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1 REQUEST FOR EXPERT OPINION

1. Thave been retained by Alice Spizzo Advisory to provide an opinion on matters concerning
possible marine ecological environmental harm in relation to an appeal in the Land and
Environment Court relating to the refusal by North Sydney Council (NSC) for the
Stannards Marine Pty Ltd (Stannards) Development Application to use a floating dry dock
(FDD) in Berrys Bay as part of Noakes Boat Repair Yard. Specifically, I have been asked
to address the potential marine ecological harm arising from disturbance of marine

sediments due to the FDD operation.

2 QUALIFICATIONS

2. I am an environmental scientist specialising in the investigation of marine and freshwater
aquatic pollution effects (aquatic ecology). I have more than 40 year experience in the
fields of water pollution and environmental studies, gained whilst undertaking and
managing marine and freshwater environmental research for James Cook University, North
Queensland, as a Marine Ecology Scientist at NSW State Pollution Control Commission
(now NSW Environment Protection Authority), and as Managing Director and Principle
Scientist of a Sydney-based aquatic environmental consultancy, Marine Pollution Research
Pty Ltd (MPR), formed in June 1988.

3. Tam an aquatic ecologist by training having gained my B.Sc. (Zool) from the University of
NSW in 1974, specialising in aquatic invertebrate ecology. In 1980 I completed an M.Sc.
(Prelim) course at the University of Sydney in order to undertake studies towards a higher

degree. I have been employed full time in aquatic environmental research since 1970.

4. T have broad practical expertise plus extensive consulting and management experience in
the fields of freshwater and marine aquatic biological environmental sciences and I have
specialised in studying the effects of water borne pollutants and of developments on
freshwater, estuarine and near-shore marine ecosystems in a range of tropical to temperate

coastal environments.

5. Thave produced an extensive list of reports covering freshwater and marine biological
environments, pollution assessment and control, environmental impact assessment and
planning, including production of expert witness statements for the NSW Land and

Environment Court (see Annexure B).

6. With regard to my familiarity with potential impacts from demolition of marine structures
and from the use of commercial marine facilities on the marine ecology of Sydney Harbour,

the majority of my marine pollution related work practice over the years has been
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undertaken in Sydney Harbour with four projects in Berrys Bay, two marine ecology impact

assessments for NSW RMS (now TfNSW) demolition proposals for disused BP wharves on

the northern side of Berrys Bay (2012) and for part demolition of wharves and structures

associated with the Woodleys Shipyard at Berrys Bay (2013), and two Marine Ecology

Impact Assessments for Berrys Bay Marina Proposals (2015 and 2017). I have also

undertaken a number of sediment contamination studies in Sydney Harbour bays from

Neutral Bay upstream for the purposes of assessing potential marine ecologic impact arising

from the disturbance of contaminated sediments in relation to proposed developments or for

water land lease renewal purposes.

3 IMPACTS ON WATER QUALITY

8. In order to make my assessment I have relied on the following hydrographic information:

a.

Map 1 in the Royal HaskoningDHV, 2019 report Noakes FDD Navigation Impact
Assessment provides a portion of the AUS202 Hydrographic Chart for Berrys Bay
that indicates the overall shape and slopes for Berrys Bay sufficient to infer
directional details of sub-surface bottom plumes. The chart also shows depths all
below -10m chart datum immediately east of the old BP wharf berthing box.

The detailed hydrographic data provided for the project on the Hydrographic
Survey Plan dated 29 Nov 2017, was prepared by Harvey Hydrographic Services
and undertaken by a registered and accredited Hydrographic Surveyor.

Map 2 in the Royal HaskoningDHV, 2019 report provides a clear diagram of all
areas affected by the proposed development, including the FDD footprints and the
swing basin for vessels accessing the FDD. This map shows the main Harvey
Hydrographic contours at half metre intervals sloping west from the eastern shore
to towards the deepest part of Berrys Bay (as known from Map 1).

Map 3 in the Royal HaskoningDHV,2019 report provides a colour coding of the
half metre depth intervals that indicate the additional detailed Harvey
Hydrographic survey data that is available west of the -10m contour and for depths
between -10m and -10.5m chart datum.

As it is known from the AUS202 chart that the -10m contour on the eastern side of
the bay is located approximately along the old BP Wharf outer berthing box limit
line, it can be inferred that the bay bed is all below the -10m contour for the small
western portion of the Swing Basin not directly covered by the Harvey

Hydrographics detailed survey.

9. Inregard to available information of wave climate and currents:

a.

The Royal Haskoning DHV, 2019 report provided assessments of tides, depths and
wave climate in Sections 3.4 to 3.7 and discussed impacts in Sections 5.1.4 and
5.1.5.
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b. Tidal currents are adequately described in the Royal Haskoning DHV, 2019 report
section on tides and there is no indication that tidal currents would be impacted in
any significant way by the proposal.

c. Flows from FDD Ballasting operations are provided in Section 5.1.6 of the Royal
Haskoning DHV, 2019 report which also concluded no impact.

d. Inregard to stormwater flow currents, the main stormwater flows to the bay are
discharged from two large stormwater drains at Waverton Park with flow directed
due south alongside the proposal and I conclude that these flows would not be
impacted by the proposal.

e. Inregards to local smaller sub-catchment stormwater drainages there is a small
outlet immediately north of the Noakes property slipway and boundary that
discharges west from John Street and there is another immediately south of the
property boundary discharging west from Munro Street. Neither of these two
drains are obstructed by the proposed FDD so that local stormwater flows would
still be directed west to eventually be entrained and directed south in the main

south-flowing stormwater current from Waverton Park.

7. Inregard to the likelihood of the FDD itself plus of vessels accessing and exiting the FDD
physically impacting the seabed and how the FDD can be operated to minimise and
mitigate this impact are discussed in the Sections 4.3.2, 5.1.3 and 5.1.5 of the Royal
Haskoning DHV, 2019 report:

a. I note that the Royal Haskoning DHV 2019 report does conclude at Section 5.4 that
water depths in the proposed area of operation of the FDD (for loading and
unloading vessels), which is located within Noakes seabed lease area is insufficient
for the maximum FDD draught. Thus, the FDD cannot be submerged for Phase 1
operations (refer Section 4.3). This limits the maximum draught of vessels that could
be docked.

b. On this basis of this known and detailed limitation, the report concludes that the
FDD is to be operated so that the minimum keel clearance would be 300mm at all
tides (Section 5.1.5), and this would be achieved by adherence to a Safety
Management System that has been prepared for the operation and slewing of the
FDD in accordance with requirements outlined in the Marine Safety (Domestic
Commercial Vessel) National Law Act 2012 and guidelines provided by AMSA
(Royal Haskoning DHV 2019 Section 4.3.1).

c. I conclude that this possible impact has been adequately addressed, that there is an
operational mechanism available to ensure that this impact can be satisfactorily
managed (i.e., the Safety Management System), and that adherence to this

Management System can be made a Condition of Consent.
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8. Inregard to the possibility of there being marine vegetation at the site, I note that the
marine ecological assessment prepared by Bia-Analysis Pty Ltd (Appendix B to Appendix
8 for the EIS) noted that other than two small sparse patches of Halophila ovalis seagrass
located in shallows close to shore no other seabed marine vegetation was found or reported:

a. This is in line with my own experience in Berrys Bay and many of the other bays in
Sydney Harbour west of the Harbour Bridge, i.e., that seagrass growing in marine
sediments (and algae attached to hard substrata on the seabed are severely limited in
depth due primarily to insufficient light penetration to depth to sustain plants plus the
added limitation of siltation cover on plant leaves and algae stipes that further limit a
plant's ability to photosynthesise.

b. Our own additional seabed surveys undertaken for the purposes of obtaining
additional sediment core samples (see below) confirmed that there is no seabed
marine vegetation in the study area and further, we could not find the two small
Halophila patches reported from November 2017. Given the overall wetter
conditions in the catchment through 2019 to the present - which would have resulted
in overall lower mean light penetration in Berry's Bay, this loss is not unexpected.
Further, Halophila ovalis is an opportunistic colonising species that shows rapid
variations in seabed cover in response to variable environmental conditions (light,
temperature, wave action).

c. Accordingly, I conclude that the project has no meaningful possibility of impact for
seabed sediment marine vegetation by virtue of the lack of marine vegetation on the

seabed in the study area, particularly at the depths under the FDD

9. Inregard to impact assessment for the demolition phase of the project. this has been
considered in the Bio-Analysis report that recommended the use of silt curtains and floating
booms to limit potential sediment plumes from the seabed during pile removal works, with
further recommendations made in Appendix 9 to the EIS:

a. Routine maintenance and construction of marine facilities in Sydney Harbour
embayments with similar or worse sediment contamination are assessed and
underway at multiple sites all year round, and in the normal course of events, marine
ecology impact assessment would make recommendations for protecting marine
habitats and water quality from proposed construction and operation that would then
be recommended to be included in the project Construction and Operational
Environmental Management Plans (CEMP) and OEMP). These can be set-out either
at the Assessment phase or may be required during approval via Conditions of
Consent.

b. For this project, it is recommended that Conditions of Consent can be set requiring
the project CEMP and OEMP include specific measures to protect marine habitats,

ecology and water quality.
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In regard to the possibility of dredging requirements for the project I note that this has been
considered in the Royal Haskoning DHV 2019 report and that the first paragraph of Section
5.1.5 of the Royal Haskoning DHV 2019 report states that No dredging is proposed for the
operation of the FDD. This is repeated again in Section 5.1.5 and in Section 5.2.

In regard to available water quality management planning, I note that the EIS and Water
Quality Assessment Appendix 9 make reference to water quality monitoring in relation to
the project OEMP, and it would appear that the intention is that this could be made a

Condition of Consent, as outlined in Paragraph 10 above.

4 SEDIMENT CONTAMINATION ASPECTS

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

In regard to the consideration of impacts from disturbance of marine sediments arising from
the proposed FDD operations, my consideration is limited to the marine ecological impacts

of disturbing marine sediments.

In regard to the available marine sediment contamination data I determined that (i)

additional desk-top analysis should be undertaken on the original Jacobs sampling results -

as supplied in the EIS Appendix 6, and that (ii) additional cored sediment sampling should

be undertaken to better describe the sediment contamination at and around the project site:

a. The field work for (ii) was undertaken under my direct supervision using MPR

scientific staff on 9 September 2021, and final laboratory analysis results were
supplied by the preferred analytical laboratory (Australian Laboratory Services ALS)
on 28 September 2021.

b. These additional considerations are provided in Annexure A to this report.

In regard to the information and description of the FDD operation provided in the Appendix
14 Royal Haskoning DHV 2019 report I conclude that the FDD can be operated to achieve
the minimum 300mm clearance over all tides and during all operational phases for the
FDD, provided the FDD is operated according to agreed operating procedures that are or
would eventually be determined or agreed for the Safety Management System):

As noted in Section 4.3.2 of the Royal Haskoning DHV 2019 report, Section 4.3.2, the
300mm clearance is a recommended clearance for fairways in marinas to prevent
disturbance of soft sediments arising from propelled vessels transiting over these sediments
and is derived from 453962, Guidelines for Design of Marinas.

