
steep, exposed hill slopes. There are comparatively few intact landforms in the Village Precinct, with 
much of the surrounding landscape dominated by spoil heaps and a combination of degraded and 
reinstated mining land surfaces.  

The underlying geology is dominated by folded sedimentary and metamorphic rocks of Silurian and 
Devonian Age (Chesleigh and Cookman Formations), punctuated by later basalt inclusions, such as Bald 
Hill, a steep dome-like formation which overlooks the western side of the township (Houghton et al 
1981: 13). 

A wide variety of soils are represented within the district, largely determined by the underlying geology 
and topography. Within the Village Precinct these primarily consist of red and yellow duplex soils of the 
Worcester and Peel series (Houghton et al 1981: 17). Both soils are susceptible to erosion given the high 
fine sand and silt component, though red duplex soils have a more stable, clay-based sub-soil. 

Extensive erosion has already occurred to these soils, resulting in considerable structural modification. 
Gullying is particularly prevalent along natural watercourses and on steep eminences, while slope wash 
has universally effected the upper slopes of the hills surrounding the township. Much of this material has 
been redeposited across the lower slopes, particularly where built landscape elements have acted as a 
sediment. Consequently, soils on the lower slopes should be viewed as younger and deeper than those 
on higher levels, originating in the period after open mining methods commenced (e.g. sluicing). 

The local vegetation structure consists primarily of regenerated dry schlerophyll forest dominated by 
brittle gum (E. mannifera) and red stringybark (E. macrorhyncha), with extensive exotic plantings and 
cleared land within the township area (Houghton et al 1981: 26). Much of the cleared area now consists 
of vacant land (mown by NPWS to reduce the potential fire hazard), subject to light grazing or garden 
landscaping.  

                                                           
1 See Appendix 1: Parcel Identifiers (ALA sites) for the complete list of Parcel Identifiers (ALA ID) and corresponding 
allotments. Please note that allotments referred to in this report are done so according to their ALA site numbers. 
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Figure 2: Study area (BRC Zone RU5)  
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1.3 Consultation 

Andrew Long + Associates (ALA) were commissioned by BRC to undertake non-invasive field assessments 
for all sites within those boundaries (excluding the majority of land owned/controlled by the National 
Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) – that is land zoned to E1 National Parks and Nature Reserves under 
Bathurst Regional LEP, 2014) to identify the relative likelihood and significance for archaeological 
resources. At the commencement of the study, community members of Hill End were invited to attend a 
consultation whereby Council and ALA outlined the scope of this AMP. The project was managed by 
Janet Bingham (Manager Strategic Planning) of BRC with Andrew Long as Project Manager for ALA.  

1.4 Research Design 

This study has consisted of two concurrent stages. The first involved the examination of historical 
documents (particularly GIS and map-based sources) to determine the pattern of built-heritage across 
the Village Precinct and the outlying areas of Hill End. This resulted in a sequence of georeferenced plans 
that illustrate the phases of built history for each block of land in the Village Precinct and outlying areas. 
This information was supplemented by textual sources, which assisted in identifying the nature of 
construction materials and other activities associated with the historic use of the location. 

This process has resulted in the production of a historical land register, which lists buildings and 
structures (or ‘Potential Archaeological Deposits’; [PADs]) identified through archival research on a title-
by-title (section and portion) basis (Volume 2: Table 1 and Table 2).  

Secondly, these plans were compared against the existing condition of the landscape to gauge the likely 
state of preservation of structures and deposits indicated by the documentary record. This process 
consisted of a physical analysis of the external areas of the precinct, including a separate photographic 
record, the measurement of varying levels of erosion and soil accumulation across the site and notation 
of the types of ground surface (e.g. asphalt, concrete and lawn), evidence of past impacts likely to affect 
sub-surface deposits (e.g. sluicing and gullying), and the position of existing buildings. 

A register of archaeological features identified during the field survey (Volume 3: Table 1) has been 
produced for comparison with the Parcel Register (Volume 2: Table 1 and Table 2). 

Collectively this process is termed ‘predictive modelling’, by which potential archaeological deposits can 
be identified through the comparison of a range of documentary sources and a simple field inspection, 
without recourse to costly and time consuming excavation techniques. A detailed overview of the 
methodology employed in the production of this predictive model or Archaeological Zoning Plan (AZP) is 
presented in Appendix 3.    

1.5 Report Structure 

This report presents an interactive product comprising the Archaeological Management Plan (Volume 1), 
three supplemental volumes of data (Volumes 2-4) and associated materials; 

 

Volume 1: A textual report outlining the project methodology, results and management implications, 
which is intended to act as a guide to the interactive components. 

The textual report consists of an introductory chapter (this Section), and chapters presenting: 

 Section 2 - a historical overview to the precinct; 

 Section 3 - an overview of the built history of the township; 

 Section 4 - the archaeological assessment and its results; 
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 Section 5 - the archaeological zoning plan; 

 Section 6 - an outline of the archaeological research framework for Hill End; 

 Section 7 - a statement of archaeological significance; 

 Section 8 - discussion of management considerations, policy and guidelines; and 

 Section 9 - an outline of implementation strategies and actions for the Historic Site. 

 

Volume 2: Survey Results: Parcel Registers - Tables, comprising: 

 Table 1: Parcel Description Register; 

 Table 2: Built History Register; and 

 Table 3: Parcel Archaeological Zoning Ratings Register.  

 

Volume 3: Survey Results: Archaeological Feature Register – Tables, Comprising: 

 Table 1: Archaeological Feature and Archaeological Sensitivity Rating Register. 

 

These above tables cross-refer to the plans in Volume 4 (see below). 

Volume 4: Survey Results: Parcel Maps 

Volume 4 is a single document containing individual parcel level plans within the study area, which 
comprise aerial, built history, Archaeological Feature and Archaeological Zoning result maps. The volume 
comprises two series of figures: 

 Figure 12: Archaeological Sensitivity and Archaeological Features by property parcel; and 

 Figure 13: Built History by property parcel. 

 

In addition, spatial data files containing the results of the AMP within RU5 Village Zone under Bathurst 
Regional LEP, 2014 accompany the report. This data represents the basic spatial data of the 
archaeological management plan, and allow the comparison of a range of landscape attributes, such as 
built history, landscape integrity, archaeological features and zoning. These files also present 
reproductions of historical mapping and collate data in which highlights built history on parcel basis.  

 

Individual layers presented for each property parcel are outlined in Volume 4 consist of: 

 A base layer, depicting property parcel boundaries; 

 An aerial photograph; 

 A Landscape Integrity layer; 

 An Archaeological Sensitivity layer; 

 A Built History layer, based on the following sources; 

o Buildings shapefile - unverified or supplemental data (NPWS); 

o Holterman photo map 1 (based on the Holterman Collection 1872); 

o Holterman photo map 2 (based on the Holterman Collection 1872); 

o Plan of Village of Hill End 1859 (Historical map); 
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o Plan of Village of Forbes2 1859 (Historical map); 

o Plan of Village of Hill End 1871 (Historical map); and 

o Hill End Map 1978 (NPWS) (Historical map); 

o Plan of Village of Hill End 1867-1880. 

Areas of potential archaeological deposits (PADs) are primarily indicated by the Archaeological Sensitivity 
ratings established for each property parcel and the Archaeological Features (AF) identified throughout 
the survey. These ratings take into Built History, Archaeological Imprint and Landscape Integrity to 
determine the likelihood of PADS. In some instances, AFs include sensitivity buffers, which approximate 
the extent of a given feature’s archaeological sensitivity. 

 

Individual layers presented in figures in overview maps also include: 

 An Archaeological Zoning Plan data - based on landscape integrity, built history and predicted 
archaeological imprint; 

 Extant Archaeological Features – based on known archaeological remains (features), extant 
buildings and topography; and 

 Significant Archaeological Precincts – based on Long’s (2002) previous research. 

1.6 Personnel  

This report has been produced by: 

 Andrew Long, Director, Andrew Long + Associates. 

 Paul Pepdjonovic, Project Manager, Andrew Long + Associates. 

1.7 Limitations 

The following presents the main limitations to the outcomes of this study, which require some discussion 
in order to qualify the effectiveness of the results. 

Firstly, the far-reaching scope of the project has required some rationalisation in order to produce to an 
effective and useful management document within the available timeline. This study should be 
considered a ‘broad-brush’ characterisation of the archaeological landscape at Hill End, which is limited 
in its ability to make definitive and accurate predictions regarding the distribution and significance of 
archaeological deposits for specific planning purposes. However, an Archaeological Zoning Plans (AZP) 
will aim to establish the relative Archaeological Sensitivity of different areas or zones within Hill End. The 
boundaries depicted in the AZP should be viewed as approximations only, and subject to full verification 
only after more detailed field assessment through test excavation or monitoring.  

Secondly, the quality and comprehensiveness of existing data on the site has not been optimum, despite 
the level of prior research into the history and archaeology of Hill End. Considerable time has been spent 
collecting and researching a basic level of documentation of this extensive and rich historical area, yet 
the information gathered is neither complete, nor fully validated. One problem in particular has 
stemmed from the lack of ‘methodological blueprint’ that could establish the extent and sources used in 
previous interpretations of the built history of the village. Furthermore, there was an especially low level 
of available information concerning the 20th century built history of the village (cf. 1900-1970), and the 
construction/demolition of buildings within this broad timeframe was largely a matter of conjecture. As 

                                                           
2  Prior to 1862, the Village of Hill End was originally known as the Village of Forbes  
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such, it is felt that there will be considerable information gaps that will need to be addressed upon 
conclusion of the study. 

Access limitations have also impacted upon the ability to retrieve archaeological data. A month prior to 
the archaeological investigations, Bathurst Regional Council sent owners/occupiers a request for access 
of private properties located within the study area (RU5). Consent for access was granted for a number 
of properties, however the study was limited to these areas. Where access was denied or not confirmed, 
basic non-intrusive observations were made from public spaces (e.g. street).  

Consequently, this report should be viewed as an all-encompassing, but basic and unrefined assessment 
of the archaeological landscape potential of the Village Precinct and outlying areas that highlights broad 
zones, with a level of accuracy achieved with the use of a handheld Differential Global Position System 
(DGPS). Whilst the data collected may not be considered definitive, the precise location, extent and 
significance of potential archaeological deposits has been recorded and interpreted. 

 

1.8 Definitions 

The following definitions have been adopted from the NSW Archaeological Assessment Guidelines 
(Heritage Office 1996a) with some modifications specific to this AMP. 

Archaeological Deposit – Accumulations of cultural material that result from human activity, including 
materials discarded during the use, occupation or abandonment of a building or activity site (see also 
potential archaeological deposit). 

Archaeological Feature (AF) – Any physical evidence of past human activity, including buildings, works, 
relics, structures, foundations, deposits, cultural landscapes and shipwrecks. 

Archaeological Impact Assessment – A conservation management process that determines the potential 
impact of proposed works or activities on the archaeological record, and develops a plan to mitigate the 
potential impact in accordance with the significance of the remains. 

Archaeological Imprint – The predicted nature of potential archaeological deposits based on their 
documented scale, duration and fabric. Archaeological imprint is rated from high (e.g. the remains of 
stone structures and earthworks) to moderate (e.g. timber structures) and low (ephemeral features, 
such as bark huts). 

Archaeological Management Plan (AMP) – A set of management provisions that apply to particular 
archaeological units or zones. These provisions are structured in the form of this report. 

Archaeological Landscape Management Plan (ALMP) – A set of management provisions that apply to 
particular archaeological units or zones. These units or zones are normally indicated graphically in an 
archaeological zoning plan. 

Archaeological Potential – The degree of physical evidence present on an archaeological site, usually 
assessed on the basis of physical evaluation and historical research. In this study, potential 
archaeological deposits have been identified through documentary research, and qualified by the 
predicted nature of the remains (archaeological imprint) and the environment in which they are situated 
(landscape integrity) to determine a single archaeological sensitivity rating. 

Archaeological Sensitivity – In this study, archaeological sensitivity is an overall rating of archaeological 
potential, based on a range of known and predicted factors (see archaeological potential). It is rated 
between High, Moderate, Low and Zero. 

Archaeological Significance – A category of significance referring to scientific value or ‘research 
potential’, that is, the ability to yield information through investigation. 
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Archaeological Zoning Plan (AZP) – A graphic plan of a place, which indicates the relative archaeological 
sensitivity of different areas or zones. Archaeological zoning plans are prepared by undertaking broad-
scale archaeological assessment of a large area. 

Archaeology – The study of the human past using material evidence. 

Artefacts – An object produced by human activity. In historical archaeology the term usually refers to 
small objects contained within archaeological deposits. The term may also encompass food or plant 
remains (ecofacts). 

Differential Global Positioning System (DGPS) – A handheld device, which utilises global positioning 
satellites to record spatial data, which is later, corrected (processed) to achieve a greater level of 
accuracy. 

Conservation Management Plan (CMP) – A document establishing the significance of a heritage item or 
a heritage conservation area and policies to retain that significance. It can include guidelines for 
additional development or maintenance associated with the heritage item or conservation area. 

Cultural Landscapes – Areas of land that display evidence of human activity or occupation. They include 
rural lands such as farms, villages and mining sites, as well as country towns, suburbs or urban centres. 

Development Control Plan (DCP) – A plan prepared by a local council to provide more detailed 
development controls and guidelines to accompany a Local Environmental Plan. Often used for heritage 
conservation areas. 

Heritage Approval – The process of acquiring consent to undertake works or activities to a heritage item, 
through a permit application or other process endorsed by the New South Wales Heritage Council. 

Historical Archaeology – The study of the human past using both material evidence and documentary 
sources. In Australia ‘historical archaeology’ excludes Aboriginal archaeology prior to non-indigenous 
occupation, but may include ‘contact’ sites. 

Landscape Integrity – The character of the land unit in which a potential archaeological deposit is 
located, which can significantly influence the obtrusiveness, preservation and significance of the remains. 

Local Environmental Plan (LEP) – A plan prepared by a local council under the Environmental Planning 
and Assessment Act 1979 and made by the Minister following public exhibition. Regulates the carrying 
out of development in a particular local government area and controls the use and development of land 
and the conditions under which they can take place. An LEP may identify items via a schedule, and 
include provisions to allow for their protection and appropriate conservation. 

Parcel Identifier (ALA Site) – Parcels/allotments within the study area are organised by unique parcel 
identifiers known as ‘ALA Sites’, each corresponding to allotments within RU 5 zone (see Appendix 1). 

Potential Archaeological Deposit (PAD) – A place that may contain evidence of past human activity. In 
this study, a potential archaeological deposit is a documented historical building or activity site for which 
there are no clear surface indications or sub-surface testing results. 

Predictive Modelling – The use of largely documentary sources to predict the location, extent and 
significance of potential archaeological deposits, with only limited recourse to fieldwork. The results of a 
predictive model are essentially unverified until the model is tested through a strategic field programme, 
though they can greatly assist the archaeological planning process. 

Relic – Any deposit, object or material evidence relating to non-indigenous settlement which is more 
than 50 years old. 

Research Potential – The ability of an archaeological feature to yield information through archaeological 
investigation. The significance of archaeological sites is assessed according to their ability to contribute 
information to substantive research questions. 

RU5 – The study area comprises land zoned as RU5 Village Zone under Bathurst Regional Local 
Environmental Plan, 2014.  
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2 

HISTORICAL OVERVIEW 

2.1 Preamble 

The contextual history of Hill End was appropriately synthesised by a study undertaken for the NSW 
NPWS in 2000 (Mayne 2001) and later published by the University of Melbourne in 2003 (Mayne). 
Mayne’s research provided a balanced and textured historical interpretation of Hill End through a 
thematic framework, which considered the complexities of place and the interminglement of heritage, 
historiographical and vernacular interpretations of the physical landscape. As an alternative to the 
prevailing emphasis on gold mining, Hill End has a long history of gold production in the area and is a 
good example of the developing momentum of cultural heritage conservation and management of these 
historical themes in Australia (Mayne 2003:xiv). As Mayne (2003) has investigated the history of Hill End 
in great detail, this section presents only a broad overview of the history of the Township from the 
discovery of gold to the present day. 

2.2 Previous Historical Research 

The Village of Hill End has been a focus of historical interest for much of the latter half of the 20th 
century, with the primary impetus for the creation of the Historic Site in 1967 coming from both active 
members of the local community and the Heritage fraternity. This interest has formed the basis more 
comprehensive research which has demonstrated the presence of significant cultural heritage values and 
potential for archaeological deposits (PADs), within the Village Precinct. For contextual purposes, the 
following provides an overview of previous research and heritage management plans undertaken within 
the study area. 

There have been numerous local histories, dealing with an overview of the development of the township 
as a community and heritage site (e.g. Goodwin 1992; B. Hodge 1982; 1988; H. Hodge 1980; 1986a; 
1986b; 1987; Mullins et al 1976; Purser 1951), as well as selected aspects of biographical history (cf. 
Hammond 1988) and oral history (Prior 1981). The Holtermann photographic collection in particular, has 
added considerable value to the township as a historic place (Murray 1953; Burke 1973), bringing social 
significance and meaning to the physical fabric of the township. These photographs, largely taken during 
the gold mining ‘boom’ of the 1870s, constitute an extremely valuable interpretative resource, and have 
been used as evidence in this AMP. 

Over the past two decades, a series of Conservation Management Plans (CMPs) and an archaeological 
landscape management plan (ALMP) have also been produced to aid in the retention and protection of 

cultural heritage values, within the Village of Hill End3. The Office of Environment and Heritage4 also 
outlines a series of CMPs that were submitted for endorsement by the NSW Heritage Council including 
the Craigmoor Marshall House (2000), English Cottage (2000), Holtermann’s Corner Buildings (2002), 

                                                           
3 Ackerman 1998; Christo Aitken and Assoc. 1999; 2000; Eric Martin and Assoc. 1999; Suters Architects Snell Pty 
Ltd. 1999; Sheppard 1998; 1999; 2000; Hickson et. al. 2009; Conybeare Morrison 2013. 
4 Office of Environment and Heritage, Heritage Listing for Hill End Historic Site – accessed 1/09/2015.  
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Denman’s Cottage (2002), Athol (2003) and the General Store and Bakery site (2003). These have 
involved a detailed level of research into the specific and broader built history of Hill End, which have 
been incorporated into the histories for this AMP, where applicable. In addition, Long (2002) produced 
an ALMP addressing the archaeological potential across properties managed by NPWS. Further to this, 
the Bathurst Regional Council AMP (2011) has also prepared for the Bathurst region and contains a wide-
ranging report on the significant archaeological remains of the area including the Hawkins Hill Group of 
Mines (Higginbotham 2011:ix). 

More recently, a broader Conservation Management and Cultural Tourism Master Plan (Master Plan) 
was developed (Conybeare Morrison 2003a:ii). The Plan considers the conservation of heritage 
structures and protection of archaeological relics, through which it aims to provide a sustainable and 
maintainable future in the interpretation of Hill End’s mining and town histories. A pertinent extension of 
this agenda is the Hill End Interpretation Draft Plan commissioned by NPWS, which is focused on the 
continued deliverance of an interpretation plan that considers the significance, adaptive reuse and 
authentic conservation of the town and its history under an overarching framework (GML et. al. 
2014:18). This framework is centred around themes developed to accommodate storylines, which form a 
thematic structure based on the history and heritage values of the Historic Site (GML et. al. 2014:19).  

More broadly, a thematic history of the Bathurst Regional Council Local Government Area was published 
by McLachlan in 2007. Mayne (2001; 2003) has more clearly defined the opportunities for useful multi-
disciplinary research beyond tourism, in the enhancement of the value of future archaeological 
interpretation, which the Interpretation Plan has itself drawn upon to add a higher level of validation to 
the management process. Therefore, there exists a number of previous studies that detail the intricate 
history of Hill End, and management plans that seek to further refine the interpretation of, and preserve 
intangible and physical heritage.  

2.3 Thematic Overview 

In a review of the potential of Hill End for historical research, Mayne (2001, 2003) has highlighted the 
complexity of the interfaces on one level between the historical record and the physical fabric of Hill End 
(or ‘palimpsest’), and the ‘intersections … between local rhythms and broader processes’. In layman’s 
terms this means that it is difficult to isolate individual historical themes, as they are all, to some degree, 
interconnected, both on a local level and within the undercurrent of regional development. 

 

Nevertheless, Mayne has identified eight key themes5 that stood out, and which he intended to develop 

further in his final historical narrative.6  These were: 

 Aboriginal occupancy of the Hill End district (Wiradjuri possession); 

 Pastoralism (including convict assignment); 

 The first gold boom (alluvial mining 1851-70) - the movements of people sparked by the rush for 
alluvial gold; 

                                                           
5 The social landscapes identified by heritage, historical, and vernacular Mayne (2003:53). 
6 Relevant themes identified for assessment in the project brief for the contextual history were as follows; the 
Aboriginal significance of Hill End; the relationship between Hill End and a greater history of gold rushes and 
mining; the role played by Gold Rush centres including Hill End in inspiring migrants from around the world to settle 
in Australia; the relationship between Hill End’s development as a gold town and the financial system that 
supported it; the distinctive part played by Hill End as a stimulus for artists and other image-makers; the life of the 
township in the post-Gold Rush period; the role played by women in the history of Hill End; the unique contribution 
of figures such as local historian, Harry Hodge, to the sense of place; the proclamation of an Historic Site over part 
of Hill End in 1967 (Mayne 2001).  
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 The second gold boom (1871-74) - the innovations in capital formation and technology that 
underpinned the reef-mining boom; 

 The third gold boom (1908-24) 

 the local effects of depression and war (poor man’s diggings); 

 the influence of Hillendiana upon the current of post-war Australian art (Artist colony 1974-2002); 
and 

 the relationship between localism and the cultural heritage movement (Historic Site 1967-2002). 

The NSW Heritage Council first formalised this approach by adopting a series of historical themes, which 
align with nine broader Australian National Historical Themes (see 7.2.1.1 National Criteria). 

These themes have some temporal basis as they broadly mirror the development of the district from 
Aboriginal subsistence and symbolic landscape, to the establishment of pastoral settlement in the wider 
region during the early to mid-19th century. Furthermore, these themes neatly frame events including 
the discovery of gold at Tambaroora in 1851, to the subsequent waves of immigration and industrial 
development during the late 19th century, and finally, the abovementioned themes reflect the declining 
economic fortunes of a mining township in the 20th century, and the renewed interest in the place as an 
Australian heritage icon in the 1950s and beyond. 

Other themes are less easy to pinpoint in time and relate broadly to the human occupation and 
interaction with the landscape throughout the past 200 years and beyond. In particular, the interaction 
between ethnic groups, comparisons in gender role in the development of Hill End, and the basic human 
story of making a life in a remote and sometimes unforgiving environment, where events on a National 
and even global level are acted out on a local stage, such as the effects of European usurpation of the 
landscape and the economic fluctuations in the Australian economy (e.g. the depressions of the 1920s 
and 1930s).  The ongoing pastoral and agricultural use of the landscape is a universal theme that directly 
links the present day to the earliest European occupation of the district, which is invariably 
overshadowed by mining related themes. 

These themes will be assessed at a National, State and Local level to formulate a statement of 

significance for the archaeological landscape as a whole in the Section 7.3.7 

2.4 Chronological Framework 

Regardless of the inherent pitfalls with pigeonholing particular historical themes into a rigidly defined 
temporal structure, there is value in identifying chronological time brackets for the purpose of assessing 
archaeological significance across the township. While the wider themes assist in the identification of 
broad processes and their effects on the evolution of the Hill End community, the physical fabric of the 
site needs to be directly linked to a sequential framework that reflects the formation of the 
archaeological landscape. This may encompass changes in the way in which the landscape is used, 
modified and moulded through construction, occupation, abandonment, reuse and destruction. This can 
be of great value when assessing the predicted type, distribution and preservation of physical fabric 

relating to the representative activities undertaken during these chronological timeframes.8  For the 
purpose of this study, these phases are defined as follows; 

1. Exclusive Aboriginal occupation (pre-1840) – the Hill End district formed part of an extensive part of 
central western New South Wales occupied by the Wiradjuri, one of the largest tribal groupings in 
Australia (Tindale 1974 vol. 1: 201).  

                                                           
7 See also an overview of the regional history (Heritage Office 1996a: 88-95). 
8 These phases have been defined to correlate with the phases of development in the built history of the township 
(Section 3). 
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The full assessment of the archaeology of the Aboriginal occupation of Hill End does not form a 
component of this study. A separate study has been commissioned to investigate the Aboriginal values of 
Hill End and its environs, for which the historical background research has been completed (Zilber 2001). 

At this stage there is comparatively limited documentation on specific aspects of Aboriginal occupation, 
though a range of Aboriginal archaeological sites have been identified across the Hill End-Tambaroora 
plateau, including indicating artefact scatters, rock shelters, quarries and sites of ceremonial significance 
(Gojak and Allen 1997). As such an Aboriginal presence at Hill End is beyond doubt, though it remains to 
be seen whether physical evidence has survived the mining processes and urbanisation that characterise 
the latter half of the 19th century. 

On the basis of comparable gold mining regions (e.g. Bendigo and Ballarat, Vic) there is a strong 
likelihood of interaction between Aboriginal people and the initial pastoralists of the 1840s and 
subsequent mining communities, which could result in an Aboriginal historical record. 

2. Exploration and Pastoralism (1840-1852) - although the Upper Macquarie region was first explored 
and settled by Europeans during the period 1813-22, there is no evidence to suggest that the Hill End 
district came under European influence until the 1840s, when the plateau was incorporated into the 
shared upland grazing lands of four pastoral stations (Hodge 1986: 24-25).  Although a boiling-down 
plant using convict labour was established near Tambaroora, there is no evidence for European 
settlement at Hill End until the onset of the alluvial gold rush in 1852. 

During this time, it is probable that no significant landscape modification occurred, and the Hill End 
valley experienced very limited visitation in the form of seasonal grazing and temporary stockmen’s 
camps. 

3. Early Gold Mining and the Establishment of Hill End Township (1842-1867) – Alluvial gold was first 
discovered near Tambaroora in 1851, which became the initial focus for gold prospecting and settlement 
on the plateau. A subsequent find was made in the Hill End Creek in 1852, and by 1853 most of the 
accessible alluvial deposits were rapidly worked out. Nevertheless, the potential of the district had been 
realised, and early reef mining began during the mid 1850s on elevated land surrounding ‘Bald Hill’. 

An unplanned township known prosaically as ‘Bald Hills’ grew up around the diggings, and it is known 
that a publican’s licence was issued as early as 1852 (Sheppard 1999). A formal street plan was laid out in 
1859, based on the present day alignments of Clarke and Tambaroora Streets. The township expanded 
with the pace of reef mining development, and was formally named ‘Hill End’ in 1867. 

4. The Expansion and Slump of Reef Mining (1867-1880) – towards the end of the 1860s, the pace of reef 
mining at Hill End accelerated to reach a peak around 1872, matched by the expansion of the township 
as migrants flocked to the diggings. Much of the mining activity at this time was focussed on the flanks of 
Bald Hill and Hawkins Hill, 1 km to the south and west of the township. By 1874, however, most of the 
major discoveries had been made, and mining dwindled as an economic activity towards the end of the 
1870s. 

During this period the township reached its maximum extent, with a considerable expansion to the 
formal street layout, much of it overly optimistic. 

5. Crisis of identity (1880-1920) – while reef mining persisted at Hill End into the early 1920s, its role as 
the primary support of the community was outstripped by agricultural and silvicultural activities, which 
took on an increasingly important economic role. Although there was little interest in commercial 
investment in gold prospecting at Hill End, subsistence mining continued to support an albeit dwindling 
element of the community, with some renewed interest from prospecting companies in the lead up to 
the First World War.  

6. The Depression Years and Post-war era (1920-1970) – the effects of the depressions of the 1920s and 
1930s were felt keenly at Hill End, given its isolation and fragile economic basis. This lead to further 
decline of the township and a steady dwindling of the population to other areas in search of a livelihood. 
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Towards the end of this period, a new perspective of Hill End emerged as a number of young Australian 
artists, including Donald Friend and Russell Drysdale, were inspired by the stark, exhausted landscapes of 
the declining mining town (Wilson 1995). This renewed exposure of the township to the wider Australian 
community directly lead to the formation of the nucleus of the Historic Site in 1967. 

7. The Management of the Historic Site (1970-2000)9  – although the recent history of Hill End effectively 
forms a post-script to the period of primary historical importance (c. 1852-1920), the creation of the 
Historic Site, its expansion and management, and the interaction between Crown authorities and private 
residents represents a landmark in the conservation of historical sites and places in Australia.  

                                                           
9 Although Hill End Historic Site was declared in 1967, there is no documentation for the either existing 
infrastructure or new developments until after 1970 (See Section 3: Built History Analysis). 
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3 

BUILT HISTORY ANALYSIS 

3.1 Preamble  

This section presents an overview of the built history of the Village Precinct and outlying areas of Hill 
End, which has allowed the identification of areas potentially containing archaeological deposits. The 
methodology employed in this analysis is presented in Appendix 3 (Stage 1). 

Specific built history plans for individual blocks are presented in Volume 4, with a list of documented 
buildings itemised in Volume 2: Table 2, based on previous land use records and past heritage studies. 
Each property parcel presents a sequence of layers illustrating the successive development of structures 
identified in the above sources, according to Phases 1-6 (see Section 3.2, below), where available.  

The major problem in constructing a built history for the township is the comparative absence of 
information on construction and demolition in the period following the last detailed historical map 
coverage in 1874. While the age and origin of extant structures can be identified through a fabric and 
stylistic analysis, it is generally not possible to state at what point between 1874 and 1970, any one of 
the pre-existing but no longer extant structures were demolished. The date of abandonment could have 
considerable bearing on the archaeological significance of these structures, as later activities (e.g. 
structural modification, renovation or service renewal) could substantially disturb evidence for the 
earliest phases of occupation. As such, archaeological deposits ‘sealed’ following the abandonment of a 
building during the 19th century may be of higher archaeological value, than those of a building of the 
same age, which had been continuously occupied into the late 20th century. 

Late 19th century buildings (c. 1875-1900), which were demolished prior to the first aerial photographic 
coverage in 1974, are virtually invisible in the historical documentation, though textural references have 

been documented in the Register of Land Occupancy (Johnson 1989).10  It is probable, therefore, that 
considerable 19th century construction activity is not reflected in the historical record, and may only be 
identified through archaeological excavation. 

3.2 History of Land Subdivision for the Study Area 

The built history of the township is described in broad terms according to the main phases of 
development outlined in the historical overview. Owing to the lack of substantiated settlement on the 
Village site prior to 1852, all early development on the site is described in a single phase. 

Each phase represents an average of 20 years in the history of the township, though the main 
development occurred within only the first 25 years after the first settlement. There is very little 
available data on any building activities between 1900 and 1974, a period, which was largely 
characterised by decline and demolition of the 19th century buildings, and expansion of occupation into 
semi-agricultural, outlying blocks. 

                                                           
10 It is currently not known whether historical survey plans exist as part of the primary data associated with these 
entries. 
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Phase 1: pre-1867 

The primary documentary source is a survey plan dated 1859 (two versions exist) (Figure 3), which shows 
building development on the future township site up to its initial subdivision c. 1860. The discovery of 
gold in Hill End Creek in 1852 lead to the early occupation of the creek margins close to the gold 
workings, which evolved over the next five years into a more permanent settlement based on two 
principle streets, Clarke Street and Tambaroora Street. This area quickly developed as the commercial 
centre of the township (Section 5.2; Precinct 1). The 1859 plan also depicts various unplanned 
development across outlying slopes on both sides of the Creek, with particular concentrations in the 
vicinity of the later Sections, 10 and 19 (Section 5.2; Precincts 2 and 3). 

Aitken (Christo Aitken and Assoc. 2000 vol. 1: 27), argues that the lack of immediate population rush 
resulted in an orderly development characterised by ‘trim, modestly sized cottages surrounded by fruit 
trees and well-kept gardens.’ There is little specific data on the type and fabric of these early buildings, 
though residential houses, hotels and stores of weatherboard, slab, wattle and daub and bark 
construction are likely to have predominated. 

The expansion of the township in the period 1859-1867 is largely conjectural, though much of the 

development depicted on the 1870s plans presumably evolved in the preceding period.11 

 

Phase 2: 1867-1880 

The Holtermann photographic collection, a series of detailed maps (cf. Figure 4) and various textural 
sources combine during the 1870s to produce a detailed overview of the township during its heyday. The 
survey plans provide a clear indication of building location at the height of development, while the 
individual photographs and panoramas provide key information on building type, function and fabric. 
Towards the end of this period the township was in decline, mirrored by an overall paucity of 
documentary information. 

Building activities intensified in the nucleus of the township established in the preceding phase, and a 
series of formal, north-south oriented sections were developed across the slopes to the east. The 
principal growth occurred in 1872-1873, after the boom in reef gold discoveries. By 1874 the township 
had peaked and began to decline. 

The construction of slab, weatherboard and bark buildings continued throughout this phase, though 
many of the earlier structures were progressively replaced by more permanent brick or stone buildings. 
There was also considerable diversification in the types of buildings constructed, with a significant 
expansion in commercial premises and the addition of schools, churches, banks and other municipal 
structures. 

 

Phase 3: 1880-1920 

There is comparatively limited information about the period immediately following the boom years of 
1872-1874, and it appears that new construction activity was minimal. The decline in gold profits saw a 
steady population drift, taking with it much of the commercial viability of the township. As a result, the 
central activities district declined rapidly, with many of the commercial premises destroyed by fire, 
relocated to other townships, dismantled and recycled. 

There are no map-based sources for this period, though some residential, agricultural and later mining 
development probably occurred in outlying allotments. Despite the decline in fortunes gold mining 
developments continued throughout this period, and it is likely that much new construction has gone 
undocumented. 

                                                           
11 1862. ‘Design for the Village of Hill-End, County of Wellington, New South Wales, 1859’ (AO 114 and later 
redrawn in 1870 as AO 10634). 
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Figure 3: Map of study area showing historically recorded features (1859) 
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Figure 4: Map of study area showing historically recorded features (1874) 
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Phase 4: 1920-1950 

It is likely that the modern streetscape largely evolved during 1920-1950. Aside from this, there is very 
little documented information about new construction during the depression years, and much of the 
documentary record is characterised by the continued decline and demolition of extant structures. By 
the late 1940s and 1950s this process was continuing, as recorded in the various paintings and 
photographs associated with the Hill End artists. Again it is probable that some outlying residential 
properties were constructed during this period, as the economic basis became dominated by farming 
and other rural activities. 

The Everingham Panorama (c. 1928) appears to define this period, which displays considerably fewer 
extant buildings than its 1870s equivalents, particularly across the upper slopes. Interestingly, many 
picket fence boundaries were still standing, despite the lack of buildings. This possibly indicates that the 
buildings were formally demolished and removed, with virtually no residual construction materials, but 
the plot boundaries were maintained in case the land was re-occupied. 

Given the comparative absence of documentation, this period is considered as an arbitrary time bracket 
that could be merged with Phase 5. 

 

Phase 5: 1950-1970 

This phase equates to the period leading up to the declaration of the Historic Site in 1967. There appears 
to have been very little, if any constructional activity during this period, though detailed research has not 
been undertaken. Although Hill End Historic Site was declared in 1967, the first documentation relating 
to this phase post-dates 1970. 

 

Phase 6: 1970-2000 

The progressive acquisition and management of the township by NPWS has effectively arrested the 
process of building demolition, though the problem of maintaining the historical fabric of the extant 19th 
century buildings remains. During this period there is considerably better documentation for 
improvements and further construction works, in the form of management records, aerial photographs 
and oral testimony. There has only been limited new construction activity, mostly in the form of visitor 
facilities and service infrastructure. Broadly speaking, this phase represents the structures in existence 
today. 

3.3 Potential Archaeology Deposits 

Long’s ALMP (2002) first identified approximately 626 individual buildings through documentary 
research, however not all structures were precisely located, in part due to the scope of research and size 
of the previous study area. The present study features the available information and research 
undertaken specifically on structures within the study area, in addition to the examination of 
archaeological ruins, relics and topographical features within the privately owned lands and the outlying 
areas demarcated by the RU5 Village Zone under Bathurst Regional Local Environmental Plan, 2014. The 
Parcel Register outlined in Volume 2: Table 2 further demonstrates the outcomes of the study in 
juxtaposition with previous land use records and past survey results, and is best considered 
comparatively alongside Volume 4. 
 
Long’s ALMP (2002) also notes that a total of 536 buildings may have been constructed during Phases 1-3 
(pre-1859-1920), and these are considered to have archaeological potential (termed Potential 
Archaeological Deposits, or PADs). During the 2002 study, these were determined to have comprised 
demolished buildings that were either no longer visible on the ground surface or were highly ruinous, 
though 52 extant buildings or building complexes were also included. With a similar approach, this AMP 
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relies on georeferenced historical mapping to determine whether buildings of this kind (termed 
Archaeological Features, or AFs) occupy the present study area. 
 
These AFs and PADs are the basic unit used in the formulation of the Archaeological Zoning Plan (AZP) 
(Section 5). It is probable that many as yet undocumented former structures have not been identified 
during this study, and the boundaries of the total area covered by AFs and PADs should be treated with 
caution. The archaeological assessment (Section 4) has provided corroborative evidence for surface 
remains potentially relating to these structures. 
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4 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 

4.1 Preamble  

This section presents an overview of the known archaeological values of Hill End, and the results of a 
basic survey of the township undertaken in July 2015. This survey was undertaken with a view of 
identifying Archaeological Features (AF) on the basis of surface indicators, as well as to identify evidence 
of processes that have impacted on, and thus compromised the integrity of any sub-surface deposits. 
 
The methodology employed during the fieldwork is presented in Appendix 3 (Stage 2). A register of AFs is 
presented in Volume 3 (Table 1), and plans showing AF distribution on individual blocks is presented in 
Volume 4. 

4.2 Previous Archaeological Research 

The archaeological values of the Hill End Township have been recognised since the inception of the 
Historic Site, and there has been several coordinated strategies implemented towards its effective 
investigation and management, including a Long’s previous ALMP (2002) of the Village Precinct 
occupying NPWS areas. 
 
The first documented archaeological project at Hill End was a programme of excavations undertaken in 
May 1974 on the site of the Metropolitan Hotel (Section 17, Lot 2) and the outlying quartz roasting pits, 
10 km north of Hill End (Birmingham 1976: 315; Birmingham et al 1979: 57 and 93; Gojak and Allen 
1997), by the University of Sydney Centre for Historical Archaeology. The project was undertaken as a 
dual training and research exercise, and sanctioned by NPWS as a means of promoting the archaeological 
values of Hill End. Although a number of photographs of the excavation in progress are on display at the 
Hill End Visitor Centre, no report documenting the methodology and results of the project was produced, 
and no other documentation is on file at the local, regional or central Cultural Heritage Division offices of 

NPWS.12   
 
Since the 1974 excavation programme, archaeological investigations have been formally commissioned 
within the historic site on several occasions. Firstly, the excavation of a series of trenches for the 
construction of a toilet block at the rear of the Royal Hotel was subject to an archaeological monitoring 
exercise (Aitken 1987). Although historical artefacts were identified, the site had been extensively 
disturbed during the 20th century and no significant deposits were recorded. In 1988, a survey of the 

group camping area was commissioned (du Cros 1986).13   
 

                                                           
12 The location of the trenches are visible on a series of oblique aerial photographs on file at the Cultural Heritage 
Division, NPWS. It is possible that information may be accessible through consultation with the University of 
Sydney, though this was considered outside the scope of the present project. 
13 The results of this study are unknown, as the report was not sighted. 
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In 1992, Evans Shire Council formulated a Development Control Plan (DCP), which outlined a series of 
archaeological considerations (Robert A. Moore Pty Ltd. and Pike 1992: 6). In response, the Shire 
commissioned a historical archaeological survey which focused on the privately owned (i.e. non-NPWS 
managed) component of the Village Precinct (Bairstow 1993), and the detailed assessment of two 
allotments with specific development applications (Bairstow 1992), one of which required some limited 
archaeological excavation for the installation of a septic tank (Bairstow 1993: 4).  The project resulted in 
a gazetteer of surface archaeological remains on private land, and provided draft guidelines for 

prospective developments.14  
 
There have been a number of locality assessments undertaken by NPWS staff. These have involved an 
archaeological examination of the interior of Beyers Cottage (Gojak 1989), an assessment of fencing and 
safety measures at exposed mine shafts (Gojak 1997), an evaluation of renovations at 
Krohmann/Ackerman Cottage (Section 19) (Gojak pers. comm. 2001), and most comprehensively a CMP 
for the quartz roasting pits, 10 km north of Hill End (Gojak and Allen 1997). Between 2000 and 2003 a 
series of CMPs were also submitted for endorsement by the Heritage council, including the Craigmoor-
Marshall House, English Cottage, Holtermann’s Corner Buildings, Denman’s Cottage, the Athol, the 

General Store and Bakery.15 
 
More recently a number of broader and specific locality assessments were undertaken, including: the 
Bridle Track CMP, Conservation Management and Cultural Tourism Master Plan for Hill End Historic Site 
(Conybeare Morrison International 2013) and Hill End Interpretation Plan (GML et. al. 2014). The latter 
two form a part of a broader framework and revitalisation program overseen by NPWS, aimed at 
communicating significant heritage values to the public (See Section 7.1). Several independent 
archaeological studies within the Village Precinct have also been undertaken to assess the impact of 
modern development on known archaeology (e.g. Thorp 2008; High Ground Consulting 2013).  
 
The instigation of a programme of CMPs for the Historic Site has effectively raised the profile of 
archaeological planning in the broader context of heritage conservation, though to date archaeological 
assessment has constituted a minor component of these studies, and has generally been undertaken 
without qualified archaeological input. 

4.3 Survey and Field Methodology  

The field survey methodology consisted of a broad characterisation of the archaeological landscape 

based on a rapid inspection of the Village Precinct and outlying areas not included by Long’s original 

ALMP (2002). In the formulation of an AZP (See Chapter 5: Archaeological Zoning; Volume 4) and to 

establish the Archaeological Sensitivity of the landscape, the survey was based largely on the 

determination of Landscape Integrity and Archaeological Imprint, measured by the methodology and 

matrix developed in Appendix 3. Collectively, this data is intended to complete the previous data set 

which could also be used as a comparative tool against Bairstow’s survey (1993), which shares similar 

objectives and focused on non-historic allotments. It should be noted that some of the allotments 

investigated by Bairstow have since been re-examined during this project. In some instances, the results 

of this assessment differ from the earlier study, presumably due to differences in ground surface 

conditions engendered by variations in visibility or the influence of subsequent construction or land 

clearing activities. 