From my own experience based on a three-year study that we undertook at the Sydney
Superyacht Marina in Rozelle Bay using dissolved copper and turbidity as the prime
determinants of sediment, stormwater or vessel antifoul paint sources for dissolved copper
in surface and bottom waters, we did not encounter any measurable increased copper

concentrations that we could attribute to sediment mobilisation due vessel movements.
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17. Given that the FDD will be operated by surface winches with no underwater propulsion the
risk of sediment disturbance due to FDD operations must be considered low.

18. Further, the consequent risk that small amounts of disturbed surface sediment potentially
arising from FDD operation would be mobilised for sufficient time to increase the
concentrations of dissolved contaminants in the water column such that marine biota would
be placed at risk is also considered low.

19. This conclusion is also based on the fact that the sediments in the marine waters are saline
and these settle much more rapidly following disturbance than freshwater suspended
sediments.

20. In summary, there are sufficient sediment samples collected for the study to demonstrate
that the seabed sediments are similar to other seabed sediments in Parramatta River and
Port Jackson in terms of overall metal and organic contaminant presence and distribution
arising from both historic local shoreline industries plus from continuing industrial and
urban stormwater related inputs, and that the patterns of distribution also relate to these
factors.

21. It is further concluded that if the FDD was to list or bottom out arising from either
malfunction or from incorrect operation procedures such that seabed sediments would be
mobilised, the risks to the aquatic marine biota locally over or in the surrounding seabed
from sediment smothering or from increased dissolved contaminants in the water column

are low and would not be measurable.
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A - ASSESSMENT OF CONTAMINATION DATA & POTENTIAL FOR MARINE BIOTA

IMPACT

22. In regard to the available sediment contamination data the following provides additional

desk-top analysis of the original EIS sampling results - as supplied in the EIS Appendix 6

(here after referred to as the Jacobs Report) for sediment sampling ion 29 November 2017,

and that of the additional cored sediment sampling data from sampling undertaken under

my direct supervision using MPR scientific staff on 9 September 2021, with final laboratory

analysis results supplied by the preferred analytical laboratory (Australian Laboratory
Services ALS) on 28 September 2021. These data have also been provided to the
Respondent.

23. Annexure B to this report provides the following material and I contend that the combined

sediment contamination data now available are adequate for assessment of project impacts

on marine ecology arising from potential disturbance of contaminated sediments:

a.

A description of the September 2021 field sediment sampling study including a
figure showing sample sites in relation to the original Jacobs Appendix 6 sampling
sites,

Tables of additional analysis of the original Appendix 6 (Jacobs Report) sediment
results compared against the Australia/New Zealand Guidelines (ANZG 2018)
Default Guideline Values (DGV) for protection of marine aquatic life,

Tables of the MPR September 2021 sediment analysis results also compared against
the ANZG (2018) DGVs,

d. Copies of the November 2017 and September 2021 ALS laboratory reports.

A.1 Assessment of 2017 Sediment Contamination Report Results against Updated Guidelines

24. In terms of the consideration of the contamination status of the sediments of Berrys Bay at

and surrounding the Noakes Shipyard and proposed FDD operational areas, and based on

the following analysis of the available data provided in Annexure A, I make the following

conclusions regarding the 2017 Sediment Contamination Results and Conclusions:

a.

Jacobs sampled nine sites using a remote operated grab that took what is considered
to be a sample of surface sediments. Note also that results for site 10 are actually
results for a duplicate sample taken from the site 6 grab sample by the samplers, i.e.,
it is a laboratory analysis duplicate and not an additional field sample.

A number of the original 2017 Sediment Contamination Report analyses were
undertaken against laboratory analysis procedures that provided results with
laboratory detection limits orders of magnitude greater than relevant DGVs and as a
result there were understatements of potential DGV exceedances for many organic

contaminants.

Stannards FDD Proposal - Sediment Contamination & Potential Marine Ecology Impact LEC 2021/63136



-10-

c. For the 2017 Data Report where results were at suitable detection limits for
comparison to DGVs, conclusions regarding exceedances of DGVs compared total
sediment analysis results against the relevant listed DGV for the protection of
marine aquatic life need to follow the guidance notes of the Guidelines (and also as
outlined in Simpson et al 2013), in regard to normalising total sediment organic
contaminant results against Total Organic Carbon (TOC) results. This has been done
for the present report (see Annexure B modified 2017 Sediment Contamination
Results tables).

d. The original 2017 Data Report did not report on the breakdown butyl-tin compounds
(i.e., Di- and Mono-butyl-tin). This has been remedied for the present Annexure B
modified 2017 Sediment Contamination Results Tables.

e. Petroleum Hydrocarbon analysis results were not normalised for TOC and the results
of TRH (sum C10 to C40 fraction) were compared to the DGVs for TPH (sum C6 to
C36 fraction). This has been remedied for the present Annexure A 2017 Sediment
Contamination tables.

f. The 2017 data Report did not address the PAH compounds nor PAH Total results
against the DGVs. This has been remedied for the present Annexure B 2017

Sediment Contamination tables of Jacob results.

25. On the basis of the above, the following conclusions are provided for the 2017 sampling
results:

a. Tributytin (TBT) sampled from sites 1, 2 3 exceeded the DGV, and for sites 4 to 10
they exceeded the DGV-High for the protection of marine aquatic life.

b. Comparisons of the ratios between the butyl-tin compounds indicate a relatively
stable breakdown rate over the sample sites with Tributyltin (TBT) accounting for
about 50 to 60% of the total, and Dibutyltin (DBT) in the range 30 to 38%. Sites 7
and 9 were outliers with proportionally more TBT and lower MBT proportions.

c. TPH results did not exceed the DGV at sites 1,3, 9 and 10, were above the DGV at
sites 2, 4, 6 and 7 and exceeded GV-High at Sites 5 and 8.

d. For PAH compounds ANZG (2108) only provides guideline values for Total PAH.
Total PAH results for Jacobs sites 5, 6, 9 were below the DGV, and the remaining
results were within the DGV to GV-High range.
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A.2 Analysis of Combined 2017 and 2021 Sediment Contamination Results

26. Figure 1 below shows the location of the combined 2017 and 2021 sampling sites in
relation to bathymetry and proposed FDD inner and outer operational positions. The base
figure is Map 3 from the Royal Haskoning DHV 2019 report for the original EIS and
sample sites 1 to 10 are for the November 2017 sampling, with sites 11 to 20 for September
2021 sampling. Note Site 11 is positioned to the north of the Royal Haskoning DHV2019
report base aerial photograph below the Elevation Table. This figure indicates that the
2017 sample results are clustered at and around the FDD Inshore position. The 2021
sampling provides additional sample results for the FDD outer position and further

offshore.

27. Annexures Al and A2 provide the results of the two sediment sampling programs with
calculated normalised results as required for ANZG (2018). From these tables there are
ANZC (2018) exceedances for the following analytes:

a. For metals, metalloids and organotin, Arsenic and Mercury in 2017, Copper, Lead,
Zinc and TBT for both 2017 and 2021 samples.

b. For organics; TPHs, some individual plus total PAH for both data sets and DDE plus
DDD (breakdown products of DDT) in 2021.

28. Table 1 below provides summary means of the total data sets in relation to the data
identified in Paragraph 12 above and includes the physical attributes of the sediments that
influence contamination status (% silt fraction of the sediments and the % Total Organic
Carbon). The Table also provides some general mean concentration statistics for Port
Jackson sediments, from a sediment core study in Neutral Bay (MPR 2011) that has a
similar industrial history to Berrys Bay where there is a commercial vessel marina located
over similar seabed depths as the proposed FDD, plus from a sediment core study at
Gladesville Bridge Marina in 2020 (MPR 2020) that included both seabed sampling from

under a marina and immediately offshore from a deactivated slipway.
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Table 1 2017 to 2021 Study Mean Comparisons with Port Jackson Data
Sample Means ANZG Port Jackson Neutral GBM Slipway & Marina
(2018) Birch &Taylor 2004 Bay 11 2020
Analyte  Surf  Surf Deep DGV GVhi Min Mean Max  Mean Slip Marina Marina
17 21 21 Mean Mean Max
Yosilt 17 71 55 33
TOC 23 33 2.7 3.1
As 22 4.4 3.7 20 70 13 32 5.4
Hg 44  <0.10 <0.10 0.15 1 2.3
Cu 748 127 91 65 270 9.3 188 1053 611 9857 48.2 84
Pb 321 282 236 50 220 379 364 3604 @ 262 443 118.3 240
Zn 670 648 478 200 410 108 651 7622 407 4687 227.2 436
TBT 245 25 37 9 70 140 31.0
TPH 336 597 579 280 550 1660 1279
PAH 13 9 12 10 50 380 97 8.9
29. Other than limitations of high Detection Limits for the November 17 sampling results

discussed in Section 3.1 above, direct comparison of the two sets of Stannard's sample

results in terms of sediment soil classification, Total Organic Carbon (TOC) concentrations

and total sediment contamination results indicate the following:

a.

For the most part the 2017 and 2021 data are compatible and differences can be
accounted for by site locations in relation to distance offshore east to west (which is
also distance down-slope), distance downstream north to south and for some
contaminants, distance away from historical slipway activities (see further analysis
below).

The 2021 cored data indicate that for the most part the deeper (>0.25m) core depth
sample results were either similar or less than the surface core (0 to 0.25m) sample
results, and as the surface samples coincide with the benthic zone (i.e, the portion of
the seabed that supports burrowing fauna) plus as there were no deep samples
collected for the 2017 sampling, further spatial analysis is confined to the combined
2017 and 2021 surface sample results.

The data, as summarised in Table 1 also indicate that sediment contamination in
Berrys Bay is in line with the general levels of sediment contamination known to be

widespread in Parramatta River and Port Jackson.

30. Surface sample means for this study are skewed by elevated inshore contamination results

indicating a strong inshore to offshore gradient, and this was analysed using site data

grouped from inshore to offshore (Table 2 below) and from site data grouped inshore to

offshore away from the slipway (Table 3 below).

31. In terms of distance offshore from the eastern (Noakes) shore, sites are grouped as follows;

a.
b.

Within 10m offshore from Noakes Facility - Sites 5 and 7.
Between 10 m and 20m offshore, Sites 1, 2,4, 8, 11, 15, 17.
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Between 20 to 30m offshore, Sites 3, 6, 9 and 10.
Between 30 to 40m offshore, Sites 16, 18, 19.
Between 40 and 70m offshore, Sites 14 and 20
Sites Mid Channel, Sites 12 and 13.

oo oA o

32. In terms of distance from the slipway the sites are grouped as follows (East to West):
a. Inshore or at slipway, sites 5 and 7
b. About 20m off slipway, sites 8,17.
c. About 30m off slip, sites 4, 6/10, 9.
d. Site 16, about 40m offshore from slipway.