                                                           
14 Other archaeological investigations undertaken at this time are referred to by Bairstow, but records for these 
have not been sighted for incorporation in this study. 
15 Procedures/Exceptions, Office of Environment and Heritage website (accessed 1/10/2015).  
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The primary aim of this assessment was to determine the extent of variable levels of archaeological site 
preservation across the township and outlying areas, by systematically examining remnant features on 
each allotment or portion. Given the largely sub-surface nature of the archaeological record, the 
investigations were principally focused on the assessment of archaeological features relative to the 
location of historical structures detailed by a series of historical maps (e.g. Figure 3 and Figure 4). Spatial 
data including aerial photograph used in conjunction with georeferenced historical data, guided the 
survey in areas of potential significance, specifically as a predictive model in the determination of PADs 
where archaeological remains were expected to occur based on the landscape and historical records. 
 
Five primary classes of identification were introduced to characterise the physical aspects of the 
archaeological landscape, including whether the feature was extant, in ruin, a relic, topographic in nature 
or modern (post 1920). Unique, modern features that either appeared in place of historical structures or 
potentially comprised of historical materials, were also recorded. Whilst it is considered that greater 
resolution will be gained through future archaeological assessments on a title or development specific 
basis (such as heritage impact assessments or watching briefs) as guided by the AMP (Sections 8 and 9), 
the identification of potentially buried or shallow topographic features was bolstered by the use of 
georeferenced historical mapping to achieve the highest possible resolution in the field. 
 
The area assessed in this manner corresponds precisely to the parts of the Historic Site included in the 
AMP (Figure 2). 
 
Survey 

 
The field survey was undertaken over a five-day period between 27th and 31st July, 2015. Ground surface 
visibility varied considerably depending on vegetation cover (forest litter, long grass, mown grass or 
lawns), land use (residential gardens, vacant land and regenerated bushland) and variations in 
sedimentary stability (slope wash deposition, gullying), though in general it was not possible to examine 
the structure and content of sub-surface deposits. 
 
The majority of the Village Precinct was characterised by overgrown or mown grass surfaces, either 
vacant or actively used as pasture, with a significant component of urban development, residential 
gardens and areas of regenerated woodland. Residential, Crown and other leasehold allotments were 
directly accessed where consent was granted (Bathurst Regional Council), though their general attributes 
were assessed from the perimeter. 
 
Some outlying parts of the Village were considered to be peripheral to the precinct’s main functions and 
included mining dominated landscapes in the western margin of the township. This area contained a 
significant proportion of mineshafts and evidence for soil mounds presumably established for the 
purposes of water retardation. 
 
Where visibility allowed their identification, surface archaeological features (cf. ruins, artificial 
topography and historical artefact deposits) were recorded by DGPS and also plotted on a series of 
survey maps. A basic sketch or location plan was noted for each feature and, where justifiable given 
lighting conditions and obtrusiveness, a photographic recording was also made. During analysis, the 
recorded DGPS data was post-processed, resulting in a series of georeferenced site plans each containing 
mapped locations of all recorded archaeological features. Where property access could not be attained 
and where GPS data was not recorded, items of interest were digitised (plotted) on georeferenced aerial 
maps via DGPS. These detailed recordings, whilst not definitive, serve as primary indicator for locations 
where sub-surface preservation conditions were sufficiently high to allow some surface expression of the 
form and complexity of the underlying deposits. 
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Recording 

 

Items of heritage value were identified as Archaeological Features (AF) and assigned individual 
identification registration numbers (AF ID), recorded within the study area. A feature was designated an 
AF ID and attributed an Archaeological Class according to one or more categories that define the 
character of the evidence. These consist of: 

 Extant/modified heritage buildings - occupied structures pre-dating 1920; 

 Ruins - dilapidated buildings and other surface evidence of structural remains (i.e. posts, footings 
and rubble); 

 Relics – any deposit, object or material evidence relating to non-indigenous settlement which is 
more than 50 years old; 

 Topography – artificial undulations in the ground surface caused by buried structural remains, 
earthworks or the subsidence of excavations; 

 Mineshafts – a sub-class of Topography; openings to tunnels established for the mining of gold 
from the 1850s; 

 Modern – post-1920 features that may resemble ruins or historical structures, which were 
reclassified during analysis; and 

 Repurposed – a sub-class of Modern; objects or other structures modified for modern use, which 
may be more than 50 years old (i.e. water tank and well). 

A small number of AFs were identified post-survey and were included in the study for matters of 
consistency and further analysis. All AFs were assessed in conjunction with the Johnson’s Land Register 
(1987) and the Bairstow Survey (1993). 

4.4 Results  

The survey area comprised a total of 189 individual land parcels, 102 of which were approved for access. 
Of the 87 properties where access was not formally permitted, general observations were made by 
roadside in conjunction with aerial photography. An overview spatial map of the AFs identified 
throughout the survey, is presented in Figure 5A, and further by detail maps in Appendix 4. An AF 
register detailing a catalogue of each feature and its associated property parcel, is addressed in Volume 
3: Table 1. To aid interpretation, the results have been assembled to reflect associations with built 
heritage, in Volume 2 (Table 1 and Table 2).  

The field assessment should not be considered a definitive statement on the surface archaeological 
record of Hill End. It has, however, allowed a classification of the landscape into zones of variable 
potential (high, moderate and low) for the survival of archaeological deposits (Figure 6), with some 
documentation of surface remains. This factor considers the variable effects of soil deposition, erosion 
and land use, which have resulted in considerable changes to the Hill End landscape since the 1880s. As 
such, the distribution of archaeological features visible on the surface is not considered to be 
representative of the wider, underlying pattern of buried deposits and structural remains. 

The field assessment has resulted in a recording of 194 archaeological features (AFs) (Volume 3: Table 1; 
Figure 5), which have been included in the shapefiles submitted to BRC for comparison with built history 
and landscape integrity (Figure 6). These AFs were interpreted as archaeologically sensitive at the time of 
their recording. The results form a collective of interpretative type categories and precise locational and 
condition information. The area covered by the field assessment corresponds to the extent of the study 
area. 
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Five primary and two secondary types of archaeological features have been defined, several of which 
could be present at any given location; 

1. Extant/modified heritage buildings (n=26) – intact or modified pre-1920 structures, which may 
 contain archaeological deposits. 

2. Relics (n=4) – Any deposit, object or material evidence relating to non-indigenous settlement
 which is more than 50 years old (e.g. glass and ceramic fragments), which are found within intact
 deposits and/or that may be attributable to a historical phase or activity. 

3. Ruins (n=34) – fragmentary structural remains (brick, stone, timber, concrete) exposed at or
 above the land surface. These variously include dilapidated buildings, in situ wall footings, stone
 revetted terraces and scatters of construction materials. The existence of a surface ruin implies
 the presence of a building or structure with potential archaeological significance. 

4. Topographic features (n=31) – areas of artificial surface topography (e.g. depressions, mounding
 and levelling), indicative of either ground surface disturbance or an underlying pattern of buried
 structural remains or deposits (e.g. pits, postholes, wall footings, house platforms). Areas of
 surface topography could be quite extensive and cover the site of several former structures.  

5. Mineshafts (n=85) - openings to tunnels established for the mining of gold from the 1850s. 

Where a feature was later identified as modern or if it had been significantly modified or taken out of its 
original context for use in the present day, it was categorised by the following types, respectively; 

6. Modern features (n=7) – features that were initially thought to have archaeological significance, 
but were later identified as a modern feature dating post-1920 (e.g. stone wall, terraced areas). 

7. Repurposed features (n=7) – objects or other structures modified for modern use, which may be 
 more than 50 years old (i.e. water tank, wagon parts, modern well in place of original). 

In addition, a number of the structures formally identified as ‘Heritage/modified structures’ may not 
necessarily hold significant archaeological value, however in some cases this could not be confirmed to 
property access issues where permission was not granted. It should also be noted that archaeological 
features thought to post-date 1920 are considered intrusive elements in the landscape without 
archaeological significance at this time. 

The archaeological assessment has provided some corroborative evidence for the location, preservation 
and significance of potential archaeological deposits identified through the built history analysis, though 
as discussed in Appendix 3 this assessment has been far from comprehensive. This information has been 
incorporated into the archaeological zoning plan (Section 5). 

No conclusive evidence for Aboriginal occupation was identified.  
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Figure 5A: Overview map showing archaeological features across the study area 
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Figure 6: Overview map showing landscape integrity across the study area 
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4.5 Discussion of Results 

This section presents an overview of the most intact and most representative AFs encountered during 
the survey of Hill End (July 2015) (Figure 5B). These results demonstrate the effectiveness of combining 
spatial data and georeferenced historical maps in the identification of archaeological features in place of 
historically recorded structures. The majority of features identified during the survey comprised 
structural remains including, fireplaces, chimney flumes, wall foundations and pits. In some instances, 
these features were distinguishable by low-integrity imprints delineated by compacted surfaces. In other 
cases, older chimneys and walls formed part of more modern structures, built or restored around 
remnant archaeology.  

It is presumed that a number of properties across Hill End also contained within them similar 
constructions, however further investigations were limited by the nature of the survey. As the coverage 
of historical mapping was constricted to the core Village Precinct, the consultant relied on oral accounts 
and landscape cues in the identification of archaeological features outside the core precinct. 

The following summaries the above-mentioned findings, and provides a short discussion of their context, 
interpretation of their presumed function. Whilst this discussion is limited to the key features identified 
during the survey, a complete list of AFs is outlined in Volume 3: Table 1. The archaeological precincts 
presented here will be discussed in greater detail in Section 5. A series of sites that could be considered 
for future interpretation are presented. Please note that the photographs in use represent Crown and 
non-privately owned land. 

 

4.5.1 Wattle and Daub Structures 

A small number of Wattle and daub structures were identified across Hill End. These structures are 
considered to be ephemeral or flimsy buildings that rarely preserve well unless well maintained. Further 
testament to this is their lacking presence observed across the landscape, which was limited to two 
archaeologically sensitive dwellings identified outside the core Village Precinct (ALA 108 and ALA 137). In 
general, buildings constructed of wattle and daub preceded prefabricated structures like those built 
entirely of brick, comprising locally procured materials and were often hastily erected – useful in the 
interpretation of site chronology (Cox and Freeland 1969; Lewis 1977; Bell 1990:3). These structures 
were located in areas possibly relating to the earliest phase of occupation (Phase 1; pre-1867), however 
it is probable that these areas were subject to settlement during the boom period of the 1870s and could 
relate to the later 19th century (Phase 2; 1867-1880). Whilst few structures were physically identified, it is 
presumed that a number of trace archaeological imprints - like those identified in association with ruined 
brick chimneys/fireplaces, originally formed the foundations of wattle and daub dwellings, tents bark or 
iron huts (see Brick Structures and Features). 

 

AF 107 – Wattle and daub dwelling 

The structure (AF 107) located at ALA 108, exhibited a moderate level of cosmetic wear, although its 
external structural integrity appeared relatively intact. The structure, presently occupied as a dwelling, 
comprised wattle and daub construction, an original brick chimney, a corrugated iron roof and veranda; 
suitable for residential accommodation. The structure chronologically precedes all-brick constructed 
architecture, however it shares a chimney style which spans several architectural phases exhibited 
throughout the Township. Therefore, as a tool the chimney is a useful chronological marker, which 
presumably first appeared alongside more crudely built wattle and daub dwellings, and later as part of 
prefabricated all-brick architecture. It is not clear whether such early wattle and daub dwellings were 
entirely superseded by a preference for brick, however such changes are a reflection of an evolution of 
architecture based on labour expenditure, access to construction materials and availability of resources. 
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Figure 5B: Overview map showing selected archaeological features across the study area 
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AF 120, 121 – Wattle and daub dwelling and cellar 

An atypical example of Hill End’s architectural evolution was presented at ALA 137, which contained a 
renovated wattle and daub dwelling (AF 120) comprising materials introduced over three extension 
phases. The wattle and daub façade, which constituted the original structure (Phase 1-2), was modified 
with the addition of a brick structure and subsequent weatherboard attachment; likely the result of 20th 
century renovations. The extensions appeared chronological, each stemming from the core wattle and 

daub structure, which was presumably built in the 1870s.16 The dwelling stood in good condition and 
reflected an attitude of care in the consideration of the site’s heritage value. However, a number of 
modifications to the original wattle and daub construction were also observed; these included a 
restumped porch, replacement corrugated galvanised iron roof and restorative concrete render in areas 
vulnerable to decay. Whilst modifications to the façade are imperative to retaining the structural 
integrity of the building, consultation with council is recommended to best preserve the historical 
character of the structure, especially where significant heritage values and potential archaeological 
deposits may be represented. 

According to oral accounts, the property also comprised two cellars nearby, one of which was identified 
during the survey; located east of the dwelling. The cellar (AF 121), which appeared to be void of intact 
archaeology, had been previously exhumed with evidence for back-filling and artefact dispersal (e.g. 
brick inclusions). In general, cellars or pits have the potential to contain archeologically significant data 
associated with vectors of discard, often preserved upon their closure. These deposits are significant, 
especially in outlying areas where historical information is limited. Therefore, it is critical that property 
owners/occupiers consider the complexities of these deposits when modifying their land as the data 
yielded has the potential to better inform mitigation and research strategies in the future development 
of property parcels.   

 

Trace wattle and daub foundations 

Whilst the survey identified a small number of surviving wattle and daub structures, there is further 
potential for additional low-integrity imprints preserved within the built fabric of more modern 
constructions. In the event of structural decay or dilapidation, buildings were often renovated or built-
over, particularly in locations considered optimal for habitation (i.e. resource availability, access to pre-
existing dams). As the survey was limited to surface observations, it is possible that a number of existing 
structures, which contain significant historical foundations, were not observed. An example has been 
recorded as ‘mud-brick’ hut, although this may refer to a wattle and daub composition. 

 

4.5.2 Mud-Brick Structures 

A single mud-hut was identified outside the core Village Precinct in ALA 92. This structure existed in an 
area possibly relating to the earliest phase of occupation (Phase 1; pre-1867), however it is probable that 
these areas were subject to settlement during the boom period of the 1870s and could relate to the later 
19th century (Phase 2; 1867-1880). 

 

AF 205 – Mud-brick hut 

The foundations for a ‘mud-brick’ hut were recorded to exist within a present modern dwelling 

occupying ALA 92.17 Due to its location within the house, the survey was not able to assess the 
condition, composition or the extent of the hut. Therefore, it is possible that the structure originally 
comprised other ephemeral materials including timber, bark or wattle and daub, which indicates further 
potential for surrounding archaeological deposits. Similarly, several structures across the Township 

                                                           
16 Oral correspondence with property owner of portion 141 (ALA 137) (29/07/2015). 
17 Oral correspondence with property owner of portion 102 (ALA 92) (28/07/2015). 
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exhibited some form of reuse of historical blueprints, made evident primarily in the form of repurposed 
brick fireplaces and chimneys, or inferred based on their location relative to past surveyors plans. Formal 
considerations regarding the modification of built heritage in these circumstances should be advised on 
by council to best preserve any remnant, archaeologically significant structural components, should they 
exist. 

 

4.5.3 Brick Structures and Features 

A number of ruined brick structures were identified across Hill End, predominantly in the form of 
remnant chimneys or fireplaces. The construction style was typical to those utilised by extant structures 
(brick, galvanized iron), and in some instances could be linked to heritage/modified buildings. Brick 
foundations were often accompanied by a topographical structural imprint, comprising compacted 
surfaces. The absence of other materials surrounding these features may indicate composite 
constructions, the materials of which have since degraded or removed and reused elsewhere.  The likely 
chronology of these brick-built structures relates to earliest phase of occupation (Phase 1; pre-1867), 
however it is probable that the all-brick structures relate to the settlement during the boom period of 
the 1870s and later 19th and early 20th century constructions (Phases 2-3; 1867-1920).  

 

AF 93-95 – Ruined fireplace (2), topographical imprint and well 

Three features of low-integrity were recorded at site ALA 93, including the foundations of two ruined 
fireplaces (AF 93, 94) and a compacted surface of a previous structure. Formally, these archaeological 
features likely constituted a small dwelling, originally comprising two brick chimneys and ephemeral 
construction materials. Whilst the physical remains were inconclusive, georeferenced historical data 
indicates that the property may have been erected between 1867 and 1880 and likely shared property 
space with the structures located nearby on ALA 92, nearby. 

 

AF 96-100 – Chimney/fireplace (2), topographical imprint and paving 

Collectively, features 96-98 frame the extent of a structure built on a rise located on ALA 92. The 
complex of features includes a structure defined by two standing chimneys with open fireplaces, a 
compacted foundational imprint and an entrance staircase leading to a lower garden. The feature is 
supported by a retaining wall, presumably erected to brace the foundations of AF 96-98 above and the 
paved garden area below. It is likely that pavement formed part of a patio possibly shared by the nearby 
structure (see Mud-Brick Structures). As no demolition materials were found in association with the dual-
chimney structure, it is probable that it was primarily constructed of ephemeral materials including, bark, 
timber or wattle and daub. The site may have also formed part of complex of structures existing between 
1867 and 1880, including AF 96-98, AF 93-95 and AF 205. However, whilst the function of these 
properties remains unclear, it is possible that each structure was either occupied during the same period 
or replaced in succession. Furthermore, the presence of a large well nearby in addition to several smaller 
shafts, may also be indicative shared resources and greater capacity of occupation. Sites ALA 92, ALA 93 
and surrounding parcels exhibited a number of archaeological features which must be considered should 
development occur. 

 

AF 80, 81 – Chimney/fireplace and wall 

Features 80 and 81 (ALA 56), defined the extent of a large structure, outlined by a series of brick, stone 
and timber features. The primary element consisted of an extant chimney with dual-fireplace, providing 
evidence for multiple rooms or multiple structures. The extant residential dwelling nearby may once 
have formed part of ruined building, however, this relationship could not be further explored due to the 
limitations of the survey. A small stone stack or crudely-built ruined wall was also identified alongside the 
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dual-fireplace, representative of either a storage trough or an internal foundational wall. Nearby, a 
remnant external wall (corner section) was also identified, indicating that the structure was primarily 
constructed of brick and supported by large timber posts, as evidenced by an upright post abutting the 
wall. Georeferenced historical data indicates that the property may have been erected between 1867 
and 1880, and likely holds potential to contain further sub-surface archaeological deposits given above 
findings. 

 

AF 89 – Brickwork, single course 

Several courses of poorly preserved brickwork were identified across the landscape, with a notable 
remnant course of masonry (AF 89) identified in ALA 53. Its presence amongst demolition rubble and its 
curious location outside the core Village Precinct in an area prone to washouts, was likely a contributing 
factor for its abandonment. Whilst the structure appeared to occupy a cut into the slope, its purpose 
could not be established however, it is probable that the foundations constituted a small dwelling. 
Despite the structures current condition, its location may be useful in discussions concerning the 
habitation of outlying areas during Phase 3 (1880-1920), particularly in reference to the development of 
the Township’s peripheral areas. 

    

4.5.4 Stone Structures and Features 

A small number of ruined stone structures were identified in discreet pockets across Hill End, primarily in 
the form of remnant wall foundations or fireplaces. In most instances their construction comprised 
crudely placed stones, typical in raw material to the geomorphology of the area. Like those constructed 
of wattle and daub, stone structures consisted of locally procured materials and were often hastily 
erected as evidenced by the build quality and exploitation of unrefined natural rock. In some instances, 
stone foundations were accompanied by compacted surface imprints of former structures (topographic) 
however, the majority of stone courses existed independent of accompanying features and appeared 
random. The absence of other materials surrounding these features may indicate composite 
constructions (e.g. stone foundations, wattle and daub walls), the materials of which have since 
degraded or removed and reused elsewhere. Historically, dry-stack constructions consisted of mud or 
limestone plasters, which acted as caulking agents to stop air-flow, rather than for the purposes of 
bonding (Vivian 1976). Therefore, it is possible that such plasters had since decayed and were not 
identified during the survey. The likely chronology of these stone structures could relate earliest phase of 
occupation (Phase 1; pre-1867), however it is also probable that they relate to the settlement during the 
boom period of the 1870s (Phase 2; 1867-1880).  

 

AF 15, 18, 20, 69, 88 – Linear and semi-circular foundations 

Several linear foundational ruins were identified, the most intact appeared across ALA 10, ALA 53 and 
ALA 80. The following summaries these findings and their distribution: 

The foundations of crudely built stone wall (AF 15) were identified at the western periphery of ALA 10 
(Plate 1). The construction comprised irregularly shaped, small-sized stones stacked to an approximate 
height of 20cm and 180cm in length. Significant water erosion destroyed the majority of the feature, 
however the surviving section remained largely articulated. The semi-circular arrangement may be 
indicative of a corner section or a retaining wall – given its washout-prone location. Nearby, a linear of 
course of stone was also identified (AF 18). Again similar in composition, the course comprised six small 
and irregularly-shaped stones, which loosely outlined a foundational wall 10cm high and 80cm in length. 
The surrounding area also contained displaced stones which may have bared some relation to either 
structure, based on the proximity of their dispersal. Georeferenced historical data indicates that two 
small structures existed in the location of both features between 1867 and 1880. Despite the impacts 
caused by severe water erosion, it is probable that sub-surface archaeological deposits may exist intact. 
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Similarly, a linear course of stone (AF 20) was identified on the same parcel of Crown land (ALA 10), 
located on the upper slope of the site (Plate 2). The single course measuring 15cm in height and 60cm in 
length, was sympathetic in construction to the style of those lower on the slope (AF 15, AF 18). However, 
while AF 20 was possibly erected during the same period, historical records do not illustrate the 
presence of the structure. Therefore, it is unclear if the feature constitutes a structure overlooked by 
previous surveys, succeeded historical recording or formed part water retardation device. However, 
given the frequency of finds and the similarities expressed throughout this area it seems likely that small, 
temporary establishments once peppered the landscape.  

Several kilometres away, a stone course (AF 88) measuring 120cm in length and approximately 25cm in 
height was identified in an area heavily impacted upon by water erosion on ALA 53. Again, the linear 
arrangement resembled the foundational layer of a wall or water retardation device and comprised 
small, crudely fashioned stones. Historical records document various structures in place of the 
stonework, increasing the likelihood that the feature functioned as a part of a dwelling or other 
associated building, dating to between 1867 and 1880. Given the historical imprint in this particular 
location, the potential for sub-surface archaeological deposits is considered moderate. 

The foundations of crudely built stone wall (AF 69) were also identified at ALA 80. The construction 
comprised irregularly shaped small stones, stacked to an approximate height of 20cm and 180cm in 
length, similar in formation to AF 15. The feature comprised loosely stacked stone, resembling either a 
collapsed wall or a concealed pit. However, as the feature appeared largely articulated, it seems more 
likely that the semi-circular arrangement may be indicative of a corner section or a retaining wall. Whilst 
historical records do not illustrate the presence of this structure and cannot inform this interpretation, a 
contextual relationship may be gleamed from the presence of structural feature (AF 70, AF 71), located 
nearby. A second linear formation (AF 72) was also discovered on a lower slope of ALA 80, comprising a 
single course of squared stone, possibly outlining a pavement boundary or collapsed wall. Due to poor 
surface visibility it was not possible to determine the exact extent of the feature, which measured 
approximately 1m in length. Potential for archaeological sub-surface deposits surrounding these features 
is considered moderate. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate 1: AF15, showing stone foundations, within ALA 10 
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Plate 2: AF20, showing stone foundations, within ALA 10 

 

AF 21, 22 – Wall foundations and fire pit 

A linear course of stonework (AF 21), similar in form to AFs 15, 18 and 20, was identified on ALA 10 (Plate 
3). The stonework comprised irregularly-shaped natural rock and measured approximately 10cm high 
with a length of 130cm. A circular arrangement of crudely-placed stone of the same material lay adjacent 
to the course. The circular feature (AF 22), measuring 60cm in diameter, possibly marks the remains of a 
fire pit associated with the linear stonework. The absence of a sturdy fireplace is indicative of a 
temporary establishment comparable to a crudely fashioned hut or camp site likely relating to Phase 2 of 
the town’s chronology (1867-1880). This may also shed light on similar features peppered across outlying 
areas susceptible to erosive processes. 
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Plate 3: AF21, showing stone foundations and possible fire pit, within ALA 10 

 

AF 23-28 – Structural foundations, topographical imprint and pit 

A complex of spatially related stone features was encountered along the highest slope of ALA 10 (Plate 4 
and Plate 5). The foundation of a European-constructed stone structure was indicated by a series of 
surface features which included: wall footings, a stone step and a square-shaped pit. The ruined wall 
comprised natural rock, including larger boulders at corner intersections and smaller, crudely-fashioned 
stones in linear formations. Despite significant water erosion, brick demolition rubble was identified 
loosely scattered across the feature, indicative of either a collapsed wall of the same material or a 
remnant fireplace. A stone-lined formation was also identified immediately to the north of the structure, 
representative of an annexed structure or refuse pit with potential for archaeological deposits. 
Collectively, the evidence is suggestive of a former small dwelling with a possible brick fireplace, stepped 
entrance with facility for refuse in the form of a pit or extension (i.e. outhouse). The structure’s remote 
location may have been influenced by mining activities as two shafts were located nearby. The likely 
chronology of the structure could relate earliest phase of occupation (Phase 1; pre-1867), however it is 
also likely that it relates to opportunistic settlement during the boom period of the 1870s (Phase 2; 1867-
1880).  
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Plate 4: AF23-28, showing stone foundations, within ALA 10 

 

 

Plate 5: AF27-28, showing stone foundations and possible pit, within ALA 10 
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AF 67 – Structure 

A large rectangular structure in ruin was identified at the midpoint of a vacant paddock, adjoining the 
present Presbyterian Church (ALA 71) (Plate 6). The crudely-constructed body of the stone feature 
appeared to have been the result of a demolition event, the remains of which constituted a corner 
segment of wall which had been preassembly reconstructed above the original imprint imbedded below. 
The feature measured approximately 120 x 150cm, and 60cm high and comprised loosely stacked stone 
and further disturbed by an exotic tree which had emerged through the feature’s eastern wall. The 
structure seems to have experienced an inward collapse, which may suggest potential for preserved 
archaeological deposits beneath. The placement of the stonework may indicate a relationship to the 
former structures which had originally fronted on Tambaroora Street, dating sometime between 1867 
and 1880. However, it is unclear if the feature functioned as a storage pit, fireplace or a structural 
foundation of a former building. 

 

 

Plate 6: AF67, showing stone foundations, within ALA 71 

 

AF 70-71 – Fireplace and topographical imprint 

A large rectangular feature (AF 70) was identified on the northern edge of ALA 80. The feature comprised 
crudely-shaped stone facing inward towards a uniquely compacted surface (AF 71) - presumably the 
foundational imprint of a demolished structure. The feature measured approximately 90 x 70 x 50cm and 
appeared to have experienced an inward collapse as evidenced by an overlying rubble layer. The stone 
arrangement resembled a ruined fireplace or storage trough demonstrated by low-lying and walled 
foundations, the collapse of which may have preserved archaeological deposits beneath. In comparison 
to more loosely laid stone features encountered by the survey, AF 70 comprised tightly-packed and 
robust construction which likely functioned to limited airflow for the purposes of heat and fire retention. 
Collectively, both features resemble the foundations of a dwelling possibly dating sometime between 
1867 and 1880. It may also bear relation to AF 69 nearby, which functioned as either a retaining wall or a 
pit. Whilst historical records do not illustrate the presence of structures in this area, the stone 
construction appears to coincide, chronologically, with similar builds identified across outlying areas. 
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AF 36, 37, 40, 214 – Fireplace, topographical imprint, paving and historic tree 

The ruins of a small dwelling were identified along western periphery of ALA 148, comprising a stone 
fireplace (AF 36) and an imprint of the original structure (AF 37). Whilst significant historically, the site is 
currently used for modern domestic activities, some of which have impacted on the integrity of the site’s 
archaeological deposits. Specifically, the stone fireplace had been reconstructed from demolition 
materials found in association, placed loosely above the original foundations consisting of large, deeply 
imbedded stones. These natural rocks, potentially procured from the surrounds, measured on average 
1m in length and were employed for quick construction, likely relating to earliest phase of occupation 
(Phase 1; pre-1867), or the boom period of the 1870s (Phase 2; 1867-1880). It was evident that any 
intact deposits relating to the fireplace had since been removed due to modern use. In addition, adjacent 
to the former structure, a single course of stone was also identified, possibly marking the perimeter of 
remnant paving for a path or garden area (AF 40), the extent of which could not be investigated further 
due to obstructions. According to oral history, the small dwelling, originally comprised poorly-surviving 
organic materials like wattle and daub and occupied by a Hill End’s pioneer, whom was believed to have 
planted the large pine tree (AF 214) that presently overlooks the property.   

 

4.5.5 Topographical Features 

A small number of potential structures comprising low archaeological imprints, were identified in areas 
across the Township. The resultant integrity is presumably the outcome of subsequent land use and/or 
influence of natural processes, a combination of which has likely led to poor preservation of surface 
features as identified by the survey. These features were typically identified in areas exhibiting a 
compaction of the surface, and in some cases were visibly rectangular. Topographic foundational 
imprints were generally identified alongside brick and stone features, which in most cases assisted in the 
definition of a structure’s extent and boundaries (see above). However, a small number of imprints were 
discovered independent of an obvious archaeological marker, due to demolition or decay (i.e. bark, 
wattle and daub).  

 

AF 54, 56 – Topographic imprints 

The survey identified several features along the southwestern section of ALA 45. The property parcel, 
which had been formally developed for the purposes of establishing the Hill End Ranch, demonstrated a 
significant level of site disturbance. However, a small number of features were found along the east 
overlooking an ephemeral gully. Topographical relief AF 54 comprised a rectangular surface adjoining a 
built up mount, presumably associated with the demolition of a fireplace. Upon closer inspection, several 
disassociated brick and stone fragments were also identified at the feature’s southeast corner. 
Collectively, these elements may constitute a small dwelling formally comprising low integrity materials 
such as bark or wattle and daub. It is likely that the structure relates to the earliest phase of occupation 
(Phase 1; pre-1867), however it is probable that these areas were subject to settlement during the boom 
period of the 1870s and could relate to the later 19th century (Phase 2; 1867-1880). 

Similarly, AF 56 was identified along along the southwestern section of ALA 45, overlooking the 
ephemeral gully. The poorly preserved feature comprised a rectangular compacted surface, 
accompanied by a slight rise which may contain the demolition remains of a former fireplace. Several 
small stones were also identified scattered across the feature, further indicative of a subsequent 
destruction event. Whilst the feature was of low-integrity due to demolition and natural erosional 
processes, the preservation of sub-surface deposits is likely. 
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AF 57-59, –Topographic imprints and well (Dunbeacon) 

Recent archaeological studies were conducted on Dunbeacon, a property comprising three blocks within 
the survey area (High Ground 2013). The historical sensitivity of the site was outlined subsequent report, 
the features of which were further defined by the present archaeological investigations. The Dunbeacon 
report detailed the history of ephemeral structures formally occupying the Denison Street frontage, and 
likely relate to the compacted surfaces (AF 57, 59) identified on sites ALA 70 (Lot 11) and ALA 73 (Lot 1 
Section 8). These topographic features encountered possibly align with foundational imprints of 
structures illustrated by the Holterman Collection, including the wine and spirit merchant and 
independent businesses. The High Ground report further details site’s local significance and includes 
recommendations and legislative guidelines in the protection of the site’s significant features, including a 
research design to facilitate future investigations including the preservation of a large stone-line well (AF 
58) (c1870-80), re-identified by the survey. The Dunbeacon archaeological investigation is working 
example of the benefits of formal consultation, mitigation and research strategies implemented in the 
appropriate management of archaeological significance and the planning process. 

4.6 Conclusion 

The pedestrian survey confirmed the presence of a number of historically recorded built heritage and 
associated activities. These included heritage/modified buildings, ruined fireplaces/chimneys, walls, pits 
and compacted surfaces.  As historical documentation was limited to the core Village Precinct, the survey 
relied on observations to identify features located in outlying areas in the recording of additional built 
heritage and individual site interpretations. The resulting formal investigation required the systematic 
recording of numerous archaeological features encountered within peripheral areas, the outcome of 
which forms a register and typology of stone, brick and ephemeral structures (Volume 3: Table 1). A 
number of these features comprised a combination of materials, characterised by robust foundations 
(i.e. stone wall, brick chimney) and poorly-surviving frames (i.e. bark, timber, wattle and daub). Factors 
including resource availability and ease of construction would have influenced the composition and build 
of these structures, which was frequently evident in outlying areas where poorly-preserved stone 
features were most prominent. In areas surrounding the core Village Precinct, preserved brick 
fireplaces/chimneys and few wattle and daub constructions were increasingly evident. Ruined brick 
features were often accompanied by surface compactions interpreted as topographical imprints of 
former structures. The style of chimney represented was also observed in various forms across the 
Township’s extant structures, often preserved through modern renovations or pre-existing as part of 
standing heritage buildings. Collectively, this data which is further detailed in Volume 2 (Table 1 and 
Table 2), has contributed to the pre-existing knowledgebase in the archaeological verification heritage 
features in core Village areas documented by historical records. Furthermore, the survey also identified a 
number of additional features within these areas and those considered to have limited to, no historical 
data, demonstrating some level of archaeological potential throughout outlying areas. 
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5 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL ZONING 

5.1 Preamble  

An Archaeological Zoning Plan (AZP) is a graphic plan of a place, which indicates the relative 
archaeological sensitivity of different areas or zones (Heritage Office 1996a: 34). The Hill End AZP 
consists of maps of archaeological sensitivity produced at different scales: 

 Individual title plans showing the detailed results of the built history analysis (AF) including 
sensitivity buffers based on the archaeological assessment on an individual structure basis 
(Volume 4). 

 An overview of the study area showing an average rating of the archaeological sensitivity for 
each block (Figure 7; detail maps in Appendix 5). 

 An overview of the study area showing the definition of broad archaeological precincts (Figure 
8). 

The methodology used in classifying archaeological sensitivity is presented in Appendix 3. 

5.2 Archaeological Sensitivity 

As a general statement, Hill End represents an area of outstanding archaeological sensitivity, though 
many zones within the Village Precinct have lower values through either an absence of historical activity 
or the effects of subsequent land use and other impacts. 

Four categories of archaeological sensitivity have been defined within the AZP: 

 Zones of high archaeological sensitivity (H) – these consist of PADs with moderate to high 
archaeological imprint (e.g. stone and brick buildings), contained in areas of overall high 
landscape integrity. 

This value also applies to locations with standing building remains and other high significance 
archaeological features. 

 Zones of moderate archaeological sensitivity (M) – these consist of PADs with low to moderate 
archaeological imprint (e.g. substantial timber buildings), contained in areas of overall moderate 
landscape integrity. 

This value also applies to locations with no documented PADs, but with high landscape integrity 
that could preserve as yet undocumented deposits.  

 Zones of low archaeological sensitivity (L) – these consist of PADs with low to moderate 
archaeological imprint (e.g. bark huts and other insubstantial timber buildings), contained in 
areas of generally low landscape integrity. 
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This value also applies to locations with no documented PADs but with moderate landscape 
integrity. 

 Archaeologically sterile zones (0) – these consist of PADs with low imprint (e.g. tin sheds) and/or 
with no documented archaeological potential, contained in areas of overall low landscape 
integrity. It should be noted that pockets of archaeological deposit may still be preserved in 
otherwise sterile zones. 

These ratings reflect the archaeological significance of individual titles, and will determine an appropriate 
management response to future land use and development (Section 8.5).  Figure 7 (detail maps 
Appendix 5)  and Volume 2: Table 3 present the overall sensitivity ratings for each specific block covered 
by this AMP. Figure 9 further illustrates the range of sensitivity ratings established across the Village of 
Hill End, and includes the results from the 2015 survey and Long’s ALMP (2002). Overall, a large number 
of sites outside the Village Precinct were identified as having moderate to low sensitivity. This is primarily 

due to a lacking presence of archaeologically robust features18, which have not survived due to natural 
erosional processed, land clearing and/or feature reuse and renovation. This is not to say that areas with 
a low to moderate sensitivity have less potential to contain significant sub-surface archaeological 
deposits, and this may merit further inquiry/inspection where Council deems it appropriate.   

                                                           
18 Features including, brick bluestone and other hard-wearing building materials. 
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Figure 7: Overview map showing archaeological sensitivity across the study area (Detail maps Appendix 5)  
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Figure 8: Overview map showing archaeological sensitivity across the Village of Hill End 
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5.3 Archaeological Precincts 

To gain a broad overview of the archaeological sensitivity of Hill End, it is useful to view the Village 
Precinct in terms of four broad zones or archaeological precincts, based on the overall results of the AZP 
(Figure 9). These consist of zones that display broadly comparable characteristics, which can be used as 
the basis for significance assessment and management decisions. Figure 10 further demonstrates the 
allocation of these zones across Hill End, inclusive of Long’s ALMP (2002). These results are based on the 
generalised archaeological sensitivity values for each title included in the AZP first presented in Figure 7 
and detailed by localised results in Volume 4.  

 

The precincts are defined as follows; 

Precinct 1: Core Village Zone 

Description – The central zone of Hill End township, containing the nucleus of the historical activity 
district as depicted on the 1859 and 1874 plans. The zone consists of all titles adjacent to Clarke, 
Tambaroora and Church Street, defined on the western margin by Hill End Creek. 

Landscape integrity – High. There has been comparatively limited disturbance in this zone, with few 
indications of erosional processes, cultivation and subsequent land development, with the 
exception of the degraded margins of Hill End Creek. The zone lies in an aggradational 
environment at the lowest point of the Hill End plateau, and it is likely that much of the 
archaeological record has been buried by deposits derived from upslope erosion. There is 
considerable potential for the preservation of significant archaeological deposits. 

Overall archaeological sensitivity – High. The zone contains extensive archaeological remains in the form 
of well-preserved ruins, landscape topography and extant heritage buildings. The surface 
evidence and the results of the previous archaeological investigations (cf. the Metropolitan 
Hotel; Section 17, Lot 2) suggests considerable complexity and structure to the archaeological 
deposits, reflecting the earliest and most intensive occupation in the township. 

Archaeological significance – High. It is predicted that archaeological deposits in this zone are 
extensive, well preserved, have considerable complexity and research potential. They will relate 
to the entire period of historical occupation at Hill End (Phases 1-3; pre-1867-1920), with only 
limited impact from later disturbance. 

Management issues – This zone is a rare archaeological landscape of outstanding heritage significance, 
which requires careful future management in order to preserve these values. Future research is 
very high. There are limited opportunities for development without significantly impacting on the 
archaeological record, though relatively minor works will be permissible subject to appropriate 
planning and impact mitigation. The zone requires a high level of conservation to protect and 
maintain these values. 

 

Precinct 2: Eastern Slopes Zone 

Description – This extensive zone comprises the broad eastern periphery of the core village zone, 
extending from Reef Street to Bowen Street and Beyers Avenue. The zone contains outlying, but 
significant sections of the historical village of Hill End as depicted on the 1859 and 1874 plans. 
The zone broadly equates to the lower portion of the extensive slopes overlooking the eastern 
margin of the township. 

Landscape integrity – Moderate. The zone has been variably disturbed by mining, gullying, sheet erosion, 
agriculture and development, though substantial pockets of relatively intact archaeological 
deposit may survive across selected parts of the zone. 
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Overall archaeological sensitivity – Moderate. The zone contains clusters of ruins, landscape topography 
and extant heritage buildings, some of which date to the earliest period of occupation in the 
township. Much of the zone has been disturbed by later impacts, in particular land development 
and erosion, and it is likely archaeological deposits will consist of discrete pockets, rather than 
extensive site complexes. 

Archaeological significance – Moderate. It is predicted that archaeological deposits in this zone are 
localised, but well preserved, with complexity and research potential. They could relate to the 
entire period of historical occupation at Hill End (Phases 1-3; pre-1867-1920). 

Management issues – This zone contains pockets of high archaeological sensitivity, which will require 
careful future management, though much of the zone has relatively lower archaeological value 
than Precinct 1. There are opportunities for development without significantly impacting on the 
archaeological record, subject to appropriate planning and impact mitigation. The zone requires 
careful conservation management to protect and maintain these values, while allowing 
justifiable development and land use to continue. 

 

Precinct 3: Western Slopes Zone 

Description – A small group of allotments on the western slopes of Hill End Creek, containing an outlying 
satellite of the historical activity district as depicted on the 1859 and 1874 plans. The zone is 
situated around the junction of Germantown Lane and Warrys Road, and contains the 
Krohmann/Ackermann Cottage complex. This zone was first detailed in Long’s ALMP (2002), 
however it does not form part of the present study area, and is included as a point of reference.   

Landscape integrity – Moderate. The zone has been variably disturbed by mining, gullying, sheet erosion, 
agriculture and development, though substantial pockets of relatively intact archaeological 
deposit may survive across selected parts of the zone. 

Overall archaeological sensitivity – Moderate. The zone is clustered around an outlying nucleus of the Hill 
End Township, displaying a range of ruins and extant heritage buildings dating to the earliest 
period of occupation in the township (c. 1850s). Previous investigations suggest that 
archaeological deposits associated with these structures have much research potential (Denis 
Gojak pers. Comm. 2001). Some of the zone has been disturbed by later impacts, in particular 
agriculture, land development and erosion, and it is likely archaeological deposits will consist of 
discrete pockets, rather than extensive site complexes. 

Archaeological significance – Moderate. It is predicted that archaeological deposits in this zone are 
localised, but potentially well preserved, with complexity and research potential. They could 
relate to the entire period of historical occupation at Hill End (Phases 1-3; pre-1867-1920). 

Management Issues – This zone contains pockets of high archaeological sensitivity, which will require 
careful future management, though much of the zone has relatively lower archaeological value 
than Precinct 1. There are opportunities for development without significantly impacting on the 
archaeological record, subject to appropriate planning and impact mitigation. The zone requires 
a moderate level of conservation to protect and maintain these values. 

 

Precinct 4: Peripheral Zone 

Description – A broad zone of relatively discontinuous land blocks around the western, eastern and 
northern margins of the township centre, broadly equating to the degraded higher slopes, 
regenerated woodland and outlying agricultural blocks. The zone contains only limited 
components relating to the earliest phase of occupation (Phase 1; pre-1867), but was subject to 
settlement during the boom period of the 1870s.  
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Landscape integrity – Low. The zone has been variably disturbed by mining, gullying, sheet erosion, 
agriculture and development. 

Overall archaeological sensitivity – Low. The zone generally consists of denuded hill slopes and 
regenerated bushland on degraded land surfaces, with relatively limited archaeological potential. 
Much of the zone has been disturbed by later impacts, in particular agriculture, land 
development and erosion, though archaeological deposits may survive as discrete pockets. 