Table 2 Contamination Gradient West from Shore
Sites Grouped wrt Distance from Shore E to W
Sites 7,5 Others 9,6/10, 3 16, 18, 19 20, 14 12,13
No samples 2 7 4 3 2 2
%fines 27.0 49.7 353 43.0 98.5 98.5
TOC 2.6 3.2 2.0 2.2 33 34
As 22.0 11.8 26.8 3.9 4.5 5.1
Hg 8.6 3.9 2.9
Cu 1920.0 401.6 338.3 104.7 100.1 111.0
Pb 582.0 338.9 213.0 167.7 295.0 276.0
Zn 1082.0 800.3 479.8 357.7 644.5 567.0
TBT 630.8 184.2 89.6 10.3 5.5
TPH 500.0 483.4 145.0 522.0
PAH 16.6 13.7 8.6 10.5 7.7

Table 3 Contamination gradient from Slipway
Sites Grouped wrt Distance from Slipway E to W
Sites 5,7 8,17 9.6/10,4 16
No samples 2 2 3 1
Y%fines 27 46 37 26
TOC 2.6 4.0 2.1 2.2
As 22 12 25 3
Hg 8.6 9.2 3.1 <0.10
Cu 1920 785 383 81.1
Pb 582 370 250 128
Zn 1082 776 555 255
TBT 631 333 119 20
TPH 500 729 273 387
PAH 16.6 13.4 11.1 9.9
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33. From Table 2 it is clear that there are distinct gradients from shallow inshore sites out to
the two Bay channel bed sites (12 & 13) for heavy metals (Copper, Lead and Zinc)
Mercury, Organotin and PAH:

a. Whilst Percent fines and TOC generally increase offshore, they also show a spike for
the 10 to 20m range probably related to the north to south spread of the samples for
that range that indicate another north to south gradient (higher silt and lower TOC
content north).

b. Most results also show slight increases for the deeper sites that are most likely

related to the much higher silt content of samples beyond 40m offshore.

34. As noted above, some of the East to West results are also confounded by a gradient
radiating out from the slipway, as indicated by the site-group analysis presented in Table 3
with the heavy metals, Copper, Lead and Zinc, organotin TBT and total PAH all decreasing
away from the slipway, whilst TOC, %fines, Mercury and TPH spike about 20m offshore
from the slipway before decreasing offshore.

35. Based on the above analysis it is concluded that the contamination results and the patterns
of change away from both historic shoreline industrial activities and from historic plus
continuing stormwater drainage are in line with the observations of similar patterns of
contamination throughout the industrialised Parramatta River and Port Jackson, as
described in Birch and Taylor (2004), Beck and Birch (2014) and others (see Section 4
References).

A.3 Impact Assessment for Marine Sediment Disturbance from FDD operation

36. The following assessment is based on the premise that whilst normal operation of the FDD
would be managed to minimise potential contact of the FGDD with the seabed, there
remains a residual risk of both operational FDD impacts with the seabed plus a residual risk
of impact arising from operational failures leading to out of specification loads or listing
leading to FDD impact with the seabed along the FDD edges (listing impact) or bottoming
out (load related impacts).

37. Given that the area of operation of the FDD is highly constrained by the manner of its
operation, the only seabed sediments that could be disturbed and mobilised into the water
column by FDD malfunction are the sediments within the arc of the FDD outer (loading)
position and the inner (working) position as indicated in Figure 1 above, and the manner
of potential seabed impact would be from listing (putting FDD edges into seabed

sediments) or settling further than operational limits (bottoming out).
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38. Whilst turbidity plumes generated by ships propulsion are able to raise to the surface due to
the momentum of the propulsion and can then be dispersed over a greater area (see Figure
2 from Knott and Johnston (2010), FDD bottoming out or listing would not provide
sufficient momentum to result in surface plumes but rather would result in highly localised
lateral pulses of mobilised surface sediments around the sides of the FDD that would be
confined to bottom waters and that would rapidly re-settle close to the FDD footprint.
Accordingly, the risk of mobilised sediment plumes raising to the surface from FDD

bottoming out and being dispersed over a large area is considered small (low).

39. Table 4 below provides an assessment of site sediment contamination based on the means

of samples located within the total footprint of the FDD compared to adjacent sediments not

under the footprint.

]

Figure 2 Cruise Ship Propeller plume at Circular Quay (from Knott and Johnston 2010).
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Table 4 Mean Surface Contamination for Sites grouped in relation to FDD footprint
Physical & Organic Percent Fines TOC PAH TPH TBT
Group Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE
FDD IN Edges 553 8.4 3.1 1.0 9.6 1.1 439.0 207.1 40.0 259
FDD IN Bottom 42.7 4.9 2.2 0.3 13.9 2.6 320.0 124.2 85.0 21.0
FDD OUT Edges 50.3 10.5 2.9 0.5 9.1 0.8 477.0 90.6 54.8 19.9
FDD OUT Bottom 58.0 9.0 2.6 0.0 14.0 5.0 592.5 62.5 65.4 61.2
Sites north of FDD 20.0 6.4 1.8 0.5 16.8 5.7 415.0 229.6 495.5 194.3
Sites inshore FDD 27.0 18.0 2.6 1.3 16.6 9.0 500.0 100.0 630.8 153.8
Sites Offshore FDD 98.7 0.3 34 0.1
Site 15 Inshore south 55 4.12
FDD Total 48.7 7.6 2.57 0.3 9.8 1.8 397.2 75.1 48.7 74.8
Surrounding Total 55.7 14.5 2.8 0.4 11.1 4.0 317.1 113.6 374.6 124.1
Metals Arsenic Merrcury Copper Lead Zinc
Group Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE
FDD IN Edges 7.7 3.1 1.5 181.3 324 250.7 57.8 572.0 117.2
FDD IN Bottom 16.7 2.7 2.1 0.3 3143 36.1 273.3 29.3 623.3 92.6
FDD OUT Edges 16.3 9.5 34 0.2 223.7 58.5 247.3 36.1 540.7 79.5
FDD OUT Bottom 13.3 8.7 2.6 252.0 132.0 266.0 66.0 603.5 192.5
Sites north of FDD 15.3 2.4 53 1.9 1103.0 374.6 277.0 60.1 639.0 160.8
Sites inshore FDD 22.0 8.0 8.6 5.1 1920.0 320.0 582.0 292.0 1082.0 238.0
Sites Offshore FDD 4.7 0.9 98.0 21.2 275.3 19.6 577.7 29.2
Site 15 Inshore south 4.6 <0.10 204 561 1720
FDD Total 14.43 2.2 2.36 221.51 142.3 235.8 20.3 523.4 52.1
Surrounding Total 13.1 3.1 7.5 1.6 1010.6 304.0 379.1 77.3 784.6 104.8
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40. For the FDD to Surrounding footprint sediment comparisons provided in Table 4 it is
evident that for the most part mean concentrations of contaminants in the FDD footprint are
less than means in surrounding areas. and for TPH and Arsenic Means + SE overlap

markedly, indicating sufficient variability in the data to assume similar concentrations.

41. Inspection of the Table 4 FDDIn and FDDOut locations with respect to listing (FDD edge
data) and Bottoming Out (FDD bottom) data, also indicate that for the most part sediments
potentially mobilised by bottoming-out or listing have similar of less contaminants to
surrounding areas which, when settled, would not result in any measurable change in the

overall surface sediment contamination status of the surrounding seabed.

42. In terms of what the actual biological risk arising from FDD bottoming out is, the physical
crushing of sediments from FDD contact would compress and displace surface sediments
that contain benthic (burrowing) organisms, killing or injuring some with others displaced
laterally with the displaced sediments. Given the ubiquity of the benthic environment

throughout the estuary these direct losses of benthic fauna cannot be considered significant.

43. The remaining potential biological risks are associated with sediment mobilisation to the
water column arising from possible FDD seabed contact:

a. The potential for smothering of surrounding seabed marine vegetation is considered
negligible, as there is no seabed marine vegetation close to the FDD operational site,
with the closest being the rocky reef algae beds along the western shores and Zostera
seagrass beds along the inner north western shore of Berrys Bay (MPR 2013).

b. In relation to potential for mobilisation of contaminants from the sediments into the
water column becoming available for ingestion by mobile organisms, resuspension
of anoxic seabed sediments releases sulfides and exposes anoxic sediments to the
water-column which may cause the dissociation of heavy metal ions (and also
organic contaminants) from bonds with organic material (TOC) resulting in free
ionic forms of contaminants that are more toxic or biologically available to marine
fauna. However, the potential for this to occur is dependent on mobilising anoxic
sediments and the top 100 to 200mm of harbour sediment is generally not anoxic as
it is continually being reworked by burrowing habitat for benthic organisms (as
evidenced by the abundance of burrows noted for every Stannard's sampling site in
2021, and more generally for previous MPR Berrys Bay studies). Accordingly, the
probability of there being enhanced labile contaminants in the waters surrounding
the FDD during any tilt or bottoming out incident is considered low and therefore the
risk to mobile fauna is also low.

c. This conclusion is consistent with experimental results from a study by Knott and
Johnston (2010) who assessed whether repeated short-term resuspension of

contaminated sediments would affect the diverse assemblages of rocky reef sessile
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invertebrates (e.g. sea-squirts, barnacles and sponges) in Sydney Harbour. They
predicted that soft bodied invertebrates (e.g. colonial sea-squirts and sponges) would
shrink or decompose rapidly if the resuspensions lethally stressed these organisms
and that the densities of live invertebrates with hard bodies (e.g. barnacles and
polychaete tube worms would decrease. Their study found that a diverse range of
Sydney Harbour sessile invertebrates showed no short-term ecological effects. The
abundances and area that the invertebrates covered did not differ among the
assemblages exposed to the resuspension and control treatments indicating that there
were no immediate impacts of the resuspension of contaminated sediments.

d. Inrelation to the potential for impact to the benthic fauna in the sediments
surrounding the FDD site arising from deposition of mobilised sediments from
possible listing and bottoming-out it is considered that the benthic assemblages of
the seabed sediments in Berrys Bay will already be a sub-set of the benthos that
would be expected in a pristine (i.e., not contaminated) harbour shallow bay. That is,
the ubiquity of seabed contamination throughout Parramatta River/Port Jackson is
such that the benthos is generally similar in terms of the taxa that may occur , as
demonstrated in studies by AHL (2018) who comparing the benthic assemblages of
the declared Kendall Bay Remediation Project area with assemblages in other
Parramatta River Bays up- and down-stream of Kendell Bay and found that there
were no strong and clear links between the physio-chemical data and observed
biological patterns. Instead, the differences amongst the Sites were typically related
to small-scale differences in the number of animals rather than substantial
differences in the number of animals and / or taxa. These small-scale differences
were reflected in communities being spatially heterogeneous within and among bays,

with both abundance and diversity varying.