Archaeological significance – Low. It is predicted that archaeological deposits in this zone will be highly 
localised, but may still be well preserved, with complexity and research potential. They are most 
likely to relate to the later 19th and early 20th centuries (Phases 2-3; 1867-1920). 

Management Issues – This zone contains discrete pockets of archaeological deposit, which will require 
careful future management, but much of the zone has relatively low or zero archaeological value. 
There are few constraints for development across the zone, subject to appropriate planning and 
impact mitigation. The zone requires a relatively low level of conservation management to 
protect and maintain these values. 

These precincts will form a useful unit for discussing the significance (Section 7) and management 
(Sections 8 and 9) of the archaeology of Hill End in a broad sense, though the more detailed title-based 
zoning plans must be considered in the management planning process for individual developments.  
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Figure 9: Overview map showing archaeological precincts across the study area 
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Figure 10: Overview map showing archaeological precincts across the Village of Hill End 
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6 

RESEARCH FRAMEWORK 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1 Preamble  

In order to improve our understanding of the lives of people living, working and frequenting Hill End in 
the 19th and early 20th centuries it will be necessary to approach any future archaeological 
investigations - particularly those mitigating a proposed impact - with an appropriate research design. 
This research design should raise research questions that will direct, to a significant extent, the 
methodological as well as the interpretative approach to the archaeology of the study area. To date, 
there has been very limited systematic excavation at Hill End, some of which has resulted in a detailed or 
useful corpus of recorded information for analysing or interpreting the archaeological record of the 
township.  

Given the high significance of the study area (Section 7) and the likelihood of disturbance from 
infrastructure expansion or other development, it is necessary to establish a responsible methodological 
approach that will address the principal research questions posed by such an extensive archaeological 
landscape, both for the interpretation of Hill End, and the principal historical themes that relate to it on a 
regional, state and national level. To this end, an appropriate research design should provide an effective 
platform for the subsequent multi-disciplinary analysis and interpretation of the archaeological record. 

It is intended that the research aims and directions for this process will be driven by the results of 
previous research, the AMP and a set of clearly defined research questions formulated from the 
contextual history (Mayne 2001). It is argued that the research design be finalised at a later stage when 
systematically acquired field data and more detail historical documentation in available. Nevertheless, 
some preliminary comment is required in this report to demonstrate how archaeological research within 
the Village Precinct development will fit into the overarching research framework of Australian historical 
archaeology, and what issues need to be considered to developing a final research design. 

The history and archaeology of goldfields and associated townships in Australia and elsewhere is an 
emerging discipline both methodologically and theoretically (Goodman 1994; Lawrence 2000; various 
papers in McCalman et al 2001; Lawrence and Davies 2011; Mayne in prep.).  It is generally recognised 
that goldfields were the focus of intense and changing human activity, and that this activity has resulted 
in a record of great complexity through many building and destructive cycles. The excavation, analysis 
and interpretation of goldfields townships and time sequences allows aspects of both short and long 
term processes to be investigated that were not necessarily expressed in the documentary record, 
particularly the lives of ordinary people.  Through an analysis of the spatial and chronological distribution 
of building fabric, the sequence of construction, abandonment, demolition and any associated 
infrastructure and movable heritage, the archaeological record allows the investigation of transitory 
urban development, the conceptualisation of space, and the nature and development of local industries 
and economic networks.  
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On a more intimate level the archaeological record may document the changing social practices in 
families, between sexes and the culture of household, workplace and neighbourhood development (see 
Samson 1990; Blanton 1994). Occasionally it documents the development of ethnic neighbourhoods.  
Much of this information has enormous potential for public interest and education, because it 
documents and contextualises the history of ordinary lives through the immediacy of recognisable items 
from the past, rather than through the drier and less evocative medium of ‘official’ text sources (e.g. rate 
books, censuses etc.). 

Any research design has to recognise the enormous potential that an area such as Hill End has to provide 
information for public education and broader academic interests, for instance, comparison with similar 
data sets such as the Dolly’s Creek (Lawrence 2000; 2001) and Mount Alexander goldfields (Mayne in 
prep.). This research has allowed a departure from the technology-driven ‘industrial archaeology’ of 
goldfields and the boom-bust cycle of corporate mining of the mid-late 19th century, towards the day-to-
day lives of local people who lived on the proceeds of subsistence mining and part-time jobs throughout 
this period and into the 20th century. 

One other point that needs to be considered in a future archaeological research framework is to diversify 
the areas of archaeological interest away from both extant and former building sites, as archaeology 
does not purely function to confirm the position or nature of an architectural footprint. Although 
archaeological complexity is often accentuated and preserved by building construction, there are other 
outlying elements in the landscape that are less easy to predict (e.g. gardens, cesspits, rubbish dumps, 
wells, outdoor work areas). Nonetheless these represent a high value archaeological resource, both for 
the nature of their fabric and associated remains, but also the material that may have been discarded 
and preserved within them. It is accepted that an analysis of the built history alone may not predict the 
location of these features, which may only be identified through a process of detailed historical research 
and fieldwork.  

Taking these considerations on board, any private or public development that constitutes a threat to 
archaeological preservation should aim to provide a baseline recording that will facilitate more 
comprehensive research to take place, preferably through controlled excavation or supervised bulk soil 
removal where appropriate. Any excavation and analysis strategies should therefore be designed to 
preserve and provide information that will provide a firm foundation for the type of investigations 
outlined above, be easily integrated with other site data collection procedures and useful for public 
information purposes. In addition, a programme of post-excavation conservation and analysis of both 
the artefactual material and recorded data should be costed, to ensure that an appropriate level of 
interpretation is undertaken on completion of the fieldwork component. 

 

Pertinent research questions that could be considered at this stage include: 

 The relationship between the Wiradjuri, gold mining and early settlement in the Hill End district. 

 Contemporary knowledge of the mid 19th century archaeological record is minimal. Little of the 
material culture of people living in the 1850s-1870s is known and in particular, little is known of 
the archaeological assemblages of this time. This time bracket (c. 1852-1871) represents one of 
the ‘significant knowledge’ gaps in the documentary record. There is every possibility that more 
information on this archaeological record can be established through careful excavation of 
selected sites at Hill End and this should be set as a research priority.  

 The processes that enabled Hill End to survive as a living community into the late 20th century, 
despite its geographical isolation and the decline of mining. The reasons for Hill End’s longevity 
remain largely obscure in the historical literature, but archaeology presents one opportunity to 
examine the way in which a community adapts to economic change and a diminishing population 
base. Phase 3 (1880-1920) represents one of the ‘significant knowledge’ gaps in the 
documentary record that could be addressed through archaeology. This could fit into the 
broader framework of failed settlement research and management on Crown Lands in New 
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South Wales, which has previously been identified as an important theme for consideration 
(Ashley et al 1991). 

 The notion of boundaries between individual properties, and how they are reflected in the 
material record. Can distinctions be drawn between the lives of the inhabitants and material 
residues? This will require an integrated approach, investigating with the entirety of a property, 
rather discrete zones within an individual block 

 Ethnicity – the organisation of the Hill End neighbourhood through time on ethnic grounds, 
enhanced by the diversity of racial groups residing in the district during the late 19th century, 
and its manifestation in material residues.  

 The relationship between commerce and residence in the district, and the declining role of 
mining as an economic activity. The extent of the involvement of other industries at Hill End 
could be investigated, as well as the diversification of the local economy in the late 19th century. 
In particular, the transition between the boom years of the 1870s to the subsistence economy of 
the early 20th century should be examined. One aspect that could be developed is the micro-
topographical and environmental investigation of garden sites abandoned prior to 1920, which 
could provide a key to understanding the process of land use change over this period. 

These themes should be further developed through consultation with research stakeholders in 
subsequent planning, evaluation and excavation reports. 
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7 

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE 

7.1 Introduction 

The archaeological significance of the Hill End Village Precinct is presented in the following section, as 
distinct from the overall heritage significance of the place or the archaeological significance of the wider 
cultural landscape. Heritage significance is a rating of the historic, aesthetic, scientific and social values of 
a site or place (Pearson and Sullivan 1995: 16-21; Heritage Office 2000).  The significance assessment 
procedure for individual sites and places can be very complex, requiring an evaluation of both the 
physical and cultural attributes of a particular location. The value of the site to future generations must 
also be considered through its educational and scientific significance. These values are vital in 
formulating an appropriate level of conservation and management for both individual sites and cultural 
landscapes. The following takes into account the archaeological heritage ratings originally formalised by 
Long’s study in 2002. 

An overall assessment of these values was originally presented in the draft Plan of Management (NPWS 
1994: 11-15), the BRC, formally Evans Shire Council Development Control Plan (Robert A Moore Pty. Ltd. 
and Pike 1992: 9-11) and the listing of Hill End Historic Site on the State Heritage Register 
(www.heritage.nsw.gov.au), concluding that Hill End was a place of National heritage significance. This 
high level of significance is reflected by the declaration of the township as a Historic Site under the NSW 
National Parks and Wildlife Act 1967, the listing of the site on the Register of the National Estate, its 
classification as a Conservation Area by the National Trust of Australia (New South Wales) and BRC and 
its listing on the NSW State Heritage Register (SHR). 

In 2012, a broader extension of the NPWS agenda was presented as the draft Hill End Conservation 
Management and Cultural Tourism Master Plan (Master Plan) as an expansion on existing planning 
documentation, which was finalised by the NSW Heritage Council in 2013. The plan consists of several 
documents which collectively outline a management framework in the ongoing conservation and 
adaptive reuse of the Hill End’s Heritage and structures (Conybeare Morrison 2013a:i). The framework 
was established to reinforce the standards of research and conservation control, it considers measures 
to stimulate town economy, new business and interpretation of built, natural and cultural heritage 
(Conybeare Morrison 2013a:i). A key outcome, among others, was the development of a Conservation 
Management Plan formulated to provide a management framework and guidance for the preservation 
of heritage places. The Master Plan is also linked to an Interpretation Plan drafted in 2014 (GML et. al.), 
which forms part of a broader revitalisation programme undertaken by NPWS to ensure the preservation 
of significant heritage values of the cultural landscape. Therefore, the suite of management plans have 
been introduced to guide conservation efforts in future, and recognise that the heritage environment 
requires continuing treatment to maintain Hill End’s significance and heritage values (GML et. al. 2014). 
Further, the Conservation Management Plan also recommends the evaluation and eventual upgrade of 
the current heritage listing to an international level (Conybeare Morrison 2013b:54). 

In the case of this study, the archaeology of Hill End is assessed as a single cultural landscape, without 
detailed assessments of specific components. At this stage it is not possible to provide a definitive 
statement on the significance of individual structures or blocks, as more detailed field evaluation, 
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historical research and community consultation is required.19  As an interim measure, the archaeological 
sensitivity ratings (Figure 7; Volume 2: Table 3) should be adopted as broadly reflecting archaeological 
significance for individual blocks. 

This section should not be viewed as a substitute for a detailed significance assessment for individual 
allotments, portions, sites and site complexes as part of a Conservation Management Plan (CMP) or other 
management planning process. 

7.2 Significance Assessment  

The following section presents an overview of the significance of the archaeological record of Hill End 
according to the standard criteria for heritage assessment (historic, aesthetic, social and 
scientific/archaeological). 

 

7.2.1 Historical Significance  

The assessment of the historical significance of the Village Precinct at Hill End is based upon the 
Australian Heritage Commission’s (AHC) Australian Historic Themes Framework (AHC 2001) and the NSW 
State Heritage Manual (Heritage Office 1996a; 1996b; 2000). Where appropriate, examples of specific 
locations of known relevance to the themes are cited. 

 

7.2.1.1 National Criteria 

The following Australian Historic Themes, as presented by the Australian Heritage Commission (2001) are 
relevant to the archaeological record of Hill End: 

2. Peopling the Continent 

2.4.2  Migrating to seek opportunity 

3. Developing local, regional and national economies 

3.4.3  Mining 

3.11.4  Clearing vegetation 

3.12.2 Developing sources of fresh local produce 

3.16  Struggling with remoteness, hardship and failure 

4. Building settlements, towns and cities 

4.1.1 Selecting township sites 

4.2 Making settlements to serve rural Australia 

5. Working 

5.1 Working in harsh conditions 

5.8 Working on the land 

These themes of National significance will be reflected in the archaeological record at Hill End. At this 
stage there has been insufficient archaeological excavation to directly confirm evidence of these themes 
within the archaeological deposits, though the historical research suggests that all these elements will be 

                                                           
19 A consultative process undertaken on behalf of NPWS (Guppy and Assoc. 2001) does not include consideration 
of archaeological management issues. 
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in place. It is the role of a future research design to ensure that planning for ongoing investigative 
programmes effectively consider these themes. 

 

7.2.1.2 State Criteria 

Criterion (a) of the NSW State Heritage Manual (Heritage Office 2000: 11) defines historical significance 
as ‘important in the course or pattern of NSW’s cultural or natural history’. The specific themes of 
relevance to the Village Precinct are listed below (Heritage Office 1996b): 

(5) Agriculture – the evolution of subsistence agriculture to supply the mining township and later 
development as a local agricultural centre. 

(7) Mining – early alluvial gold mining along Hill End Creek, later subsistence mining, the operation 
of mine shafts within the township boundary and subsequent effects on the environment. 

(9) Environment – land erosion, clearing, special plantings, gardens and the preservation of open 
space. 

(10) Townships – the growth and decline of Hill End as an organised township, the preservation of 
significant streetscapes. 

(11) Migration – the influx of people from diverse backgrounds into a remote location. 

(12) Ethnic Influences – the importance of ethnically distinct groups in moulding the culture of Hill 
End township and society. 

(13) Transport – the remoteness of the location and consistent access difficulties over time. 

It is considered that further research may reflect these themes of state, regional or local significance in 
the archaeological record at Hill End. A series of broader, general Historical themes of cultural 
significance are detailed by Conybeare Morrison (2013b). 

 

7.2.1.3 Summary Statement of Historical Significance 

These themes reflect the development and decline of Hill End as a mining township, its impact on the 
local environment and subsequent struggle for economic independence as an agricultural and 
subsistence mining centre. The influx of migrants from ethnically distinct backgrounds, in particular 
Germany and Ireland is potentially well represented in the archaeological record (e.g. ‘Germantown’ and 
Krohmann/Ackermann Cottage; Precinct 3). 

The archaeological record at Hill End is collectively of National significance given the unification of these 
themes in a cultural landscape which is reflective of the development of the township during its most 
significant period of occupation associated with the boom and bust cycle of gold mining in the late 19th 
century. 

 

7.2.2 Aesthetic Significance 

Criterion (c) of the NSW State Heritage Manual (Heritage Office 2000: 13) defines aesthetic significance 
as ‘important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics and/or a high degree of technical achievement 
in NSW or the local area’. As such an item having this value is significant because it demonstrates 
positive visual or sensory appeal.  

The archaeological landscape at Hill End is significant in the way in which it has evolved with minimal 
intrusion, and has blended into the local environment and streetscapes to form an intrinsic, visual and 
interactive component of the Historic Site. The abandoned and ruinous buildings collectively contribute 
to a landscape evocative of the hardships and opportunities faced by the town’s inhabitants. These have 
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formed the inspiration for significant artistic endeavour, which has enriched Australian cultural life at a 
range of levels. 

The archaeological landscape at Hill End is collectively of National significance given its highly visual 
attributes, associations with significant developments in Australian art and the amenability to public 
interaction and interpretation. 

 

7.2.3 Social Significance 

Criterion (d) of the NSW State Heritage Manual (Heritage Office 2000: 14) defines social significance as 
having ‘strong or social association with a particular community or cultural group in NSW [or the local 
area] for social, cultural or spiritual reasons’. 

The Hill End Historic Site has high social value for the local residents, the descendants of former residents 
and the people of New South Wales in general for its strong connections with a former way of life, family 
ties and a significant period in Australia’s development. The specific contribution of the archaeological 
record is considered to be relatively minor in this instance, with social significance being primarily 
derived from the sense of place, the landscape and surviving historic buildings, rather than the research 
potential of sub-surface deposits. 

The archaeological landscape at Hill End is collectively of State social significance given its potential for 
public education and as a link to aspects of the past which are not documented through other sources. 

 

7.2.4 Archaeological Significance 

Criterion (e) of the NSW State Heritage Manual (Heritage Office 2000: 15) defines technical/research 
significance as having ‘potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of NSW or 
the local area’s cultural or natural history’. Archaeological significance forms a component of this 
criterion (Heritage Office 1996c: 25-27). 

The key test for the assessment of archaeological significance is the ability of a place to provide, through 
archaeological methods, information that is useful to understanding the past through three basic 
enquiries (Bickford and Sullivan 1984). 

 

Ability to provide information not available from other sources 

Historical documentation for the built history of Hill End is exceptionally good for a brief period during 
the mining boom of the early-mid 1870s, though there is a dearth of comparable information relating to 
the early years of the town’s development and its subsequent period of decline. Throughout the 
occupation of Hill End there is generally limited information relating to private lives, commonplace 
activities and social interactions. Furthermore, the available information is focused primarily on aspects 
of public life and built history, without great reference to the activities undertaken within and between 
the documented buildings. These significant gaps can be addressed through archaeological research into 
the occupation deposits at Hill End, which have significant potential to yield considerable information, 
especially in Precinct 1. 

 

Ability to provide information not found on other sites 

Gold mining sites are not unusual in Australia, but the preservation of a significantly intact landscape 
relating to both the mining activities and the lives and dwellings of the mining families, service providers 
and other residents is uncommon. Most previous mine site research has tended to focus on 
technological and industrial aspects, rather than the lives and fortunes of the participants. Hill End is 
particularly significant in the latter aspect, given that the residents persisted with low key mining and 
other activities for many years following the boom period without either widespread urban development 
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(e.g. as an urban centre, such as Ballarat or Bendigo) or total abandonment (see Ashley et al 1991: 270). 
Mining is a highly destructive activity, which has impacted on the preservation of the archaeological 
landscape (particularly in Precinct 4), but substantial parts of the 19th century township are essentially 
intact as archaeological deposits (e.g. the eastern Hill End Creek Margins in Precinct 1). As such, Hill End 
presents archaeological opportunities not present elsewhere in New South Wales, and rare on a National 
basis. 

 

Ability to address pertinent research questions 

A selection of pertinent research questions of especial relevance to Hill End have been presented in 
Section 6, which interact with both National and international research agendas for gold mining and 
urbanisation. These questions relate to the parallel development of the town with the gold mining 
industry, internal rhythms and dynamics within the township, linkages with the outside world and the 
community’s response to the decline of the dominant economic activity. 

The preservation, structure and extent of archaeological deposits, particularly in Precinct 1, have 
considerable potential for addressing these questions on a broad landscape basis, rather than simply the 
examination of discrete, disassociated parcels of land.  

In all aspects, the research significance of the archaeological record at Hill End is collectively of National 
significance, though the level of this significance varies from location to location, based on differences in 
historical use and site preservation. In the absence of a detailed significance assessment for each 
potential archaeological deposit in the study area, it is proposed that the archaeological sensitivity 
ratings (high, moderate, low) be adopted as commensurate with significance ratings as an interim 
measure (Volume 2: Table 3). 

 

Archaeological landscapes of particularly high archaeological significance include: 

 The Clarke and Tambaroora Street frontages (Precinct 1). 

 Dennington Cottage (Precinct 2) (Long 2002). 

 Krohmann / Ackermann Cottage complex (Precinct 3) (Long 2002). 

 Southern periphery of Village, and discreet pockets in the northern section (Precinct 4). 

Collectively these zones are likely to contain the earliest, most complex, best-preserved and 
archaeologically significant deposits in Hill End. 

7.3 Summary Statement of Significance 

The archaeological record of Hill End is of overall National heritage significance, though this value varies 
considerably from allotment to allotment given the differences in the spatial distribution, nature, 
preservation and ongoing use of the remains.  

This landscape contains a broad spectrum of components reflecting domestic, economic, industrial, 
municipal, agricultural and religious activities relating to different social classes, professions and ethnic 
backgrounds. Archaeological evidence has the potential to provide a detailed understanding of social 
interaction and commercial endeavour in a remote community from the beginning of the township in the 
1850s to its decline in the 1880s-1920s. 

Overall the township remains are of National significance as the most extensive, intact archaeological 
landscape relating to a 19th century goldfield settlement in New South Wales, and potentially Australia.  
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The township remains are of National significance for their strong visual appeal and association with 
important Australian artists, who engaged with these aesthetic values to develop significant themes in 
Australian art. 

The township remains are of State significance for the sense of place they engender to the local 
community and the people of New South Wales, and the opportunities they provide for public education. 

The township remains are of National significance given the potential they provide for meaningful 
research into the lives, economy and social interaction of a remote goldfields community in mid-late 
19th and early 20th centuries. 

Hill End is extremely rare (SHR criterion f) in its combination of the above values at a single location. 

 

The overall archaeological significance of the four precincts defined in the AZP is rated as follows:  

Precinct 1: National significance – the central zone of Hill End township is an area of exceptional 
archaeological value given the range, complexity, scale and preservation of archaeological 
deposits across most of the area. Although some of these remains are visible on the ground 
surface in the form of ruins and other archaeological features, the sub-surface archaeological 
potential is considerable. This precinct is considered both rare in terms of its unique values in the 
context of Australian goldfields, and also highly representative of a late 19th century boom 
period gold mining township. An area of particular interest is Dunbeacon (Section 8 Lots 1 and 
11) (High Ground 2013).  