A.4 Summary and Conclusions

44. There are sufficient sediment samples collected for the study to demonstrate that the seabed
sediments are similar to other seabed sediments in Parramatta River and Port Jackson in
terms of overall metal and organic contaminant presence and distribution arising from both
historic local shoreline industries plus from continuing industrial and urban stormwater

related inputs, and that the patterns of distribution also relat to these factors.

45. It is concluded that if the FDD was to list or bottom out arising from either malfunction or
from incorrect operation procedures such that seabed sediments would be mobilised, the
risks to the aquatic marine biota locally over or in the surrounding seabed from sediment
smothering or from increased dissolved contaminants in the water column are low and

would not be measurable.
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Annexure B.1

Normalised November 2017 Sediment Contamination Results for the
Original EIS Appendix 6 Results
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JACOBS Contamination Sed Results ES1730018 ANZG 18 Site sdup
Compound LOR __ Unit | DGV GVHi | | 2 3 4 S 6 | a0 | 7 8 ?
I\ggr‘lig:ff Moisture content 1 % 39.1 | 412 | 382 | 485 | 506 40 | 413 | 323 | 427 | 282
I?Ariigc Total Organic Carbon 0.5 % 1.7 | 24 1.6 2.6 3.9 2.6 2.4 1.3 2.9 13
g?zr;;‘ge 75um - 1 % 67 | 54 61 51 55 59 59 91 69 80
+150pm - 1 % s8 | 47 52 38 42 47 46 84 48 75
+300pm - 1 % 35 | 25 24 19 21 26 26 50 16 58
+4250m - 1 % 17 12 9 10 13 19 19 28 50
+600pm - 1 % 6 5 2 7 8 15 14 16 46
+1180pm - 1 % 2 2 <1 4 5 8 8 9 38
+2.36mm - 1 % <1 2 <1 2 4 4 4 6 <1 27
+4.75mm - 1 % <1 | < <1 <1 2 2 1 3 <1 6
+9.5mm - 1 % <1 | < <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
+19.0mm - 1 % <1 | < <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
+37.5mm - 1 % <1 | < <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
+75.0mm - 1 % <1 | < <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Soil Class Fines (<75 pm) ---- 1 % 33 46 39 49 45 41 41 9 31 20
Sand (>75 pm) - 1 % 66 | 52 61 48 51 54 54 84 68 50
Gravel (>2mm) ---- 1 % 1 2 <1 3 4 5 5 7 1 30
Cobbles (>6cm) -—-- 1 % <1 | <« <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Total Metals  Cobalt 7440-48-4 2 mg/kg 4 4 4 8 8 10 6 4 5 4
Selenium 7782-49-2 5 mg/kg <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
Arsenic 7440-38-2 5 mg/kg 20 70 15 13 14 22 30 62 19 14 20 12
Cadmium 7440-43-9 1 mg/kg 1.5 10 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Chromium 7440-47-3 2 mg/kg 80 370 | 35 | 39 38 50 61 36 43 27 47 24
Copper 7440-50-8 5 mg/kg 65 270 | 296 | 263 | 194 | 384 | 2240 | 363 | 427 | 1600 | 1340 | 369
Lead 7439-92-1 5 mg/kg 50 220 | 243 | 245 | 186 | 332 | 874 | 228 | 271 | 290 | 374 | 167
Nickel 7440-02-0 2 mg/kg 21 52 7 8 7 15 20 13 14 9 13 9
Zinc 7440-66-6 5 megke | 200 410 | 595 | 479 | 505 | 796 | 1320 | 531 | 561 | 844 | 751 | 322
Mercury 7439-97-6 01  mgkg | 0.15 1 1.6 2 1.5 26 | 13.6 3 3.7 35 9.2 33
Organotin _Tributyltin 05  peSnke 118 | 142 41 329 | 1860 | 265 | 251 | 1020 | 1670 | 164
Compounds TBT @ 1%TOC 0.5 peSnkg | 9 70 | 694 | 592 | 256 | 1265 | 4769 | 101.9 | 104.6 | 784.6 | 575.9 | 1262
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Dibutyltin 1 ugSnkg 40 40 13 86 344 72 53 170 378 49
Monobutyltin 1 ugSn/kg 20 21 6 26 78 18 9 37 75 17
Sit
JACOBS Contamination Sed Results ES1730018 e
ANZG 18 o
, GV 1 2 3 4 5 6 up 7 8 9
Compound LOR Unit DGV . (10)
Moisture Moisture content 1 % 39.1 | 412 | 382 | 485 | 506 | 40 | 413 | 323 | 427 | 282
content
Organic TOC 0.5 % 1.7 24 1.6 2.6 3.9 2.6 24 1.3 2.9 13
Matter
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB) 01  mgke 01 | <01 | <0.1 | <0.1 | <0.1 | <01 | <01 | <0.1 | 08 | <o0.1
Total PCB 1% TOC 0.1  mgkg | 0034 0.08 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 0.3 ?
Organochlor  a]pha-BHC 0.05  mgkg <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
me
P(@(S)tgfi)dis Hexachlorobenzene 0.05  mgkg <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
S
Note that  beta-BHC 005  mgke <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
ﬁgﬁf gamma-BHC 005  mgke <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
are i“’wn delta-BHC 005  mgke <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
ng/kg Heptachlor 005  mgkg <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
Aldrin 005  mgkg <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
Heptachlor epoxide 0.05 mg/kg <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
Sum Chlordane 005 mgkg | 045 9 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
trans-Chlordane 005  mgkg <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
alpha-Endosulfan 0.05 mg/kg <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
cis-Chlordane 005  mgkg <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
Dieldrin 005 mgkg | 2.8 <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
4.4'-DDE 005 mgkg | 14 <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
Endrin 7 005 mgkg | 2.7 60 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
beta-Endosulfan 005  mgkg <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
Endosulfan (sum) 005  mgke <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
4.4°-DDD 005 mgkg | 3.5 9 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
Endrin aldehyde 005  mgke <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
Endosulfan sulfate 005  mgkg <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
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4.4 -DDT 0.2 mg/kg 1.2 5Q <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Endrin ketone 0.05 mg/kg <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
Methoxychlor 0.2 mg/kg <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Aldrin + Dieldrin 0.05 mg/kg <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
DDD+DDE+DDT 0.05 mg/kg <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05 | <0.05
JACOBS Contamination Sed Results ES1730018 Site
ANZG 18 6dup
Compound LOR Unit DGV CI}{Y 1 2 3 4 > 6 (10) 7 8 ?
Moisture content 1 % 39.1 41.2 38.2 48.5 50.6 40 41.3 32.3 42.7 28.2
gdri?gc Total Organic Carbon 0.5 % 1.7 24 1.6 2.6 3.9 2.6 2.4 1.3 2.9 1.3
Naphthalene 0.5 mg/kg 0.16 2.1 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.8 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Polynuclear Acenaphthylene 208-96-8 0.5 mg/kg | 0.044 0.64 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.8 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Aromatic  Acenaphthene 0.5 mg/kg | 0016 0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.31 <0.8 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.21 <0.5
Hydrocarbo  Fluorene 0.5 mg/kg | 0.019 0.54 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.19 <0.8 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
ns Phenanthrene 0.5 mg/kg 2.3 2.2 1.7 4.2 1.9 1.6 1.5 3.6 4.9 0.9
Phenanthrene@1%TOC 0.5 mg/kg 0.24 1.5 1.4 0.9 1.1 1.6 0.5 0.6 0.6 2.8 1.7 0.7
Anthracene 0.5 mg/kg | 0.085 1.1 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.3 <0.8 <0.5 <0.5 0.5 0.3 <0.5
Fluoranthene 0.5 mg/kg 4 4.5 3.5 8.5 43 3.8 33 5.3 9.4 1.6
Fluoranthene Normalised 0.5 mg/kg 0.6 5.1 24 1.9 2.2 33 1.1 1.5 1.4 4.1 32 1.2
Pyrene 0.5 mg/kg 4 4.7 3.6 8.8 5 4 33 6.7 9.3 1.6
Pyrene Normalised 0.5 mg/kg | 0.665 2.6 24 2.0 23 34 1.3 1.5 1.4 5.2 32 1.2
Benz(a)anthracene 0.5 mg/kg 1.5 1.8 1.4 3.7 23 1.7 1.5 2.2 43 0.8
Benz(a)anthracene 0.5 mg/kg | 0.261 1.6 0.9 0.8 0.9 1.4 0.6 0.7 0.6 1.7 1.5 0.6
Chrysene 0.5 mg/kg 1.6 1.8 1.4 3.7 23 1.9 1.6 2.2 4.2 0.8
Chrysene 0.5 mg/kg | 0384 28 0.9 0.8 0.9 1.4 0.6 0.7 0.7 1.7 1.4 0.6
Benzo(b+j)fluoranthene 0.5 mg/kg 2.2 2.9 2.2 5.7 4.1 3 1.6 4.2 6.3 1.1
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 0.5 mg/kg 1.1 1.1 0.8 2.1 1.7 1.1 0.7 1.7 2.5 <0.5
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.5 mg/kg 0.43 1.6 2 2.5 1.9 4.8 3.7 2.5 22 3.5 5.9 1
TEQ (zero) | 0.5 mg/kg 2.6 3.2 2.5 6.8 4.7 32 2.7 4.5 8.1 1.2
TEQ (half LOR) | 0.5 mg/kg 29 3.5 2.7 6.8 5 3.5 3 4.8 8.1 1.5
TEQ (LOR) | 0.5 mg/kg 3.1 3.8 3 6.8 5.2 3.7 32 5 8.1 1.8
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.5 mg/kg 0.43 1.6 1.2 1.0 1.2 1.8 0.9 1.0 0.9 2.7 2.0 0.8
Indeno(1.2.3.cd)pyrene | 0.5 mg/kg o4 o |23 s [ 2 | 13 | o1s | 24 | <05
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Dibenz(a.h)anthracene 0.5 mg/kg | 0.063 026 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.21 <0.8 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 0.21 <0.5
Benzo(g.h.i)perylene 0.5 mg/kg 1.4 1.8 1.3 29 2.3 1.6 1.9 1.8 2.9 <0.5
Sum of PAHs 0.5 mg/kg 21.2 24.7 18.8 49.5 29.4 224 18.9 33.3 54.3 7.8
Sum of PAHs @1% 0.5 mg/kg 10 50 12.5 10.3 11.8 19.0 7.5 8.6 7.9 25.6 18.7 6.0
Site
JACOBS Contamination Sed Results ES1730018
ANZG 18 6dup
- . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Compound LOR Unit DGV GV Hi 10)
Moisture Moisture content 1 % 39.1 | 412 | 382 | 485 | 506 | 40 | 413 | 323 | 427 | 282
content
Organic Matter ~ Total Organic Carbon 0.5 % 1.7 24 1.6 2.6 3.9 2.6 2.4 1.3 2.9 1.3
C6 - C9 Fraction 10 mg/kg <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Total Petroleum .
C10 - C14 Fraction 50 mg/kg <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50
Hydrocarbons
ANZGVs are C15 - C28 Fraction 100  mg/kg 100 170 <100 280 290 190 <100 190 420 <100
for Sucn; 6C6 to C29 - C36 Fraction 100  mgkg <100 | 160 | <100 | 250 | 310 190 150 | 210 | 400 | <100
C10-C36 (sum) 50 mg/kg 280 550 100 330 <50 530 600 380 150 400 820 <50
C6 - C10 Fraction 10 mg/kg <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
C6 to C10 - BTEX 10 mg/kg <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
Total >C10 - C16 50 mg/kg <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50 <50
Recoverable
Hydrocarbons >Cl16 - C34 100  mg/kg 170 290 110 460 550 320 240 370 700 130
>C34 - C40 100  mg/kg <100 | <100 | <100 140 210 110 <100 160 250 <100
>C10 - C40 50 mg/kg 170 290 110 600 760 430 240 530 950 130
C10 toC16-
Naphthalene 50 mglkg <50 | <50 | <50 | <50 | <50 | <50 | <50 | <50 | <50 | <50
EP080: BTEXN Benzene 71-43-2 02  mg/kg <02 | <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
Toluene 108-88-3 0.5 mg/kg <0.5 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Ethylbenzene 100-41-4 | 0.5 mg/kg <0.5 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
meta- & para-Xylene 0.5 mg/kg <0.5 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
ortho-Xylene 0.5 mg/kg <0.5 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
A Sum of BTEX 02  mg/kg <02 | <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2 <0.2
~ Total Xylenes 0.5 mg/kg <0.5 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5
Naphthalene 1 mg/kg <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
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Annexure B.2

Summary of September 2021 Additional Sediment
Core Sampling Program

plus

Sediment Contamination Results.
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MPR Sediment Sample Notes Noakes 9 Sept 2021

. . Core Sample . ) )
Site | Time Depth Depth m Easting Northing | Sampling notes
(cm) ISLW
Located on Bay valley flat. Uniform dark grey
throughout, soft oozy (sticky) mud. Consistent
13 1 0920 50 1 333369 6253826 grain size throughout core length. Burrows in

seabed floor around core site. Very little shell
material or other coarse fragments. Easy core to
extract.

Located on bay lower slope. Sample similar in
consistency to Site 13. Uniform dark grey-black
coloured throughout, soft oozy (sticky) mud.

14 | 09:30 | 40to45 10.3 3333408 | 6253778 | Consistent grain size throughout core length.
Burrows in seabed floor around core site. Very
little shell material or other coarse fragments.
Easy core to extract.

10m south of GPS, Sample similar in consistency
to Sites 13 and 14. Uniform black coloured
throughout, soft oozy (sticky) mud. Consistent
grain size throughout core length. Burrows in
seabed floor around core site, blue green algal
coverage on seabed surface. Very little shell
material or other coarse fragments in sample.
Easy core to extract.

12 | 09:50 45 10.5 333369 6253881

Sample about 4m away from mooring block and
no swing disturbance as mooring is fore and aft.
Sample similar in consistency to previous sites.
Some nodules in core and some plastics and rock
fragments. Uniform dark grey coloured
throughout with brown silty, soft oozy (sticky)
mud at surface. Consistent grain size throughout
core length. Burrows in seabed floor around core
site and smaller amounts of blue green algal
coverage on seabed surface. Very little shell
material or other coarse fragments in sample.
First two attempts hit rock or other impenetrable
surface, third attempt sampled. Some nodules in
core and some plastics and rock fragments

11 | 10:25 | 451050 5.9 333391 6253918

Greater amounts of sand and shell fragments than
previous samples, uniform grey-brown in colour,
17 | 10:35 40 6.5 333430 6253867 | sticky. Plastic bag and cup lid at bottom of core.
First two attempts hit rock or another
impenetrable surface, third attempt sampled.

As for Site 17, sandier than previous samples
with moderate amounts of small shell fragments.
Brown layer on top becoming gradually greyer
with depth. Tyre on seabed, and Burrows in
seabed floor around core site. First attempt hit
rock or other impenetrable surface, second
attempt sampled. Thin brown layer (biofilm-like)
on seabed surface.

16 | 11:05 45 6.6 333410 6253865
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11:15

40

7.9

333425

30

6253837

Surface 5-10cm layer browner with finer grain
size, remainder of core sticky mud, consistent in
colouration and grain size (sandier and darker
grey). Moderate amounts of small to large size
shell fragments in sample. Burrows in seabed
surface.

19

11:40

45

7.5

333439

6253809

Surface 5-10cm layer browner with finer grain
size, remainder of core comprised of sticky mud
(had to push out core from corer due to sticky
nature of mud), consistent in colouration and
grain size (sandy mud, darker grey). Moderate
amounts of small to large size shell fragments in
sample. Burrows in seabed surface.

20

12:10

4510 50

9.6

333420

6253806

Very soft oozy (sticky) mud, dark grey and
consistent grain size throughout, brown layer at
surface of core. Minimal to no shell material or
sandy sediments.

15

12:35

4510 50

6.0

333461

6253762

Slightly browner at top of core (top 5 to 10cm),
then uniform grey throughout remainder of core.
Soft, sticky mud. Coarse shell fragments present
in small amounts.