Precinct 2: State/Regional significance – Precinct 2 is an area of variably high to moderate archaeological 
significance, through the preservation of archaeological deposits associated with the cottage 
complex and other former building sites. The high level of value is not consistent across the 
entire area, due to the impact of past and present land use and other processes. This zone has 
particularly high historical significance due to the strong influence of German settlers in this 
location (‘Germantown’). The zone contributes to the overall National significance of the 
township. Selected blocks containing archaeology of high significance include Section 1 Lot 1. 

Precinct 3: State/Regional significance – the eastern margin of the core township is an area of overall 
high to moderate archaeological significance, through archaeological deposits associated with a 
range of extant and former building sites (Long 2002). The high level of value is not consistent 
across the entire area, due to the impact of past and present land use and other processes. The 
zone contributes to the overall National significance of the township. 

Precinct 4: Local significance – the periphery of the township is an area of overall little to moderate 
archaeological significance, though discrete allotments within this zone have potentially high 
significance. In general, the landscape has been highly disturbed through mining, erosion, 
revegetation and land development, and the preservation of archaeological deposits of high 
research potential is predicted to be uncommon. However, a number of discreet pockets were 
identified containing poorly surviving features of high archaeological significance. Selected blocks 
of potentially high to moderate significance in this broad precinct are Portions 5, 102, 141, 142, 
253, 267 and 7318. In addition to Section 4, Lot 1, Section 12, Lot 5 (Lysaght’s Butchery et al), 
Section 23, Lot 4, Portions 88 (Brown’s Junction Hotel), 104, 244 (Hill End Hospital), 293 (Heaps 
Cottage), 306, 321 (Araluen Star Hotel), 322 (Denman Cottage), 331 (Dr Baker’s House) and 367 
(English Cottage). 
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8 

MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS, 

POLICIES AND GUIDELINES 

8.1  Introduction 

Archaeological predictive modelling has established that the Village Precinct at Hill End contains 
numerous opportunities for the investigation and interpretation of sub-surface deposits relating to an 
extensive sequence of historical occupation. This has resulted in an archaeological zoning plan which 
characterises the landscape in terms of four overall levels of archaeological sensitivity (high, medium, 
low, nil), based on the identified extent of historical activity and subsequent land use. This is an 
extension of the AZP presented in the ALMP compiled by Long (2002). 

The following section presents a proposed framework for the management of the archaeological record 
at Hill End. This includes consideration of the existing management provisions, a proposed policy 
framework and a series of guidelines to facilitate the implementation of the policies. 

At this stage there is no consideration of specific developments, management activities or other threats 
to the archaeological record. This must necessarily be undertaken on a case-by-case basis, as and when 
the need for impact mitigation arises (Section 9.1). 

 

8.2 Management Considerations 

This section presents an overview of the provisions for historical archaeological site management at the 
Hill End Historic Site, including a discussion of those originally proposed by NPWS (1994), the current 
provisions outlined by the Conservation Management Plan (Conybeare Morrison 2013b) and the 
Interpretation Draft Plan (GML et. al. 2014), the legislative framework, non-statutory documents and the 
predicted threats to the archaeological record. 

 

8.2.1.1 Hill End Historic Site Draft Plan of Management (1994) 

Hill End Historic Site was first subject to a draft Plan of Management, which outlined the following 
provisions for historical archaeological sites (NPWS 1994: 22-23).  

1. Firstly, it recognised that there had been no systematic archaeological evaluation of the Historic Site 
and that the potential for archaeological remains had not been determined. It highlighted the need 
for historical archaeological investigations to precede any conservation or adaptation works on 
buildings which would ‘otherwise obscure or interfere with known or potential archaeological 
remains’ (NPWS 1994: 22).  
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2. Two policies were outlined in response, namely that: 

• An archaeological assessment of building environs shall be included in any conservation or 
development plan relating to the erection of a building or structure or an extension to an existing 
building. 

• Opportunities for archaeological research will be provided to professionally recognised research 
organisations or individuals with priority given to projects relevant to the management of the 
site. 

3. The only action recommended with regard to the archaeology, was in investigate ‘external funding 
sources and/or resources available to carry out a systematic survey of the historic site’ (NPWS 1994: 
23). 

Several inadequacies were identified by these provisions, including the lack of recognition of the 
contextual value of archaeology, independent of the extant architectural fabric, or consideration of other 
forms of impact besides building proposals. However, it was acknowledged that NPWS resources were 
limited, and that a management solution should be pragmatic and targeted towards urgent or critical 
works. The AMP produced by Long (2002) assisted in the prioritisation of allotments and precincts within 
the township that were at the time, and are of primary importance. This research has since been 
adopted on the basis for determining an appropriate management response in these areas. The Master 
Plan (2013a) has more recently taken a broader approach to identifying areas for investigation, 
conservation and interpretation of the archaeology of Hill End. 

 

8.2.1.2 Conservation Management and Cultural Tourism Master Plan for Hill End Historic Site (2013) 
and the Hill End Interpretation Plan (2014) 

In 2013 the Hill End Conservation Management and Cultural Tourism Master Plan was finalised and 
endorsed by the NSW Heritage Council. The Master Plan, which comprises a Conservation Management 
Plan (CMP), includes a suite of documents targeted at the conservation of Township and its cultural 
landscape by various means. The documents also include a Landscape Management Plan and a Cultural 
Tourism and Recreation Management Plan, which form a part of a large agenda to promote Hill End’s 
national and cultural significance and outlines the polices and recommendations surrounding historical 
archaeological sites (Conybeare Morrison 2013b:60). The CMP also draws upon historical and 
archaeological research that has been conducted throughout the recent years and considers the 
following: 

 

1. Firstly, it recognises an AMP should be undertaken for the entire site, including the Hawkins Hill 
group of mines (Higginbotham 2011), to assess the significance and provide policies and procedures 
for management of this archaeology (Conybeare Morrison 2013b:54). It recommends that further 
research is carried out to define the overall archaeological potential of the Historic Site to ensure its 
protection, which forms the basis for this study (Conybeare Morrison 2013b:60). 

2. Secondly, the CMP acknowledges the issues arising from archaeological resources and that there are 
opportunities for NPWS to consider innovative archaeological programs. The opportunities outlined 
by the Plan are focused on public outcomes: 

  Attracting archaeology professionals, students in archaeological education, interest groups 
or specialist groups. 

 Attract private and government funding for archaeological research grants. 

Whilst the CMP provides a holistic assessment of the cultural significance of the Historic Site, the Plan 
provides strategic direction in the management of archaeological relics and reiterates the responsibilities 
of NPWS to consider potential threats to, and the preservation of archaeological items, should they be 
encountered (Conybeare Morrison 2013b:60). The CMP also cautions the careful management and full 
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archaeological impact assessment if and where ‘ground disturbing activities’ occur, especially with 
regards to the management of Archaeological Zones (Long 2002; Conybeare Morrison 2013b:75). The 
document encourages NPWS to consider preventative measures and forward planning and outlines 
several pertinent policies in line with those established by the NPWS Corporate Plan (NPWS 2001a) and 
outlined by Long (2002:46) (see 8.4 Management Policies). 

This understanding is based on the assumption that such considerations should be made where 
archaeological sensitivity is known or where there is reasonable cause to expect archaeology as per the 
Relics provisions of the NSW Heritage Act 1977. Suitably, this study remedies a recommendation 
outlined by the Master Plan (2013) in that a wider assessment of Hill End archaeological sensitivity is 
provided, in conjunction with works of Long (2002). However, where archaeological sensitivity is not 
known the Plan recommends the undertakings of an additional AMP. Unlike the original (1994) draft Plan 
of Management, the CMP recognises the archaeological areas of sensitivity, through which it is assumed 
that contextual value of archaeology is acknowledged independent of extant architectural fabric. It also 
considers disturbances more generally beyond building proposals and calls for the appropriate collection 
management where archaeological material is excavated. 

Further to this, The Hill End Interpretation Draft Plan (2014) aims to connect researchers, archaeologists 
and other experts to continue research and exploration of Hill End, in satisfying policy 5.7 and tourism 
plan (GML et. al. 2014:34) 

 

8.2.2 Statutory Regulations 

Historical sites and places in New South Wales are protected by a number of separate State acts which 
operate at different levels of government, and in combination provide a uniform management system 
for these items.  For greater detail on the heritage planning process in New South Wales in general a 
guide to ‘Heritage Approvals’ produced by the Heritage Council (Heritage Office 1996d) should be 
consulted.  

The Hill End Historic Site is listed on the Stage Heritage Register, the NPWS Register and Section 170 
Heritage Conservation Register, the Bathurst Regional Local Environmental Plan, 2014 (BRC LEP) and the 
National Trust of Australia Register. It is covered under the following heritage provisions of legislature, 
including the NSW Heritage Act 1977, National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974, Environmental Planning and 

Assessment Act 1979, the BRC LEP 2014 and DCP 2014.20 

A review of the heritage protection legislation is presented in the Cultural Heritage Strategy, the relevant 
elements of which are summarised below: 

 

Heritage Act 1977 

Historical sites in New South Wales are primarily protected by the provisions of the Heritage Act 1977 
(amended 2010). The aim of this act is to conserve the ‘environmental heritage’ of the state, in relation 
to a ‘place, building, work, relic, movable object or precinct’ of historical, scientific, cultural, social, 
archaeological, architectural, natural or aesthetic significance for the State (Section 4). The Act is 
administered by the Heritage Council of New South Wales through its service provider, the NSW Heritage 
Office. 

 

The Hill End Historic Site is listed on the NSW State Heritage Register (SHR) (no. 00993; DB 5051460). Any 
works or activities proposed for an item on the SHR are subject to approval by the Heritage Council 
(‘Heritage Approval’), other than minor works or works pursuant to a Heritage Agreement (see below).  

                                                           
20 As outlined by the Conservation Management and Cultural Tourism Master Plan for Hill End Historic Site 
(Conybeare Morrison 2013a:12). 
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The Heritage Council can delegate its functions for Heritage Approval. The Manager, Cultural Heritage 

Division, NPWS, has delegation under the Act for the following activities on NPWS estate:21   

• To determine applications for certain minor works affecting archaeological relics (Section 60). 

• To issue excavation permits (Section 140). 

Works are to be considered under the Consent Authority through Council and to be undertaken by 
stakeholders and owner/occupiers, where private and Crown land is concerned. 

NPWS develops Conservation Management Plans (CMPs) for heritage items on the SHR that form part of 
the NPWS estate of NSW. These are non-statutory documents which outline the significance of the item 
and how the item is to be managed. Where a CMP has been endorsed by the Heritage Council, activities 
consistent with the CMP policies are exempted from further Heritage Council approval. 

 

National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 

The National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974, places responsibility of the management of historic sites 
responsibility on NPWS, including the care and control of heritage places. Under s30F (1), the act allows 
the reservation of land to identify, protect and conserve areas associated with a person, event or 
historical theme, or containing a building, place, feature or landscape of cultural significance so as to 
enable those areas to be managed in accordance a series of management principals outlined by 
subsection (2): 

(a) the conservation of places, objects, features and landscapes of cultural value; 

(d) provision for the sustainable use (including adaptive reuse) of any buildings or structures or modified 
natural areas having regard to the conservation of the historic site’s natural and cultural values; 

a. provision for the carrying out of development in any part of a special area (within the meaning of 
the Hunter Water Act 1991) in the historic site that is permitted under section 185A having regard 
to the conservation of the historic site’s natural and cultural values; and 

(f) provision for appropriate research and monitoring.  

 

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 

Site protection in New South Wales is also achieved through the identification and listing of historic sites 
and places in local environmental plans, prepared by local government authorities (LGAs) under the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. This act requires LGAs to consider environmental 
effects when assessing new developments. Heritage is one of the ‘matters for consideration’ under 
Section 79c of the Act. 

Sites of environmental heritage (including historic sites) are protected by gazetted Local Environmental 
Plans (LEPs) and Development Control Plans (DCPs) which specify constraints on development in the 
vicinity of these sites. The current plans are the Bathurst Regional Local Environmental Plan, 2014 and 
the Bathurst Regional Development Control Plan, 2014.  The principal tool that guides LGA management 
decisions is the heritage study. A heritage study identifies and assesses heritage items and places, and 
makes recommendations on policies the LGA should adopt to ensure the protection and conservation of 
these places. The LEP and/or DCP translates the recommendations of the heritage study into a statutory 
document that provides a broad framework for the management of the LGA’s heritage. 

Under section 290 of the Act, a local council or delegated authority cannot issue an order in 
contradiction of the Heritage Act 1977 (amended 2010). 

                                                           
21 Hill End Historic Site is subject to an exemption under Section 57 (2) of the Heritage Act 1977, in respect to the 
‘engaging in or carrying out of any activities described in the Schedule of Standard Exemptions and the Activities to 
which they apply’ (NSW Government Gazette 23 October 1998). 
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NPWS is exempt from local planning regulations and, as such, is authorised to undertake its own heritage 
management process with respect to heritage items that comprise part of the NPWS estate.  

Previous to the current (2014) DCP compiled by BRC, the Evans Shire Council had prepared a DCP for Hill 
End, which contained the provisions for archaeological values (Robert A Moore Pty Ltd and Pike 1992: 6). 
While the provisions outlined did not apply to the land gazetted as Hill End Historic Site, they provided a 
comparative framework for the consideration of archaeological issues across the remainder of the 
Village, and ultimately the foundations for the policies outlined by the 2014 DCP. An objective outlined in 

the management of the archaeological material is listed under section 7.10 Built Environment:22 

(e) Preserve archaeological remains and relics, both above and below ground, including building 
foundation remains, kerbs and gutters, roads and retaining walls, fences and posts. 

The development standards and planning measures to achieve this policy are listed under section 10.9 

Archaeological Permits:23 

(a) If Council is of the opinion that a site is highly likely to contain archaeological relics, it must not grant 
consent to any building or subdivision work on land unless it has considered an archaeological report 
which examines the likelihood of archaeological remains being located on the site. In granting consent 
Council may require an excavation permit be obtained from the NSW Heritage Division, Office of 
Environment and Heritage. 

(b) If Council is of the opinion that it is likely that a site might contain archaeological relics, it must include 
a condition of the consent as follows: 

(i) During the development, if any archaeological remains are discovered, the developer is to 
stop works immediately and notify the NSW Heritage Division and Council. Any such find is to 
be dealt with appropriately, in accordance with the Heritage Act 1977, and recorded, and 
details given to Council prior to the continuing of works. 

(ii) The applicant is to lodge, prior to the issue of a construction certificate, a Construction 
Heritage Management Plan to Council which addresses the following: 

1. Mitigation measures in relation to the likely archaeology onsite; 

2. The proposed monitoring that will be in place for any archaeological relics 
uncovered; 

3. Training, resources and consultation for staff on the site during excavation; 

4. Incident management protocol; and 

5. Methods dealing with unexpected finds during works. 

 

8.2.3 Non-Statutory Documents 

The following documents establish broad principles, policies and guidelines that provide a framework for 
the cultural heritage management process across Hill End. These consist of the internationally recognised 
‘Burra Charter’ and the NSW Heritage Manual. 

 

The Burra Charter 

The Australia ICOMOS Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural Significance, otherwise known 

as ‘The Burra Charter’ (Marquis-Kyle and Walker 1992),24 and its associated documents, are the 
guidelines that direct cultural heritage practitioners in Australia, and that provide the overarching 
framework and principles on which statutory assessments of heritage significance are based. The Burra 

                                                           
22 Bathurst Regional Council Development Control Plan (2014:111). 
23 (Ibid:173). 
24 Revised 26th November 1999 (see www.marquis-kyle.com.au/burra99.htm). 
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Charter is, in turn, based on preceding international charters formulated by ICOMOS (the International 
Council on Monuments and Sites). 

Although they are non-statutory, the conservation principles of the Burra Charter must be complied with 
in the management of the archaeological record at Hill End.  

 

New South Wales Heritage Manual 

The manual provides a state-wide framework for making heritage conservation decisions (Heritage Office 
1996a et seq.). 

 

Conservation Management and Cultural Tourism Master Plan 

The Conservation Management Plan (CMP), forms part of a number of parallel studies known singularly 
as the Hill End Conservation Management and Cultural Tourism Master Plan. The CMP was prepared in 
accordance with guidelines outlined by The Burra Charter and the NSW Heritage Council’s Guidelines on 

Conservation Management Documents.25 The Plan outlines the several Conservation Policies, which 
provide guidance in retention of significance, and further includes an assessment the measures proposed 
to conserve heritage significance, including archaeological relics. 

8.3 Current and Future Threats to the Archaeological Record 

Archaeological remains are highly varied in their physical characteristics, contexts and vulnerability to 
both natural and human processes. On one level all archaeological sites are in a slow state of 
deterioration, as buried materials decay through biological and chemical processes, and are displaced 
through the mechanical action of animals and plant root systems, irrespective of human activities. This is 
an inevitable consequence of the abandonment of occupation and discard of materials, which in most 
cases does not warrant direct management intervention. 

The process of archaeological excavation is itself destructive, and irreversibly changes the composition 
and significance of an archaeological site. It is the process of appropriate recording, cataloguing, analysis, 
publication of the excavation results that preserves the site values as an archive of data and excavated 
materials assemblage. 

For the purposes of the AMP, Bathurst Regional Council and private owners needs to consider the 
threats to archaeological preservation that are preventable, avoidable or can be ameliorated through 
routine and forward planning. For the purposes of this study, relevant threats can be grouped into three 
categories: 

 

Infrastructure and building development 

The construction, modification and extension of buildings, services (e.g. electricity cabling, gas supply, 
wastewater facilities and water mains), roads and other infrastructure (e.g. visitor facilities, helipads), 
including renovations to existing structures.  Actions that have a particular impact on the archaeological 
record specifically involve sub-surface disturbance. The impact of any proposed works or activities 

should be rated according to the Development standards outlined by the Hill End DCP 2014.26 Works are 
to be considered under the Consent Authority through Council and to be undertaken by stakeholders 
and owner/occupiers, and NPWS where required. 

                                                           
25 Conservation Management and Cultural Tourism Master Plan for Hill End Historic Site (Conybeare Morrison 
2013a:i). 
26 Bathurst Regional Development Control Plan 2014, Section 7.9.3: Use of Land, p. 109-10. 
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Land uses 

Routine management activities, such as firebreak construction, vegetation clearance, mowing and burn-
offs, and agricultural activities such as ploughing. Works are to be considered under the Consent 
Authority through Council and to be undertaken by stakeholders and owner/occupiers, and NPWS where 
required. 

Other incidental site disturbances relating to land use include the visitor impacts (e.g. path erosion) and 
vandalism. 

 

Natural processes 

This category includes the effects of natural processes which can potentially be controlled or prevented 
by management works, such as gullying and sheet erosion. 

The impact of any proposed works or activities should be rated according to NPWS Guidelines for 
Heritage Approval… (2001c: 1). 

8.4 Management Policies 

The following management policies broadly mirror the seven conservation principles and policies first 
proposed for NPWS heritage management in the Corporate Plan (NPWS 2001a) and Cultural Heritage 
Strategic Policy (NPWS 2001b), formally outlined by Long (2002:46). These foundational polices have 
since been revised by the Hill End Conservation Management Plan (Conybeare Morrison 2013b:75) and 
are presented here: 

1. (5.1) - Protect and conserve identified archaeological remains within the study area; 

2. (5.2) - Obtain an excavation permit from the NSW Heritage Council before commencing any site 
works, especially those which disturb areas identified as potential archaeological sites; 

3. (5.3) - Implement an updated Archaeology Management Plan for the Historic Site, and extending 
from Hawkins Hill to the Quartz Roasting Pits, including Golden Gully and the cemeteries; 

4. (5.4) - Retain the cultural significance of the archaeological elements of Hill End and Tambaroora, 
in the context of their setting and landscape; 

5. (5.5) - Improve an understanding of the significance and history of the site through research, 
investigation and appropriate documentation; 

6. (5.6) - Recognise the high archaeological values of Hill End and Tambaroora in the management 
process. The archaeological values should not be managed to the exclusion of other cultural 
heritage and environmental values at any given location; 

7. (5.7) - Manage and interpret each allotment in accordance with its archaeological significance; 

8. (5.8) - Ensure that development and impact on archaeological features and potential 
archaeological deposits are appropriately evaluated and mitigated according to their integrity, 
significance and ability to address key research issues; 

9. (5.9) - Appropriately consult with community stakeholders to ensure the sympathetic 
presentation and interpretation of archaeological remains; 

10. (5.10) - Ensure the appropriate cataloguing and storage of excavated materials and other items 
of moveable heritage through the formulation of a collections policy consistent with NSW 
Heritage Council guidelines for moveable heritage; 
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11. (5.11) - Ensure all areas of high and moderate archaeological sensitivity are conserved with no 
high impact development permitted on site until a detailed archaeological review is 

undertaken27; 

12. (5.12) - Develop and implement an archaeological interpretation display to inform and enhance 
visitor’s appreciation and experience of the archaeological significance of the place; 

13. (5.13) - If archaeological remains associated with Aboriginal occupation of the area are 
discovered, immediately notify the Conservation and Regulation Division of the OEH; 

14. (5.14) - Regeneration of bushland is not to impinge in areas of identified archaeological 
sensitivity, nor cultural significance; and 

15. (5.15) - Prohibit fossicking activities in all identified archaeological sites. NPWS is to identify areas 
where mineral fossicking is permitted. 

8.5 General Management Guidelines 

The following guidelines are presented to assist in the implementation of the management policies 
outlined in Section 8.4. 

• Where possible, avoid disturbance to recorded archaeological features and potential 
archaeological deposits through a landscape conservation approach to the management of the 
Hill End Historic Site. 

• Be proactive in acquiring data on the archaeological values of the Village Precinct. Undertake 
further survey and excavation to augment the existing database. 

• Use resources efficiently. Undertake archaeological management assessments for entire or 
groups of allotments, rather than simply assessing the impact of a specific development on a 
discrete area.  

• Ensure that adequate information regarding the nature, extent and impact of a proposed 
development is available for archaeological planning purposes. 

• Fully research and document existing infrastructure corridors, other areas of existing disturbance 
and future development zones for use by additional facilities. 

• Maintain and keep accessible information on all ground disturbing activities, especially service 
and utility infrastructure (Section 9.2, Recommendation 2). 

• Ensure that all archaeological investigations at Hill End are undertaken according to consistent 
standards of recording (e.g. Davies and Buckley 1987; MoLAS 1994), and to the satisfaction of 
the Manager, Cultural Heritage Division. 

• Ensure that a construction heritage management plan (CHM) is considered under the Sections 7 
and 10 of the BRC DCP (2014), where ground disturbing activities are proposed in areas of high 
and modern archaeological sensitivity (including Heritage Items under Schedule 5 of the BRC LEP, 
2014), to ensure the accurate identification of archaeological deposits and an appropriate 

management response during unmonitored works28. 

• Undertake a programme of regular inspections to monitor impacts and changing requirements in 
the management process.  

                                                           
27 Management policy revised based on DCP 2014 and Recommendation 2 In Section 9.3 of this AMP.  
28 Excluding 'Modern Features' in Volume 3: Archaeological Feature Register. 
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8.6 Precinct Management Guidelines  

The following represent management guidelines specific to the archaeological precincts defined in 
Section 5.3 (Figure 8). These precincts should be managed in accordance with their assessed level of 
significance (Section 7.3). The assessment of works and activities should be undertaken in accordance 
with the Consent Authority through Council and to be undertaken by stakeholders and owner/occupiers, 
and NPWS where required (i.e. NPWS Guidelines for Approvals… (NPWS 2001c)). 

  

Precinct 1: Core Village Zone 

• Full archaeological impact assessments must be undertaken for all ground disturbing works and 
activities in Precinct 1, irrespective of archaeological sensitivity rating (Section 9.2, Stages 1-6). This is 
justified by the broad distribution and exceptionally high significance of PADs throughout this area. 
There is a high probability that as yet unidentified PADs are located in areas of seemingly lower 
sensitivity within this zone, given probable gaps in the available information. 

 

Precincts 2, 3 and 4: Outlying Village Zone 

• Full archaeological impact assessments must be undertaken for all ground disturbing works and 
activities in areas of moderate to high archaeological sensitivity in Precincts 2-4 (Section 9.2, Stages 
1-6).  

• Ground disturbing works and activities may be undertaken without a full archaeological impact 
assessment in zones of low archaeological sensitivity within precincts 2-4, provided the works are 
subject to Council approval and monitoring by a qualified historical archaeologist (Section 9.1, Stages 
1, 5 and 6). 

• Ground disturbing works and activities may be undertaken without a full archaeological impact 
assessment in zones of zero archaeological sensitivity within precincts 2-4, provided that works halt 
for assessment by a qualified historical archaeologist if a PAD is disturbed. It is the responsibility of 
NPWS to manage this process. No heritage approval is required, but a development application will 
still be needed. 
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9 

IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES AND 

ACTIONS 

9.1 Preamble 

The following section presents an archaeological impact assessment procedure for the implementation 
of the management policies and guidelines outlined in Section 8. A series of supplementary 
recommendations are proposed to improve the current state of knowledge on the archaeological 
resources of Hill End, to refine the archaeological zoning plan and to facilitate future infrastructure 
planning. In addition, this section outlines provisions set by the Bathurst Regional Development Control 
Plan (DCP), 2014.  

 

9.2 Archaeological Impact Assessment Procedure 

Overview 

This section outlines a process for the implementation of the management guidelines specified in Section 
8.4 in relation to works or activities which have an impact on the archaeological landscape at Hill End 
(Section 8.4). Only works or activities that specifically involve ground disturbance or earth moving, 
whether mechanically or by hand, require an archaeological impact assessment.  

It is intended that this procedure will allow certain works and activities with a demonstrably negligible 
impact on the archaeological record to gain exemption from NSW Heritage Council approval, and thus 
avoid the need to undertake a permit application under Section 60 of the Heritage Act 1977. 

This procedure should be employed in conjunction with NPWS Guidelines for Heritage Approval… 
(2001c), which provides a framework for determining the level of impact and management requirements 
for seeking Heritage Approval for a range of activities at locations subject to three types of heritage 
listing. 

If the impact of the proposed works or activities is considered to be major or contentious, Heritage 
Approval may still be required regardless of the level of archaeological sensitivity.  

 

Stage 1: Evaluate the archaeological sensitivity of the location at risk 

The first step is to establish the archaeological sensitivity rating of the location(s) potentially at risk from 
the proposed works, and determine an appropriate management response. 

This involves an audit of the following documentation for each location: 

• The archaeological sensitivity rating specified in the AZP (high, moderate, low, zero). 

• The archaeological considerations of an endorsed CMP applying to the area (if applicable). 
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• The precinct specific management guidelines (Section 8.6). 

This process will involve correlating the location of the proposed action with the AZP to establish its 
sensitivity rating (Figure 7 and Volume 2: Table 3), and identifying provisions that may apply from other 
relevant management documents. This audit process must be undertaken using the detailed allotment 
zoning plans (Figure 9; Volume 4), rather than the generalised AZP presented in Figure 9.  

The appropriate management response should also be developed in accordance with the heritage 
protection legislation (Section 8.2.2), relevant non-statutory documents (Section 8.2.3) and general 
management guidelines (Section 8.5). 

• If the location is of moderate to high archaeological sensitivity, a full archaeological impact 
assessment is required. If of high sensitivity, the archaeological deposit could qualify for 
retention in situ, requiring that the proposed works be significantly modified. Lower values 
would require varying degrees of avoidance and salvage investigation. This determination will be 
dependent upon the outcome of a detailed impact assessment process (Stages 2-6). If the 
sensitivity rating is high to moderate, it would be advisable to select an alternative location with 
low to zero sensitivity. 

• If the location is of low archaeological sensitivity, a detailed archaeological impact assessment is 
not required, however the works must be subject to a Heritage Approval, if applicable, (Stage 5) 
and monitoring by a qualified archaeologist (Stage 6). 

• If the location is of zero archaeological sensitivity, no archaeological impact assessment or 
Heritage Approval is required, however the proposed works or activity must be undertaken in 
accordance with approved guidelines for unmonitored works (see Section 8.5). A Review of 
Environmental Factors (REF) will still be required. 

In cases where the proposed works or activity affect a range of sensitivity ratings, the highest rating 
always takes precedence in determining the appropriate management response. 

 

Stage 2: Document the nature and scale of the works or activity 

The second stage in the process involves clearly documenting the nature and scale of the proposed 
works or activity. It is useful to present the proposed action as a series of options so that a low impact 
alternative can be identified at an early stage in the process. This may involve a comparison of 
alternative locations, methodologies or construction techniques. 

The impact of any proposed works or activities should be rated according to NPWS Guidelines for 
Heritage Approval… (2001c: 1). If the impact is considered to be major or contentious, Heritage Approval 
may still be required regardless of the level of archaeological sensitivity.  

 

Stage 3: Assess the impact of the action on the archaeological item or landscape 

At this stage it is essential to engage a professional qualified to practice in historical archaeology to 
assess the impact of the proposed works or activity on the archaeological record at the selected location 
or range of locations, according to the significance of the archaeological record. This may involve more 
detailed historical research, survey or test excavation at the specified locations, the production of a 
statement of heritage impact and a detailed statement of heritage significance in accordance with the 
NSW Heritage Office Archaeological Assessment Manual (Heritage Office 1996a). If possible, redesign the 
proposed works or activity to avoid any potential archaeological features identified at this stage. 
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Stage 4: Prepare an appropriate research design 

When a major impact to the archaeological record can be demonstrated that requires further 
investigation through systematic excavation, a research design must be prepared by a qualified historical 
archaeologist in accordance with the NSW Heritage Office Archaeological Assessment manual (Heritage 
Office 1996a). This will specify the aims and methodologies required to further assess, document and 
interpret the potential archaeological deposits according to the significance of the remains and pertinent 
research themes. 

Where only monitoring is recommended, in the case of relatively low significance remains, a full research 
design is not required. The full results of the investigation must be documented to industry standards. 

 

Stage 5: Obtain the necessary consents 

Prior to any works or activities being undertaken, investigative or development, it is necessary to 
establish whether a permit is required under section 60 of the Heritage Act 1977 to alter or disturb any 
part of the site. 

Since 1998 the Historic Site has been subject to an exemption under Section 57 (2) of the Act, in respect 
to the ‘engaging in or carrying out of any activities described in the Schedule of Standard Exemptions and 
the Activities to which they apply’. The extent to which these exemptions apply to Hill End is at the 
discretion of the Manager, NPWS Cultural Heritage Division, under advice from a qualified historical 
archaeologist. As such, NPWS is a delegated authority for the issuing of permits under Sections 60 and 
140 of the Heritage Act 1977. 

The following guidelines for heritage approval apply specifically to the area contained within the 
gazetted Historic Site, which is subject to a State Heritage Register listing: 

• If the proposed works area exists within privately-owned lands, a consent from the Consent 
Authority (Bathurst Regional Council) is required as per Sections 7.7 and 7.8 of the Bathurst 
Regional Development Control Plan (2014). 

• If the proposed works area is subject to an endorsed CMP, no permit is required provided the 
provisions for archaeological management within the CMP are implemented. 

• If the proposed works area is not subject to an endorsed CMP, a permit is required under 
Sections 60 or 140 of the Heritage Act 1977. 

• If the proposed works area is not subject to an endorsed CMP, but is categorised as having zero 
archaeological sensitivity, no permit is required. 

 

Stage 6: Implement the archaeological management process 

State government heritage authority is responsible for the correct application and implementation of 
this management process, and ensuring that adequate time, funding and resources are applied to fulfil 
the proposed research design and any permit conditions. 

 

9.3 Recommendations 

In addition to the archaeological management process specified above, the following recommendations 
will enable Bathurst Regional Council (BRC) and NPWS to be proactive in the management and 
conservation of the archaeological resources of Hill End. These actions cover two aspects not included 
within the routine management process: 

• the acquisition, testing and refinement of archaeological management data, and 
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• forward planning for infrastructure development and other management actions. 

The preceding recommendations should be considered in conjunction with the requirements of the 
Bathurst Regional Development Control Plan (DCP), 2014, under Sections 7 (Rural Village Development) 
and 10 (Urban Design and Heritage Conservation) (see Appendix 6). The recommendations presented in 
the following section must be considered in compliance with existing provisions (e.g. consent or permits) 
set within the DCP (2014). Therefore, the DCP should be considered as the primary protocol in the 
assessment of heritage items (including privately-owned lands), in addition to the Bathurst Regional 
Local Environmental Plan, 2014 (LEP). The relevant provisions (clauses) outlined by the DCP (2014), which 
must be adhered to in the consideration to any recommendations considered by this AMP, are as 
follows: 

 

Bathurst Regional Development Control Plan, 2014 

Section 7.8 Archaeology  

(7.8.1) Hill End – 

a. [Bathurst Regional] Council must not grant consent to any building or subdivision work 
on land identified as being of either high or moderate, or unknown archaeological 
significance on DCP Map No. 22 - Hill End Archaeology, unless it has considered an 
archaeological report which examines the likelihood of archaeological remains being 
located on the site.  

b. [Bathurst Regional] Council must not grant consent to any building or subdivision works 
within the Hill End Historic Site or on land identified as “archaeologically unknown” on 
DCP Map No 22 – Hill End Archaeology unless it imposes a condition of consent that 
requires the applicant to stop works immediately and notify the NSW Heritage Branch 
and Council if any archaeological remains or relics are discovered. If relics are discovered 
a Section 140 permit under the NSW Heritage Act will need to be obtained from the 
Heritage Branch (see also section 10.9 – Archaeological Permits) of this Plan (see 
Appendix 6).  

Section 10.9 Archaeological Permits 

(10.9.1) General – 

If the applicant or [Bathurst Regional] Council knows of former historical uses on a site, such as 
former mining sites, buildings which have been demolished or former uses, then it may be likely 
that relics will be on the site.  

A relic is any deposit, artefact, object or material evidence that:  

(a) relates to the settlement of the area of the Bathurst Regional LGA, not being 
Aboriginal settlement, and  

(b)  is of State or local heritage significance.  

Development Standards  

(a) If [Bathurst Regional] Council is of the opinion that a site is highly likely to contain 
archaeological relics, it must not grant consent to any building or subdivision work 
on land unless it has considered an archaeological report which examines the 
likelihood of archaeological remains being located on the site. In granting consent 
[Bathurst Regional] Council may require an excavation permit be obtained from the 
NSW Heritage Division, Office of Environment and Heritage. 

(b) If Council is of the opinion that it is likely that a site might contain archaeological 
relics, it must include a condition of the consent as follows: 
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(i) During the development, if any archaeological remains are discovered, 
the developer is to stop works immediately and notify the NSW Heritage 
Division and Council. Any such find is to be dealt with appropriately, in 
accordance with the Heritage Act 1977, and recorded, and details given 
to Council prior to the continuing of works.  

Note: A Section 140 permit will need to be obtained to disturb 
archaeological relics. This permit is to be obtained from the NSW 
Heritage Division, Office of Environment and Heritage, prior to the 
disturbance of the archaeological relics. 

(ii) The applicant is to lodge, prior to the issue of a construction certificate, a 
Construction Heritage Management Plan to Council which addresses the 
following: 

1. Mitigation measures in relation to the likely archaeology onsite; 

2. The proposed monitoring that will be in place for any archaeological 
relics uncovered; 

3. Training, resources and consultation for staff on the site during 
excavation; 

4. Incident management protocol; and 

5. Methods dealing with unexpected finds during works. 

 

9.3.1 General Requirements and Contingencies 

Further to the DCP (2014) and based on the results of this AMP, where development should, or is 
proposed to occur, it is recommended that: 

Where land or an Archaeological Feature (AF) that is not considered to be a modern feature (see Volume 
3), is identified as having a moderate to high archaeological potential (Figure 7), the applicant should 

provide notification of intent for any impact29 activities that may significantly alter the historic 
significance of a place and/or the integrity of archaeological deposits. BRC may then consider whether it 
is reasonable to impose the following conditions of consent: 

Development Standards  

(a) The applicant is to lodge, prior to the issue of a construction certificate, a 
Construction Heritage Management Plan to Council which addresses the following: 

(i) Mitigation measures in relation to the likely archaeology onsite; 

(ii) The proposed monitoring that will be in place for any archaeological 
relics uncovered; 

(iii) Training, resources and consultation for staff on the site during 
excavation; 

(iv) Incident management protocol; and 

(v) Methods dealing with unexpected finds during works. 

                                                           
29 As per Bathurst Regional Development Control Plan (2014:159); “By ‘impact’ the report covers any effect that 
may alter the historic significance of a place. It can be a visual or physical effect. It can be a small or large effect. 
Having an ‘impact’ does not mean that such a proposal cannot proceed. The description of the impact enables 
council staff to determine whether the impact is acceptable and/or has been sufficiently mitigated.” 
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(b) During the development, if any archaeological remains are discovered, the developer is 
to stop works immediately and notify the NSW Heritage Division and BRC. Any such find 
is to be dealt with appropriately, in accordance with the Heritage Act 1977, and 
recorded, and details given to BRC prior to the continuing of works. 

(c) Where land is identified as having high archaeological potential on Figure 7, BRC may 
then consider whether it is reasonable to impose the following conditions of consent: 

(i) An excavation permit must be obtained from the NSW Heritage Division, 
Office of Environment and Heritage. The excavation 175 Bathurst 
Regional Development Control Plan 2014 permit is to be supported by a 
site specific Archaeological Assessment Report prepared by a specialist 
heritage archaeologist. A copy of the Archaeological Assessment Report 
and the excavation permit are to be provided to BRC prior to the issue of 
a Construction Certificate. 

(ii) The applicant is to lodge, prior to the issue of a construction certificate, a 
Construction Heritage Management Plan which addresses the following: 

1. The recommendations of the Archaeological Assessment Report and 
any requirements of the excavation permit; 

2. Mitigation measures that will be in relation to the likely archaeology 
onsite; 

3. The proposed monitoring in place for any archaeological relics 
uncovered;  

4. Training, resources and consultation for staff on the site during 
excavation; 

5. Incident management protocol; and 

6. Methods dealing with unexpected finds during works. 

(iii) During the development, if any archaeological remains are discovered, 
the developer is to stop works immediately and notify the NSW Heritage 
Division and Council. Any such find is to be dealt with appropriately, in 
accordance with the Heritage Act 1977, and recorded, and details given 
to Council prior to the continuing of works. 

 

9.3.2 General Recommendations 

Recommendation 1: Testing and refining the archaeological zoning plan 

To complete the development of archaeological predictive modelling, it is necessary to undertake test 
excavation to assess the quality of the data and the usefulness of the archaeological zoning plan as a 
management tool for future use. 

Given the costs involved in open area excavation and the nature of Crown and private land ownership, it 
is recommended that this can be most effectively achieved through a programme of minor excavation 
and monitoring associated with infrastructure development and other works, where they occur. The 
results of these minor excavations can be used to build up a pattern of the sub-surface structure and 
deposition in a range of locations across the Historic Site. In order to achieve best results, it would be 
prudent to undertake a number of minor investigations in areas where no development, especially on 
Crown-managed land, is planned to assure adequate spatial coverage. 

The results can be collated, and documented as part of a review process for the Archaeological 
Management Plan (AMP). 
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Recommendation 2: Clearance of infrastructure corridors 

At this stage there is inadequate data to allow the implementation of even minor infrastructure and 
other management works in the core village centre (Precinct 1) without a detailed archaeological review. 
To facilitate future development in this area of high archaeological significance, it is recommended that 
the location of existing modern infrastructure be mapped and incorporated into the AZP for comparison 
with the archaeological sensitivity ratings. 

It is further recommended that BRC, NPWS and private owners determine future utility requirements, in 
order to establish infrastructure corridors across the site that can be assessed and cleared for 
archaeological deposits in a single upfront process, and avoid the need for continual small scale impact 
assessment work. 

 

Recommendation 3: Further investigation 

This AMP has contributed significantly to our understanding of the archaeological record at Hill End, but 
has been limited in its scope to address specific site or management issues through the task of collating, 
synthesising and presenting the vast quantities of archaeological and historical data in a useful format. 

It is recommended that consideration be given to revisiting some aspects of this AMP in terms of further 
field checking which could resolve many outstanding issues relating to the fine detail of the plan (e.g. the 
location and significance of sites and features) and better define the opportunities and constraints for 
development. If possible, it would be particularly useful to assess a range of proposed development 
options to better develop a management process to facilitate their implementation. 

 

Recommendation 4: Interpretation 

It is recommended that consideration be given to the interpretation of RU5, in-line with the Hill End 
Interpretation Draft Plan commissioned by NPWS. The interpretation and significance of privately-owned 
land may be considered through adaptive reuse and authentic conservation of the town and its history 
under the existing overarching framework (GML et. al. 2014:18). This general framework is centred 
around themes developed to accommodate storylines, which form a thematic structure based on the 
history and heritage values of the Historic Site (GML et. al. 2014:19). Therefore, these values may be 
translated through the preservation of heritage character though authentic conservation, publicly 
explored through general or site-specific histories, and community engagement by the use of interactive 
spatial resources (e.g. interactive maps with historical overlays). 
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Appendix 1: Property Parcel Locations and Parcel Identifiers 
(ALA Site and ALA ID) 
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Preamble 

This appendix presents the unique parcel identifiers, referred to throughout this report as ALA Sites with 

unique parcel identifiers (ALA ID). The following maps illustrate the spatial distribution of the property 

parcels investigated by this AMP, within RU (Figure 11 and Figure 12). Each property parcel is itemised in 

Table 1, which also details property and ownership information. 
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Figure 11:  Map of southern section of study area, showing parcel identifiers (ALA ID) 
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Figure 12:  Map of northern section of study area, showing parcel identifiers (ALA ID) 
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Table 1: Property information and Parcel Identifiers 
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Appendix 2: Project Brief (Bathurst Regional Council) 
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Appendix 3: Methodology (Archaeological Zoning Plan) 
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Introduction 

This appendix presents the methodology employed in formulating the Archaeological Zoning Plan. This 

methodology is described in detail as a single, continuous process to allow other researchers the 

opportunity to check the fine detail contained in the individual title zoning plans, and as such act as a 

blueprint for future refinements. 

The methodology is sub-divided into four stages: 

 Stage 1: Built history analysis. 

 Stage 2: Field survey. 

 Stage 3: Define archaeological sensitivity variables. 

 Stage 4: Classify archaeological sensitivity. 

 

Stage 1: Overview of the Built History 

The built history component of the study was developed using commonly available sources of 

information only, and cannot be viewed as fully comprehensive on an individual title basis. There are 

considerable discrepancies between the various map and textural sources, which it has not been possible 

to resolve in this overview. 