r .
Plate 1: Sediment core samples from Sites 13 (left) and 14 (right).
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Plate 3: Sediment cofg sples from Sites 17 (left) and 16 (right).
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Plate 5: Sediment core samples from Sites 20 (left) and 15 (right).
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MPR Contamination Sed Results ES2132764 ANZG 18 Site
, 11 12 13 14 15 16 16 17 17 18 18 19 19 20 20
Compound Analyte LOR  Unit
GV Surf Surf Surf Surf Surf Surf Bot Surf Bot Surf Bot Surf Bot Surf Bot
l\g(‘)’l‘lig;rf 1 oo |POV Hi | 470 | 64 | 662 | 611 | 458 | 29 | 325 | 513 | 52 | 547 | 442 | 354 | 329 | 636 | 574
?\fﬁ‘t‘;‘f TOC 0.02 % 353 | 361 | 32 | 328 | 412 | 2116 | 1.6 | 502 | 532 | 266 | 15 19 | 19 | 326 | 3.1
Particle Sizing 75um - 1 % 26 2 1 1 45 74 72 40 40 33 50 64 61 2 3
+150pm - 1 % 13 <1 <1 <1 30 68 66 28 28 24 38 50 47 1 2
+300pm - 1 % 6 <1 <1 <1 14 51 46 14 14 13 23 21 19 <1
+4250m - 1 % 3 <1 <1 <1 7 41 31 9 8 7 13 8 8 <1 <1
+600pm - 1 % 2 <1 <1 <1 4 35 21 7 6 4 7 4 4 <1 <1
+1180pm - 1 % <1 <1 <1 <1 2 28 12 5 3 2 4 2 <1 <1
+2.36mm - 1 % <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 22 3 2 <1 1 <1 1 <1 <1
+4.75mm - 1 % <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 18 2 1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
+9.5mm - 1 % <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 14 1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
+19.0mm - 1 % <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
+37.5mm - 1 % <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
+75.0mm - 1 % <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Soil Class  Fines (<75 um) | 1 % 74 98 99 99 55 26 28 60 60 67 50 36 39 98 97
Sand (>75 um) | 1 % 26 2 1 1 44 50 64 36 38 32 48 63 60 2 3
Gravel >2mm) | 1 % <1 <1 <1 <1 1 24 8 4 2 1 2 1 1 <1 <1
Cobbles (>6cm) | 1 % <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Total Metals Antimony 1 <10 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0
Arsenic 1 20 | 70 | 37 | 64 | 38 | 38 | 46 | 32 | 28 | 46 | 46 | 46 | 36 | 38 | 29 | 51 | 45
Cadmium 0.1 15| 10| 02 | 01 | <01 ] <01 | 03 | <01 | <01 01 | 02 | <01 | <01 | <0.1 | 01 | <01 | <0.1
Chromium 1 80 | 370 | 30.1 | 42 | 371 | 389 | 362 | 258 | 9 | 322 | 396 | 246 | 159 | 164 | 156 | 419 | 304
Copper 1 mg | 65 | 270 | 945 | 140 | 82 | 721 | 204 | 811 | 436 | 230 | 194 | 120 | 593 | 113 | 615 | 128 | 974
Lead 1 kg | 50 | 220 | 251 | 310 | 242 | 274 | s61 | 128 | 122 | 366 | 443 | 200 | 130 | 175 | 180 | 316 | 304
Nickel 1 21 | 52 5 82 | 54 | 57 | 71 | 22 | 22 | 69 | 87 | 39 | 32 | 28 3 65 | 52
Silver 1 <10 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0 | <1.0
Zinc 1 200 | 410 | 461 | 614 | 520 | 599 | 1720 | 255 | 190 | 800 | 923 | 411 | 316 | 407 | 335 | 690 | 628
Total Recoverable mercury | 0.1 015 | 1 |<0.10 | <0.10 | <0.10 | <0.10 | <0.10 | <0.10 | <0.10 | <0.10 | <0.10 | <0.10 | <0.10 | <0.10 | <0.10 | <0.10 | <0.10
Monobutyltin 1 5 2 16 81 2 3 2 <1 2 3
Organotin Dibutylin I gsn 11 4 94 | 421 6 6 6 3 5 10
Compounds Tributyltin 05 kg 436 | 10.1 | 453 | 892 | 11.1 | 64 | 122 | 52 | 178 | 173
TBT @ 1% 0.5 9 70 202 | 63 | 902 | 1677 | 42 | 43 | 64 | 27 | 55 | 56
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MPR taminati Results ES2132764 it
Contamination Sed Results ES213276 ANZG 18 - - - - - Site - — S = =
Analyt LOR it
Compound nayte O Uni GV Surf | Bot | Surf | Bot | Surf | Bot | Surf | Bot | Surf | Bot
i DGV .
Moisture 1 % Hi | 29 | 325|513 | 52 | 547|442 | 354 | 329 | 63.6 | 57.4
content
Organic TOC 002 % 216 | 1.6 | 502|532 |266| 15 | 19 | 1.9 | 326 | 3.1
Matter
C6-C9 3 mg/kg <3 <3 <3 <3 <3 <3 <3 <3 <3 <3
Total
Petroleum C10-Cl14 3 mg/kg <3 <3 <6 <6 <6 <3 <3 <3 <6 <6
Hydrocarbons
Note C15-C28 3 mg/kg 194 112 | 312 | 479 | 305 115 | 258 | 341 366 | 370
ANZGVs are
for sum C6to €29 -C36 5  mgkg 193 | 124 | 325 | 466 | 350 | 142 | 266 | 328 | 418 | 419
C36 -
Cl((s)urf)% 3 mg/kg | 280 | 550 | 387 | 236 | 637 | 945 655 | 257 | 524 | 669 | 784 | 789
>C10-Cl16 3 mg/kg <6 <6 <12 | <12 | <12 <6 <6 <6 <12 | <12
Total >Cl16 - C34 3 mg/kg 317 193 | 512 | 771 526 | 205 | 425 | 556 | 631 638
Recoverable >C34 - C40 5 mgkg 137 | 91 | 243 | 335 | 264 | 115 | 196 | 221 | 311 | 304
hydrocarbons C10 .- C40
(su-m) 3 mg/kg 454 | 284 | 755 | 1110 | 790 | 320 621 777 942 942
Sum >C10 - C16 - Naphthalene 3 mg/kg <6 <6 | <12 | <12 | <12 | <6 <6 <6 | <12 | <12
TRH-NEPM (0 C10 3 mghke slas|ls|s |||l s
201 C6 - C10 -
BTEX 3 mg/kg <3.0 | <30 | <30 | <3.0 | <30 | <3 <3 <3 <3 <3
BTEXN Benzene 0.2 mgkg <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2
Toluene 0.2 mgkg <0.2 | <02 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2
Ethylbenzene 0.2 mgkg <02 | <02 | <0.2 | <02 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2
meta- &para- |5 ke <02 | <02 | <02 | <02 | <02 | <02 | <02 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2
Xylene
ortho-Xylene 0.2 mgkg <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2
Total Xylenes 0.5 mgkg <0.5 | <0.5 | <0.5 | <0.5 | <0.5 | <0.5 | <0.5 | <0.5 | <0.5 | <0.5
Sum of BTEX 0.2 mgkg <0.2 | <02 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2
Naphthalene 0.2 mg/kg <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2 | <0.2
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MPR Contamination Sed Results ES2132764 ANZG 18 Site
16 16 17 17 18 18 19 19 20 20
C d Analyt LOR  Unit
ompoun natyte m GV Surf Bot Surf Bot Surf Bot Surf Bot Surf Bot
i DGV |
Moisture 1 % Hi | 29 | 325 | 513 | 52 | 547 | 442 | 354 | 329 | 63.6 | 574
content
Organic TOC 002 % 216 | 1.6 | 502 | 532 | 266 | 15 | 19 | 19 | 326 | 3.1
Matter
Bromophos-ethyl 10 pg/kg <10 <10 <12 <12 <12 <10 <10 <10 <12 <12
Carbophenothion 10 pgkg <10 <10 <12 <12 <12 <10 <10 <10 <12 <12
Chlorfigmph“ 10 pgke <10.0 | <10.0 | <12.0 | <12.0 | <12.0 | <10.0 | <10.0 | <10.0 | <12.0 | <12.0
Chl"rf‘zgmphos 10 pgke <10 | <10 | <12 | <12 | <12 | <10 | <10 | <10 | <12 | <I2
Chlorpyrifos 10 pgke <10 | <10 | <12 | <12 | <12 | <10 | <10 | <10 | <12 | <12
Chlorpyrifos- 10 pgke <10 | <10 | <12 | <12 | <12 | <10 | <10 | <10 | <12 | <12
methyl
Demeton-S-
methyl 10 pgke <10 | <10 | <12 | <12 | <12 | <10 | <10 | <10 | <12 | <12
Diazinon 10 pgke <10 | <10 | <12 | <12 | <12 | <10 | <10 | <10 | <12 | <I2
OPP; (Ultra- Dichlorvos 10 pgke <10 | <10 | <12 | <12 | <12 | <10 | <10 | <10 | <12 | <12
ace) Dimethoate 10 pgke <10 | <10 | <12 | <12 | <12 | <10 | <10 | <10 | <12 | <12
Ethion 10 pgke <10 | <10 | <12 | <12 | <12 | <10 | <10 | <10 | <12 | <12
Fenamiphos 10 pgke <10 | <10 | <12 | <12 | <12 | <10 | <10 | <10 | <12 | <12
Fenthion 10 pgke <10 | <10 | <12 | <12 | <12 | <10 | <10 | <10 | <12 | <12
Malathion 10 pgke <10 | <10 | <12 | <12 | <12 | <10 | <10 | <10 | <12 | <12
Azinphos Methyl 10 pgkg <10 <10 <12 <12 <12 <10 <10 <10 <12 <12
Monocrotophos 10 pgkg <10 <10 <12 <12 <12 <10 <10 <10 <12 <12
Parathion 10 pgke <10 | <10 | <12 | <12 | <12 | <10 | <10 | <10 | <12 | <12
Parathion-methyl 10 pg/kg <10 <10 <12 <12 <12 <10 <10 <10 <12 <12
Pirimphos-ethyl 10 pg/kg <10 <10 <12 <12 <12 <10 <10 <10 <12 <12
Prothiofos 10 pgke <10 | <10 | <12 | <12 | <12 | <10 | <10 | <10 | <12 | <12
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MPR Contamination Sed Results ES2132764 ANZG 18 Site
Compound Analyte LOR  Unit 16 16 17 17 18 18 19 19 20 20
DGV GY Surf Bot Surf Bot Surf Bot Surf Bot Surf Bot
Moisture content 1 % Hi [ 29 [ 325|513 | 52 | 547 | 442 | 354 | 329 | 63.6 | 574
Organic Matter TOC 002 % 216 | 1.6 | 502 | 532 | 266 | 15 | 1.9 | 19 | 326 | 3.1
EPBlAl;ecs)tri%?ge":hk’“ne Aldrin 309-00-2 05 pgke <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50
alpha-BHC 319-84-6 0.5 pgke <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50
beta-BHC 319-85-7 0.5 pgke <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50
delta-BHC 319-86-8 0.5 pgke <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50
4.4°-DDD 72-54-8 0.5 pgkg | 3.50 | 9.00 | <050 | 329 | 12 | 112 | 2.86 | 2.66 | 637 | 4.08 | 7.63 | 6.26
4.4*-DDE 72-55-9 0.5 pgkg | 140 | 7.00 | <0.50 | 1.56 | 934 | 929 | 351 | 1.52 | 3.84 | 2.62 | 487 | 5.13
4.4°-DDT 50-29-3 0.5 pgkg | 120 | 5.00 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50
" Sum of DDD + DDE g_ ?DT 72-54-8/12-55905 | o5 Lgike <050 | 485 | 213 | 205 | 637 | 418 | 102 | 67 | 125 | 114
Dieldrin 60-57-1 0.5 pgkg | 2.80 | 7.00 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50
alpha-Endosulfan 959-98-8 0.5 pgkg <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50
beta-Endosulfan 33213-65-9 0.5 pgkg <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50
Endosulfan sulfate 1031-07-8 0.5 pgkg <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50
~ Endosulfan (sum) 115-29-7 0.5 pgkg <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50
Endrin 72-20-8 0.5 pgkg | 2.70 | 60.00 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50
Endrin aldehyde 7421-93-4 0.5 pgkg <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50
Endrin ketone 53494-70-5 0.5 pgkg <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50
Heptachlor 76-44-8 0.5 pgkg <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50
Heptachlor epoxide 1024-57-3 0.5 pgkg <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50
Hexachlorobenzene (HCB) 118-74-1 0.5 pgkg <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50
gamma-BHC 58-89-9 025 pgkg <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25
Methoxychlor 72-43-5 0.5 pgkg <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50
cis-Chlordane 5103-71-9 025 pgkg <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25
trans-Chlordane 5103-74-2 025 pgkg <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25
A Total Chlordane (sum) - 025 npgkg | 045 | 9.00 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25 | <0.25
Oxychlordane 27304-13-8 0.5 pgkg <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50 | <0.50
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MPR taminati Results ES2132764 it
Contamination Sed Results ES213276 ANZG 18 - - - - - Site = — = = =
C d Analyt LOR  Unit

ompoun natyte o DGV GV Surf Bot Surf Bot Surf Bot Surf Bot Surf Bot
Moisture content 1 % Hi 29 32.5 51.3 52 54.7 442 354 32.9 63.6 57.4

Organic Matter TOC 0.02 % 2.16 1.6 5.02 5.32 2.66 1.5 1.9 1.9 3.26 3.1

- - - ~ - -

EPI31B: P"lycilr‘;ré?jrt:)d Biphenyls (as Total Polychlorinated biphenyls | 5 o0 <156 | <15.6 | <312 | <312 | <312 | <15.6 | <15.6 | <15.6 | <31.2 | <312
Aroclor 1016 12674-11-2 5 ng/kg <15.6 | <15.6 | <31.2 | <31.2 | <31.2 | <15.6 | <15.6 | <15.6 | <31.2 | <31.2
Aroclor 1221 11104-28-2 5 ng/kg <15.6 | <15.6 | <31.2 | <31.2 | <31.2 | <15.6 | <15.6 | <15.6 | <31.2 | <31.2
Aroclor 1232 11141-16-5 5 ng/kg <15.6 | <15.6 | <31.2 | <31.2 | <31.2 | <15.6 | <15.6 | <15.6 | <31.2 | <31.2
Aroclor 1242 53469-21-9 5 ng/kg <15.6 | <15.6 | <31.2 | <31.2 | <31.2 | <15.6 | <15.6 | <15.6 | <31.2 | <31.2
Aroclor 1248 12672-29-6 5 ng/kg <15.6 | <15.6 | <31.2 | <31.2 | <31.2 | <15.6 | <15.6 | <15.6 | <31.2 | <31.2
Aroclor 1254 11097-69-1 5 ng/kg <15.6 | <15.6 | <31.2 | <31.2 | <31.2 | <15.6 | <15.6 | <15.6 | <31.2 | <31.2
Aroclor 1260 11096-82-5 5 ng/kg <15.6 | <15.6 | <31.2 | <31.2 | <31.2 | <15.6 | <15.6 | <15.6 | <31.2 | <31.2
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MPR Contamination Sed Results ES2132764 ANZG 18 . Site
Compound Analyte LOR Unit 6 17 18 19 20 16 17 18 19 20
) Surf Surf Surf Surf Surf Bot Bot Bot Bot Bot
- DGV | GV Hi
Moisture content 1 % 29 51.3 54.7 354 63.6 32.5 52 44.2 329 574
Organic Matter TOC 0.02 % 2.16 5.02 2.66 1.9 3.26 1.6 5.32 1.5 1.9 3.1
Polynuclear Naphthalene 91-20-3 5 ng/kg 98 185 103 113 118 69 380 80 183 144
Hyﬁ;ggfggns Naphthalene 160 | 2100 45 37 39 59 36 43 71 53 96 46
Results below 2-Methylnaphthalene 91-57-6 5 ng/kg 50 96 51 48 59 30 294 34 74 82
Detection not Acenaphthylene 208-96-8 4 ng/kg 386 920 632 569 656 378 1450 295 811 813
normalised Acenaphthylene 44 640 179 183 238 299 201 236 273 197 427 262
Acenaphthene 83-32-9 4 ng/kg 95 217 53 76 55 34 654 30 93 76
DGVs from Acenaphthene 16 500 44 43 20 40 17 21 123 20 49 25
ANZECC 2000 Fluorene 86-73-7 4 ng/kg 170 336 130 178 120 85 693 63 265 165
Fluorene 19 540 79 67 49 94 37 53 130 42 139 53
Phenanthrene 85-01-8 4 ng/kg 1000 2720 1260 1680 1220 838 6030 597 2640 1670
Phenanthrene @ 1% TOC 4 ng/kg 240 1500 463 542 474 884 374 524 1133 398 1389 539
Anthracene 120-12-7 4 ng/kg 440 1010 528 564 553 346 1810 253 866 726
Anthracene 85 1100 204 201 198 297 170 216 340 169 456 234
Fluoranthene 206-44-0 4 ng/kg 1550 4660 2760 2950 2840 1760 9480 1330 4400 3730
Fluoranthene @ 1% TOC 4 ng/kg 600 5100 718 928 1038 1553 871 1100 1782 887 2316 1203
Pyrene 129-00-0 4 ng/kg 3300 4800 2850 2960 2980 1800 9630 1380 4410 3920
Pyrene @ 1% TOC 4 ng/kg 665 2600 1528 956 1071 1558 914 1125 1810 920 2321 1265
Benz(a)anthracene 56-55-3 4 ng/kg 1960 2740 1550 1620 1650 1060 5470 754 2480 2230
Benz(a)anthracene @1% TOC 4 ng/kg 261 1600 907 546 583 853 506 663 1028 503 1305 719
Chrysene 218-01-9 4 ng/kg 1890 2530 1550 1530 1580 983 5400 700 2110 2030
Chrysene 218-01-9 1% TOC 4 ng/kg 384 2800 875 504 583 805 485 614 1015 467 1111 655
Benzo(b+j)fluoranthene 4 ng/kg 2100 3870 2460 2300 2440 1450 7400 1090 3150 3200
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 4 ng/kg 859 1730 990 900 1240 834 3330 521 1450 1620
Benzo(e)pyrene 192-97-2 4 ng/kg 1290 2500 1480 1350 1570 933 4640 691 1910 1970
Benzo(a)pyrene 50-32-8 4 ng/kg 2160 4100 2470 2330 2590 1660 7730 1160 3470 3400
Benzo(a)pyrene 50-32-8 4 ug/kg 430 1600 1000 817 929 1226 794 1038 1453 773 1826 1097
Perylene 198-55-0 4 ng/kg 575 1100 612 601 617 395 2110 278 868 804
Benzo(g.h.i)perylene 4 ng/kg 1510 2990 1830 1690 1980 1170 5480 853 2500 2540
Dibenz(a.h)anthracene 4 ng/kg 324 649 382 348 411 251 1230 178 510 541
D‘benz(a'h)ﬁf‘g‘éace”e @1% 63 260 150 129 144 183 126 157 231 119 268 175
Indeno(1.2.3.cd)pyrene 4 ng/kg 1180 2310 1440 1330 1540 926 4260 672 1960 1990
Coronene 191-07-1 4 ng/kg 484 1080 636 626 741 422 1990 321 922 962
~ Sum of PAHs 4 ng/kg 21400 40500 23800 23800 25000 15400 79500 11300 35100 32600
~ Sum of PAHs @ 1% TOC 4 pg/kg 10000 | #### 9907 8068 8947 12526 7669 9625 14944 7533 18474 10516
~ Sum of PAHs @ 1% TOC mg/kg 10 50 9.9 8.1 8.9 12.5 7.7 9.6 14.9 7.5 18.5 10.5
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Disclaimer

The work presented in this document was carried out in accordance with the Day Design
Pty Ltd Quality Management System. Day Design is certified to ISO9001.

Day Design Pty Ltd reserves all copyright of intellectual property in any or all of Day Design’s
documents. No permission, license or authority is granted by Day Design to any person or
organisation to use any of Day Design’s documents for any purpose without written consent
of Day Design.

This report has been prepared for the client identified in Section 1.0 only and cannot be
relied or used by any third party, except for the Land and Environment Court Hearing noted
on the title page. Any representation, statement, opinion or advice, expressed or implied in
this report is made in good faith but on the basis that Day Design is not liable (whether by
reason of negligence, lack of care or otherwise) to any person for any damage or loss
whatsoever which has occurred or may occur in relation to that person taking or not taking
(as the case may be) action in any respect of any representation, statement, or advice
referred to above.

Recommendations made in this report are intended to resolve acoustical problems only. No
claims of expertise in other areas are made and no liability is accepted in respect of design
or construction for issues falling outside the specialist field of acoustical engineering
including but not limited to structural, fire, thermal, architectural buildability, fit for purpose,
waterproofing or other aspects of building construction. Supplementary professional advice
should be sought in respect of these issues.

The information in this document should not be reproduced, presented or reviewed except
in full. Prior to passing onto a third party, the Client is to fully inform the third party of the
specific brief and limitations associated with the commission. The only exception to this is
for the Regulatory Authority in its use of this report to make a Determination.
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1.0

1.

10.

11.

12.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Day Design Pty Ltd has been engaged by Stannards Marine Pty Ltd to provide an acoustic
report to assist in resolving the acoustic contentions in an appeal to the NSW Land and
Environmental Court - Stannards Marine Pty Ltd v North Sydney Council, 63136 of 2021.

[, Stephen Gauld, am the Managing Director and Principal Acoustical Engineer at
Day Design Pty Ltd, Consulting Acoustical Engineers, of Suite 17, 808 Forest Road,
Peakhurst, NSW, 2210.

A review of the relevant material for these matters has been carried out and I have read
the documents provided to me, as listed in Paragraph 19.

This report presents my findings on my site inspection, acoustic analysis and
recommendations to address the Contentions and limit the noise emission from the items
of plant and operations at 6 John Street, McMahons Point.

The property at 6 John Street, McMahons Point is located on the eastern shore of Berrys
Bay and is surrounded by a mix of land uses including, a range of residential development,
open space, rail infrastructure, environmental conservation areas and working
waterfront.

A site visit was carried out by the author on Thursday 26 August 2021 to inspect the site
and surrounds. Observations were made of the surrounding residential dwellings during
the site visit.

The noise emission from the existing site has been assessed by SLR Consulting as detailed
in their Noise Impact Assessment dated 23 April 2021. That report and a Noise
Management Plan also dated 23 April 2021 detail the noise mitigation proposed to reduce
the existing level of noise from the site.

An Environment Protection License (10893 dated 14 July 2021) incorporates the noise
mitigation required to be installed progressively and prior to Jun 2022.

The issues raised in Contention 8, from the Amended Statement of Facts and Contentions
filed 13 May 2021 and the Agreed Action List from Council dated 1 November 2021,
regarding acoustics have been addressed in this report.

Recommendations are provided in Section 11.0 to ensure that the noise emission from
the Floating Dry Dock (FDD) complies with the noise criteria as required by Council.

The noise emission from the existing site has been assessed by SLR Consulting and noise
control recommendations have been incorporated into the EPA licence to achieve a
reduction in noise emission over time.

Once the recommended noise controls to the FDD and the existing site are implemented,
the noise emission from the FDD will comply with Council’s noise criteria and the noise
emission from the whole site will comply with the noise criteria as assessed in
accordance with the EPA’s Noise Policy for Industry.

I@\
{
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2.0 FURTHER ISSUES RAISED BY RESPONDENT

13. Further issues were raised by North Sydney in an effort to resolve the Contentions in the
matter Stannards Marine Pty Ltd v North Sydney Council LEC 63136/2021.

14. A without prejudice document was circulated on 1 November 2021 that summarised the
issues.

15. The acoustic issues arising are listed in the Table below.

16. The Sections in this report where those issues have been addressed are also listed in the

Table below.
Table 1 Further Acoustic Issues
Item Issue Description Section
2.1.1 Model 4 m? opening in acoustic curtain 10.5
21.2 ?ﬁiﬁil P'EBV]()) concurrent sandblasting operations 105
213 Confirm whether any other activities are 105
proposed concurrently with sandblasting
214 Iljflcr)r\llll)cie further information on use of Tug and 105
2.1.5 Noise Criteria to be applied to the FDD 9.0

REF: 7281-1.1R Rev A 4-Dec-2021
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3.0
17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

INTRODUCTION

The Contentions relating to acoustics in the NSW Land and Environmental Court
proceedings that I have considered are:

e Stannards Marine Pty Ltd v North Sydney Council, 00063136 of 2021
»  Contention 8 - Acoustic Impacts.

In this report, I present my findings on the site inspection, acoustic measurements and
recommendations made to address the Contention and limit the noise emission from the
boat repair and maintenance facility to acceptable limits.

[ have read the documents provided to me, as listed below:
¢ Noise and Vibration Assessment, prepared by Jacobs dated 19 July 2019;

e Noise Impact Assessment (SLR, U1), prepared by SLR Consulting EPL 10893 -
Condition U1, for Hamptons Property Services, at 6 John Street, McMahons Point,
dated 23 April 2021;

e Noise Impact Assessment (SLR, U2), prepared by SLR Consulting, EPL 10893 -
Condition U2, for Hamptons Property Services, at 6 John Street, McMahons Point,
dated 23 April 2021;

e Statement of Facts and Contentions, Stannards Marine Pty Ltd v North Sydney
Council, 00063136 of 2021, filed 13 May 2021;

e EPL, 10893, for Noakes Boatyard at 6 John Street, McMahons Point NSW 2060, on 14
February 2021, licence version date 14 July 2021;

e Letter (SLR, Aug 2021) to Hamptons Property Group from SLR Consulting dated 31
August 2020;

e Letter from Jacobs, Responses to EPA Submissions: AQIA and NVA, dated 18 July
2019;

e AtCouncil Assessment Report, Panel Reference 2019SNH021, dated 7 August 2020;
¢ Noise Policy for Industry, EPA, October 2017;
e Expert Witness Code of Conduct.

[ have not relied on the Jacobs noise and vibration assessment or any work carried out by
Jacobs.

[ have relied on the SLR Consulting Noise Impact Assessment of the existing Shipyard,
their measurement of the background noise levels and determination of noise criteria. I
have relied on the noise modelling carried out by SLR, and agree with SLR’s recommended
noise mitigation measures of the existing Shipyard.

®
REF: 7281-1.1R Rev A 4-Dec-2021 KJ
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4.0 ABOUT THE AUTHOR

22. 1, Stephen Gauld, am the Managing Director and Principal Acoustical Engineer at Day
Design Pty Ltd, Consulting Acoustical Engineers, of Suite 17, 808 Forest Road, Peakhurst,
NSW, 2210.

23. Thave practiced as a Consulting Acoustical Engineer since December 1997.1 was awarded
my Bachelor of Engineering (Mechanical) in 1997 and my Masters of Engineering Science
(Noise and Vibration) in 2007. My curriculum vitae is attached in Appendix B.

24. 1 have read Division 2, Part 31 of the Uniform Civil Procedure Rules 2005 and the Expert
Witness Code of Conduct in Schedule 7. This report is prepared in accordance with these
documents and I agree to be bound by their terms.