 

The following primary sources were used: 

 

Maps: 

 1859. ‘Plan Shewing the Proposed Boundaries for a Village at the Bald Hills Within Them, 1859, Now Village of 
‘Forbes’ (AO 2723) 

 1862. ‘Design for the Village of Hill-End, County of Wellington, New South Wales, 1859’ (AO 114 and later 
redrawn in 1870 as AO 10634). 

 ? 1863 (date not clear on copy). ‘Plan of part of the Village of Hill-End, Shewing the Widths of the Carriage and 
Footways proposed to be aligned under the Act of Council 2 Vic: No. 2, after having been opened under the Act 
of Council Will: XI’ (nb: black and white copy only. The original is in colour, showing the fabric of different 
building types in Clarke and Tambaroora Streets.) 

 1871. ‘Plan of the Village of Hill-End, Parish of Tambaroora. County of Wellington. N.S.W. 1871. 

 1874.’ Plan of the Village of Hill-End, Parish of Tambaroora. County of Wellington. N.S.W. 1874’ (AO 18721). 

 

The 1859 and 1871-1874 map series comprise the single most useful record of the built history of the 

southern part of the present township, though the documented timeframe is very narrow. 

Unfortunately, no later map sources identifying individual buildings have been identified and the process 

of decline in the early 20th century has not been documented. The absence of detailed map-based source 

for the northern parts of the township is a distinct problem for the interpretation of this area. 

 

Conservation and Archaeological Management Plans: 

In addition to the CMPs and AMPs consulted in Long’s (2002) previous study, the following resources 

were consulted: 
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 Hill End Historic Site: Archaeological Landscape Management Plan (Long 2002) 

 Haefliger’s Cottage (Thorp 2008) 

 Bridle Track (Hickson 2009) 

 Bathurst Regional Council, Archaeological Management Plan. Volumes 1 and 2. (Higginbotham 2011) 

 Conservation Management and Cultural Tourism Master Plan for Hill End Historic Site (Conybeare Morrison 
International 2013) 

 Hill End Interpretation Plan (GML et. al. 2014) 

 

The recent CMPs and AMPs present both in-depth and broad-brush landscape analyses for individual 

sections, portions and wider areas, which have largely been adopted for this study. It should be noted 

that discrepancies and differences of interpretation do exist, which have been highlighted where 

appropriate. 

 

Other Secondary Sources: 

 Register of Land Occupancy (Johnson 1989) 

 Local Histories (Charles 1989a; 1989b; 1989c; Goodwin 1992; Hammond 1988; Hodge, B. 1982; 1988; Hodge, H. 
1980; 1986a; 1986b; 1987; Mullins et al 1987; Murray 1953; Purser 1981) 

 

The register of land occupancy (‘Land Register’; Johnson 1989) is a valuable source of information, 

though again this is far from complete. A number of discrepancies have also been identified, indicating 

that this secondary source is not entirely dependable. The local histories are primarily of use in defining 

construction and or demolition dates for buildings not represented in other sources. 

Stage 2: Field Survey 

The field survey methodology consisted of a broad characterisation of the archaeological landscape 

based on a rapid inspection of the ‘core’ Village Precinct and outlying areas. This information could be 

used as a comparative data set to the previous survey of non-Historic Site allotments (Bairstow 1993) 

and Long’s (2002) AMP which focused on the core precinct. It should be noted that some of the 

allotments investigated by Bairstow have since been acquired by NPWS, most of which have been re-

examined by Long (2002), and a number of these were approached during this project. In some 

instances, the results of this assessment differ from the earlier study, presumably due to differences in 

ground surface conditions engendered by variations in visibility or the influence of subsequent activities. 

The primary aims of this assessment were to determine the extent of variable levels of archaeological 

site preservation across the township, rather than to attempt a comprehensive, systematic examination 

of archaeological features on each allotment or portion. This was considered impractical given the largely 

sub-surface nature of the archaeological record and variable surface visibility conditions at the time of 

survey. This will undoubtedly have affected the identification of buried or shallow topographic features. 

It is considered that greater resolution will be gained through future archaeological assessments on a 

title or development specific basis (such as heritage impact assessments or watching briefs), as guided by 

the ALMP (Sections 8 and 9). 
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The area assessed in this manner corresponds precisely to the parts of the Historic Site included in the 

AMP (Figure 2). 

The field survey was undertaken over a five-day period between 27th and 31st July, 2015. Ground surface 
visibility varied considerably depending on vegetation cover (forest litter, long grass, mown grass or 
lawns), land use (residential gardens, vacant land and regenerated bushland) and variations in 
sedimentary stability (slope wash deposition, gullying), though in general it was not possible to examine 
the structure and content of sub-surface deposits. 

 

The majority of the Village Precinct was characterised by overgrown or mown grass surfaces, either 
vacant or actively used as pasture, with a significant component of urban development, residential 
gardens and areas of regenerated woodland. Residential, Crown and other leasehold allotments were 
directly accessed where consent was granted (Bathurst Regional Council), though their general attributes 
were assessed from the perimeter. 

 

Some outlying parts of the Village were considered to be peripheral to the precinct’s main functions and 
included mining dominated landscapes in the western margin of the township. This area contained a 
significant proportion of mineshafts and evidence for soil mounds presumably established for the 
purposes of water retardation. 

 

Where visibility allowed their identification, surface archaeological features (cf. ruins, artificial 
topography and historical artefact deposits) were recorded by DGPS and also plotted on a series of 
survey maps. A basic sketch or location plan was noted for each feature and, where justifiable given 
lighting conditions and obtrusiveness, a photographic recording was also made. During analysis, the 
recorded DGPS data was post-processed, resulting in a series of georeferenced site plans each containing 
mapped locations of all recorded archaeological features. Where property access could not be attained 
and where GPS data was not recorded, items of interest were digitised (plotted) on georeferenced aerial 
maps via DGPS. These detailed recordings, whilst not definitive, serve as primary indicator for locations 
where sub-surface preservation conditions were sufficiently high to allow some surface expression of the 
form and complexity of the underlying deposits. 

 

Items of heritage value were identified as Archaeological Features (AF) and assigned individual 
identification registration numbers (AF ID), recorded within the study area. These AF ID’s were attributed 
to features that were classed according to one or more categories that define the character of the 
evidence. These consist of: 

 

 Extant/modified heritage buildings - occupied structures pre-dating 1920; 

 Ruins - dilapidated buildings and other surface evidence of structural remains (i.e. posts, footings 
and rubble); 

 Relics – any deposit, object or material evidence relating to non-indigenous settlement which is 
more than 50 years old; 

 Topography – artificial undulations in the ground surface caused by buried structural remains, 
earthworks or the subsidence of excavations; 

 Mineshafts – a sub-class of Topography; openings to tunnels established for the mining of gold 
from the 1850s; 
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 Modern – post-1920 features that may resemble ruins or historical structures which were 
reclassified during analysis; and 

 Repurposed – a sub-class of Modern; objects or other structures modified for modern use which 
may be more than 50 years old (i.e. water tank and well). 

 

If the chronological phasing for an AF who’s potential to hold heritage value could not be definitively 
determined, it was recorded under the appropriate category (i.e. modified historical structures 
repurposed features). In addition, a number of archaeological features were identified post-survey and 
were included for the purposes of this analysis. The majority of these were possible heritage/modified 
structures that were assessed retrospectively in conjunction with the Johnson’s Land Register (1987) and 
the Bairstow Survey (1993). 

 

The known AFs are presented in Figure 5 and the individual allotment plans with their unique AF 
identification number (AF ID) and listed in Volume 3: Table 1. They are also cross-referenced in Volume 
2: Table 1 and Table 2 to structures known to have occupied those locations. 

 

Stage 3: Define Archaeological Sensitivity Variables 

This section defines the individual variables employed in the calculation of archaeological sensitivity 

ratings in the AZP. These values are based on an evaluation of both historical research and physical 

remains (Heritage Office 1996a: 34), in this case through the built history analysis (Section 3) and the 

field assessment (Section 4). 

Archaeological sensitivity is a compound value based on a comparison between three principal variables: 

archaeological potential, archaeological imprint and landscape integrity. 

 Archaeological Potential – this variable reflects the distribution of locations within the study area 
that have the potential to create archaeological deposits. As such archaeological potential is an 
unrealised, latent form of sensitivity that defines the spatial extent of known historical activity sites 
at Hill End. Given the types of primary sources available (e.g. maps and photographs), these activity 
sites are generally architectural features such as buildings, though other less documented types are 
undoubtedly present in the landscape (e.g. rubbish tips). It may be found on further investigation 
that the influence of as yet undocumented factors will have negated the predicted archaeological 
potential, resulting in a lower archaeological sensitivity rating. 

 Archaeological Imprint – this variable reflects the durability and obtrusiveness of archaeological 
features (AFs), and the relative extent to which they retain structure given post-depositional 
processes. This has been based on historical documentation for the materials used in building 
construction (e.g. stone, brick, timber, bark or galvanised iron clad), as well as any physical evidence 
for the feature visible on the ground today (e.g. footings). If known, the intensity of occupation could 
also be used as qualifying variable (e.g. where a site is used for an extended period for an activity 
that results in an extensive build-up of archaeological deposits).  

 Landscape Integrity – this variable reflects the general type and extent of post-depositional 
processes in the landscape, and their potential for preserving archaeological deposits. These consist 
of a range of natural and human activities, including erosion, sedimentary deposition, land 
development and agriculture. These activities have the potential to either destroy, modify or obscure 
archaeological features. The extent to which these processes affect the identification or survival of 
an archaeological feature is determined by its archaeological imprint. 
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These values are reflected in a series of overlays in the individual title zoning plans (Volume 4), which are 

compared to determine variations in archaeological sensitivity. These values are discussed in more detail 

below. 

 

Archaeological Potential 

This value is a factor of the known extent of historical activity, and as such defines the distribution of 

locations where potential archaeological deposits (PADs) are more likely to form. Given the limited 

availability of map-based documentation for activities at Hill End, PADs generally equate to the predicted 

location of historical structures. In general terms, structures formed the primary focus for production, 

use and disposal activities, resulting in the deposition of structural or artefactual fabric, and also 

represent the most comprehensively documented form of activity node. 

Other activities which resulted in the formation of an archaeological record, such as rubbish disposal are 

less well documented. These cannot be predicted with certainty, and are likely to occur throughout the 

landscape, pending the appropriate preservation conditions. 

For the purposes of this study, archaeological potential is represented by a single value incorporating the 

predicted location of a structure and its locale, irrespective of age and historical themes (Table 3, Volume 

2). Potential modifying factors include the date and significance of the activities, and whether they 

resulted in extensive material deposition. For example, religious activities are less likely to result in a rich 

and diverse archaeological record, than places of consumption, such as a hotel. 

A further distinction has been made on the basis of the age and archaeological significance of each 

structure (Table 1, Volume 3). For the purposes of this study, structures pre-dating 1920 are considered 

to contribute to the archaeological record, and thus have archaeological potential. Later structures are 

classed as intrusive elements in the archaeological landscape, and are not considered to have 

archaeological potential at this stage. Although this definition may be revised at a future date, it is 

intended at this stage to isolate the period of greatest archaeological significance (the growth and initial 

decline of the township in the mid 19th to early 20th century) from evidence of later activities of currently 

lesser value.30 

Areas of the Historic Site that have no archaeological potential value reflect an absence of evidence for 

historical activity, rather than an absence of activity per se. 

 

Archaeological Imprint 

Archaeological imprint refers to the likely scale and durability of the physical evidence associated with 

each structure or activity, which will influence the extent of deterioration through impacts and natural 

degradation, and the type of investigative techniques required to identify the features in archaeological 

terms. Again, these imprints correlate most closely to structural remains, though they can also refer 

more widely to other types of accumulation of archaeological fabric, such as earthworks and artefacts. 

Three levels of imprint have been defined at both a structural and artefactual level (see Table 3, Volume 

2 and Table 1, Volume 3). 

                                                           
30 In New South Wales a ‘relic’ is defined as any deposit, object or material evidence relating to non-indigenous 

settlement that is more than 50 years old, which technically gives structures and deposits dating to 1952 

archaeological potential. 
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High imprint (H) structures are built of stone, brick and concrete, which survive in the archaeological 

record in the form of foundations. These footings act as buffers to impacts in wider locale, and 

enhance the preservation of any associated deposits and infrastructure which they may contain. 

Substantial earthworks are also considered to have high archaeological imprint. On a smaller 

scale, ceramic, stone and glass artefacts have high durability, and will remain visible in the 

landscape despite substantial impact 

Moderate imprint (M) structures are of solid timber construction (e.g. weatherboard, slab or log), which 

survive in the archaeological record as timber post stubs, postholes and slots. The platforms on 

which such structures were erected are also recognisable, as are the accumulations of wind and 

waterborn sediment that accumulate around the base of the walls. Various forms of metalwork, 

in particular iron and copper alloy, are considered moderate imprint artefacts given the process 

of oxidisation which progressively corrodes and changes the form of the objects, engendering 

them a lower level of interpretative value. 

Low imprint (L) structures are ephemeral or flimsy buildings (e.g. tents, bark or iron huts), which may 

only be preserved in the form of compaction surfaces, stake holes, variations in artefact 

distribution, residues or other trace indicators. Artefacts made from some organic materials (e.g. 

leather and bark) and ecofacts are considered low imprint materials, that are only likely to 

survive in specific forms of preservation conditions, such as a waterlogged environment. 

 

For the purposes of this study, potential archaeological deposits associated with extant buildings are 

considered to have a high imprint, irrespective of their construction type. Artefactually rich sub-floor 

deposits have been discovered in previous investigations (e.g. Krohmann/Ackermann Cottage; Denis 

Gojak pers. comm. 2001), and it is predicted that further archaeological deposits of high significance will 

be located in or adjacent to other extant 19th and early 20th century buildings. It should be noted that the 

sustained use and modification (e.g. floor or service renewal and damp proofing) of a building can 

significantly reduce archaeological potential. 

In archaeological terms it is possible to identify all three types of imprint; however, the preservation of 

low-moderate imprint structures and materials depends largely on the integrity of the landscape, and 

may at best only be recognisable through a meticulous process of systematic open area excavation. 

High imprint structural remains, such as brick or stone footing are more resistant to disturbance, and are 

more likely to remain intact below later structures or disturbed soil horizons (e.g. plough soil). These 

footings will also engender less durable elements associated with a building, such as artefact deposits 

and stake holes, a greater level of protection from later impacts. 

It was frequently not possible to define the level of archaeological imprint from the available 
documentary sources. By default, these have been assigned a moderate imprint value. 

 

Landscape Integrity 

This value is a reflection of three factors that influence the survival of archaeological deposits, and the 
level of resultant significance. These are: 

 

 subsequent land use, that is the type and intensity of later activities that affect the fabric of an 
archaeological place. 
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 the influence of natural processes, in particular the relative influence of erosion and sediment 
deposition; and 

 predicted sub-soil conditions, which dictate the rate of degradation for different types of 
archaeological fabric. 

 

In combination, these processes provide a gauge for predicting the likelihood that various types of 
archaeological material will survive, both as surface (i.e. above ground) or sub-surface features. For 
example, a depositional environment is high suitable for the survival of sub-surface deposits, though 
surface remains are less likely to be evident or easily interpretable from a surface inspection alone. 
Conversely, an erosional environment is not conducive to the survival of either surface or sub-surface 
remains, though very deep deposits may partially survive. 

 

For the purposes of this study, these various factors have been defined in three broad categories: 

High preservation environments (H) constitute either depositional environments (sub-surface 
preservation) or demonstrably undisturbed landscape units (surface-preservation – e.g. ruins or 
surface topography). Relatively deep ‘sealed’ deposits are also likely to provide high value 
material preservation conditions. 

Moderate preservation environments (M) constitute landscape units where there has been some 
compromise to the archaeological record in the form of a shallow land use or natural 
disturbance. At Hill End these typically consist of minor landscaping (e.g. domestic garden), 
natural revegetation, the construction of small buildings and the later use of extant historical 
structures. Locations where there is no indication of either an active or past process are also 
included in this ‘neutral’ category. 

Low preservation environments (L) constitute landscape units where there has been an almost complete 
removal or redistribution of archaeological materials through major building construction, 
landscaping, erosion or cultivation. There is still some possibility of the intact preservation of 
deep deposits, but by and large archaeological materials will consist of disturbed scatters of 
durable, redeposited artefacts only. 

 

It is important to note that some historical activities, notably mining, are highly destructive, both in 
terms of their impact to the existing land surface and their limited potential to form archaeological 
deposits. Ultimately mining landscapes create very low preservation environments, particularly where 
the extent of exposed sub-soil results in accentuated erosion. However, vacant hollows and pits were 
commonly used for rubbish disposal, sometimes resulting in well preserved archaeological deposits deep 
below the land surface. 

Figure 6 presents a general plan of variations in landscape integrity at Hill End, based on the 
documentary research and field inspection.  

 

Stage 4: Classify Archaeological Sensitivity 

A comparison between archaeological potential, archaeological imprint and landscape integrity allows 

the definition of spatially defined areas categorised by archaeological sensitivity ratings, termed the 

Archaeological Zoning Plan (AZP). This overlay can be used to predict the general location of 

archaeological deposits on an intra-title basis given the historical use and current condition of a block of 

land. The AMP report presents a general overview of these sensitivity values on a title-by-title basis 

(Figure 7), while intra-title variations are presented in the individual title zoning plans (Volume 4). 
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For the purposes of this study four ratings of archaeological sensitivity have been defined; 

Zones of high archaeological sensitivity (H) – these consist of PADs with moderate to high archaeological 

imprint (e.g. stone and brick buildings), contained in areas of overall high landscape integrity. 

This value also applies to locations with standing building remains and other high significance 

archaeological features. 

Zones of moderate archaeological sensitivity (M) – these consist of PADs with low to moderate 

archaeological imprint (e.g. substantial timber buildings), contained in areas of overall moderate 

landscape integrity. 

This value also applies to locations with no documented PADs, but with high landscape integrity 

that could preserve as yet undocumented deposits.  

Zones of low archaeological sensitivity (L) – these consist of PADs with low to moderate archaeological 

imprint (e.g. bark huts and other insubstantial timber buildings), contained in areas of generally 

low landscape integrity. 

This value also applies to locations with no documented PADs but with moderate landscape 

integrity. 

Archaeologically sterile zones (0) – these consist of PADs with low imprint (e.g. tin sheds) and./or with no 

documented archaeological potential, contained in areas of overall low landscape integrity. It 

should be noted that pockets of archaeological deposit may still be preserved in otherwise sterile 

zones. 

 

The following table determines how archaeological sensitivity ratings are calculated in the AZP: 

Archaeological Sensitivity 

  
Archaeological Imprint 

  
H M L 0 

Landscape Integrity 

H H H M M 

M H M L L 

L M L 0 0 

Calculating Archaeological Sensitivity (Arch Sensitivity) appearing in 
Table 3, Volume 2 and Table 1, Volume 3 

 

The first stage involves applying archaeological imprint ratings (High, Moderate and Low) to the areas 

defined through the built history analysis and field inspection as potential archaeological deposits 

(PADs). The remaining areas with no known archaeological potential are considered to have ‘Zero’ 

imprint, though they may still contain as yet unknown archaeological deposits. 

The second stage involves comparing the imprint ratings with the landscape integrity ratings for each 

defined area to determine the sensitivity value (H, M, L or 0) in the AZP. These values are used to 

determine the management response towards archaeology in the Village Precinct (Section 8.5). 

 



119 | P a g e  
 

Archaeological features pre-dating 1920 that are not recorded by documentary sources are given a high 

sensitivity rating, if they attest to the presence of in situ archaeological remains. Indefinite archaeological 

indicators (e.g. planted conifers and vague surface topographic features which need not necessarily 

relate to a historical structure) have not been included in the AZP at this stage, though they could be 

incorporated in a future review.  
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Appendix 4: Archaeological Feature Detail Maps (See Figure 5) 
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Figure 5C: Detail Map 1 showing archaeological features across the study area 
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Figure 5D: Detail Map 2 showing archaeological features across the study area 
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Figure 5E: Detail Map 3 showing archaeological features across the study area 
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Figure 5F: Detail Map 4 showing archaeological features across the study area 
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Figure 5G: Detail Map 5 showing archaeological features across the study area 
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Figure 5H: Detail Map 6 showing archaeological features across the study area 
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Figure 5I: Detail Map 7 showing archaeological features across the study area 
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Figure 5J: Detail Map 8 showing archaeological features across the study area 
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Appendix 5: Archaeological Sensitivity Detail Maps (See Figure 

7) 
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Figure 7B: Detail Map 1 showing archaeological sensitivity across the study area 
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Figure 7C: Detail Map 2 showing archaeological sensitivity across the study area 
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 Figure 7D: Detail Map 3 showing archaeological sensitivity across the study area 
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 Figure 7E: Detail Map 4 showing archaeological sensitivity across the study area 
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 Figure 7F: Detail Map 5 showing archaeological sensitivity across the study area 
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 Figure 7G: Detail Map 6 showing archaeological sensitivity across the study area 
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 Figure 7H: Detail Map 7 showing archaeological sensitivity across the study area 
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 Figure 7I: Detail Map 8 showing archaeological sensitivity across the study area 
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Appendix 6: Bathurst Regional Development Control Plan 
(Sections 7.8 and 10.9) 
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