25. My evidence in this statement is within my area of expertise, except where I state that I
have relied upon the evidence of another person.

REF: 7281-1.1R Rev A 4-Dec-2021
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5.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
26. The facts in Part A of the Statement of Facts and Contentions are accepted.

27. Aboatrepair and maintenance facility exists at 6 John Street, McMahons Point, known as
Noakes Shipyard.

28. The Site is located to the south and south-west side of John Street. It comprises land
infrastructure, occupied by car parking areas, hardstand areas, four enclosed buildings
for boat repairs and maintenance, a two storey office building, and other marine
infrastructure. It also comprises of water-based components, such as, various wharves,
jetties, and ships that project into Berrys Bay.

29. The existing Shipyard is subject to EPA Licence 10893, most recently varied on 14 July
2021.

30. The surrounding locality comprises a mix of land uses including a range of residential
development, open space, rail infrastructure, environment conservation areas, and
working waterfront.

31. John Street, to the north-east of the Site, is characterised by low density housing. Munro
Street, to the south of the Site, is characterised by high density residential housing in
landscape settings.

32. The nearest noise sensitive receptors to the site, in various directions, are shown on
Figure 1 and as follows in Table 2.

Table 2 Noise Sensitive Residential Premises
Receptor Location Address Direction from site
R1 11-13 John St North
R2 41 Dumbarton St East
R3 16-18 Munro St South

REF: 7281-1.1R Rev A 4-Dec-2021
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Figure 1 - Site Plan - 6 John Street, McMahons Point

REF: 7281-1.1R Rev A 4-Dec-2021
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6.0 CONTENTIONS

33. The contentions relevant to acoustics are extracted from the Land and Environment Court
of NSW, Case No. 2021/00063136 Statement of Facts and Contentions filed 13 May 2021
below.

34. Contention 8 - Acoustic Impacts

The Noise and Vibration Assessment prepared by Jacobs dated 31 January 2019 (Noise Report) is
inadequate and does not demonstrate that the FDD will not have adverse acoustic impacts on the
surrounding receivers.

Particulars

(a) Council is in receipt of noise complaints concerning operations carried out at the boatyard.
The Noise Report does not assess the cumulative impacts of the FDD with the use of the existing
boat building and repair facility at 6 John Street, McMahon Point at which a number of activities
occur including sandblasting, spray painting, steel grinding and use of the travel lift.

(b) The Noise Report does not provide any calculations or identification of all noise sources
occurring on the site to permit a review of the predicted levels relied on in the conclusions that
the FDD and the cumulative noise emitted from the site will not result in unacceptable noise
impacts.

(c) The Noise Report does not provide sufficient data to confirm that all the noise sources
associated with the construction and operation of the FDD have been considered and assessed.

(d) On the basis of the information provided in the Noise Report it appears that all potential
noise sources associated with the use of the FDD have not been considered or assessed such as
sand blasting impacting with the metal hull, grinding operations and other maintenance works
likely to be carried out on the FDD, compressors and pumps associated with the raising and
lowering of the FDD and the proposed air infiltration system. The Noise Report also fails to
consider the noise impacts of the tug that is stated in the EIS may be required to position the
vessels into the FDD.

(e) The Noise Report provides insufficient detail with regards to the modelling and assessment of
the noise attenuation of the acoustic curtains to enable a proper assessment as to the maximum
overall attenuation achieved by the acoustic curtains.

(f) The Noise Report does not provide information as to what sound power levels from Table 5-3
were applied and the relevance of a UK document to Australian operations, or how a Standard
related to Construction, Demolition or Maintenance sites is relevant to the operation of the
subject application.

(g) The Noise Report does not provide information as to the derivation of the various sound
power levels shown in Table 5-2 that is identified as “Construction noise assessment scenarios”.

2=
( \
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(h) The Noise Report does not provide identification of the noise sources or noise emission levels
associated with noise source that relate to operation of the FDD, the operation of the land-based
component of the site or the cumulative noise emission levels for the entire operations at the
subject site.

(i) The Noise Report fails to identify any assessment of the modifying factor corrections that have
been applied as required Fact Sheet C of the EPA’s Noise Policy for Industry.

(j) Diagrams showing the source locations and proposed barrier/curtains have not been
provided, nor identification of noise emission levels when the proposed barrier/curtains are
noise shielding noisy activities in or on the FDD

(k) The modelling the basis of the Noise Report has been carried out on the basis of wind
conditions at Sydney Olympic Park (over flat ground) that are not reflective of those that occur
at the Site.

(1) The Acoustic Report provided noise contours in Figure 5-2 to 5-6 inclusive as ground level
contours and fails to consider the predicted noise levels at the higher ground level to confirm
whether the impact to the residential receivers overlooking the FDD will be affected.

(m) The noise contours in Figure 5-2 to 5-6 are two small to identify the noise levels at nearby
residential receivers and do not permit an examination of the predicted exceedances set out in
Appendix C.

(n) The noise contours in Figures 5-2 to 5-6 inclusive if related to Table 5-3 do not appear to
include noise sources occurring on the site that are not associated with the FDD.

(o) Scenario 5 in Table 5-3 refers to typical works on the FDD and existing operations, yet the
Noise Report does not identify what constitutes existing operations, nor identifies what
constitutes “typical works on the FDD”. The Noise report does not identify what are non-typical
works or worst-case scenario.

(p) Noise controls identified in section 5.3.1 of the Noise Report require sandblasting be limited
to 3 metres below the top of the barrier. The Noise Report does not identify the relationship of
this limitation with respect to vessel in the FDD, or how work within 3 metres of the top of the
barrier that requires sand blasting is to be undertaken and the resultant noise from that work.
Similarly, the Noise Report does not identify the noise emission levels from other work that
would occur above a position of 3 m below the top of the barriers.

(q) The recommendation for the use of plastic sheet-style enclosure as temporary screens to
“capture emission to air” and where that control occurs in the various scenarios is unknown.

(r) Sufficient data was unable to be collected at NMZ2 due to a battery malfunction. Under EPA
requirements the data that was excluded is required to be re-tested for the same day. Data
previously collected purportedly at that location has been provided and the relevance of that
data has not been substantiated.

2=
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(s) The background levels stipulated in Table 3-2 for NM1 and the graphs in Appendix B indicate
that some form of mechanical plant has affected the monitoring data in that location. There is
the potential that with incorrect background levels the noise target derived from NM is incorrect
and therefore the breach at house 354 would be expected to be higher.

(t) The Proposed Development is not in the public interest as it has not adequately demonstrated
that the potential air acoustic impacts can be suitably mitigated.

(u) The development is inconsistent with the aims in clause 2(2) of the SREPP,

(v) The Development Application has not adequately demonstrated that the proposed private
development protects the harbour and prioritises the public good over the private interests of
the developer.

(w) The cumulative adverse impacts described in B1 of the contentions, on balance, outweigh
any public or private benefits associated with the development.

(x) The Proposed Development is unacceptable when the cumulative impacts are considered
against the aims in clause 2(2) of the SREP which require the public good to take precedence
over the private good whenever and whatever change is proposed for Sydney Harbour.

(v) The Development Application is unsatisfactory when assessed pursuant to Section 4.15 (e) of
the Act.

Controls
e SREP- Clause 2(2)
e Noise Policy for Industry (2017).

REF: 7281-1.1R Rev A 4-Dec-2021
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7.0 STATE GUIDELINE

7.1 NSW Noise Policy for Industry

35. The Environment Protection Authority’s (EPA) Noise Policy for Industry (NPI) sets out
the requirements for the assessment and management of noise from industrial noise

sources that are listed in Schedule 1 of the Protection of the Environment Operations Act
1997 (POEO, 1997).

36. The objective of the policy is to establish noise criteria that will protect the community
from excessive intrusive noise and to preserve amenity for particular land uses.

37. Noakes Group Pty Ltd is the holder of the Environment Protection Licence (EPL) No
10893 issued under the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 and
authorises the carrying out of activities at 6 John Street, McMahons Point NSW.

38. A copy of EPL 10893 is attached as Appendix A.

7.1.1 Intrusiveness Criteria

39. The EPA states in Section 2.3 of its NSW NPI that the intrusiveness of an industrial noise
source may generally be considered acceptable if the level of noise from the source
measured over a 15-minute period (Laeq15 minute) does not exceed the rating background
noise level by more than 5 dB when beyond a minimum threshold.

7.1.2 Amenity Criteria

40. The NSW NPI provides a schedule of recommended Laeq industrial noise levels for
different amenity areas that, under normal circumstances, should not be exceeded. The
recommended Laeq noise levels applicable to the Floating Dry Dock at 6 John Street,
McMahons Point are taken from Section 2.4, Table 2.2 of the NPI, shown below in Table 3.

Table 3 Amenity Criteria
. Noise Amenity . Recommended Laeq, dBA
Receiver e Time of Day Amenity Noise Level
Day 55
Residential Suburban Evening 45
Night 40

41. Due to the different averaging periods between the project intrusiveness and project
amenity noise levels (Laeq- 15 minute and Laeq — day, evening or night) the same numerical
value does not necessarily represent the same amount of noise heard by a person for
different time periods. As such, the NPI assumes that the Laeq,15min Will be taken to be equal
to the Laeq, period + 3 (dB), in order to standardise these different time periods.

®
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42. To ensure the noise levels (existing plus new) remain within the recommended amenity
noise levels for an area, a project amenity noise level applies for each new source of noise
in the area. The project amenity noise level is defined as the recommended amenity noise
level (Table 3) minus 5 dBA.

7.1.3  Existing Sites

43. In the NPI, Section 6.1 “Applying the policy to existing sites” it states “Where an existing
industry has been in operation for more than 10 years and existing site operations exceed
the project amenity noise level, the project amenity noise level may be adopted as the project
noise trigger level to assess existing, and existing plus proposed site operations, as relevant.”

REF: 7281-1.1R Rev A 4-Dec-2021
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8.0
44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

BACKGROUND NOISE LEVEL

Background noise levels are required to be determined in order to gauge compliance with
and define the intrusiveness noise criteria.

The procedure for determining the Rating Background Level is given in Fact Sheet A of
the Noise Policy for Industry, published by the EPA in October 2017. That procedure has
been used in this assessment.

Measurements were conducted by SLR Consulting over a twelve-day period between
15and 26 February 2021. The noise loggers were calibrated before and after the
measurements without significant calibration drift.

The locations of the noise loggers are identified in Figure 1 as NML1, NML2, NML3 and
NMLA4.

The logger data is graphically shown in Appendices C1-C4 and summarised in Table 4.

Table 4 Rating Background Levels - Day Design

Noise Measurement Location Time Period RBL Leq,15min
NML1 - John Street Day (7 am to 6 pm) 39 dBA 52 dBA
NML2 - Dumbarton Street Day (7 am to 6 pm) 38 dBA 60 dBA
NML3 - Munro Street Day (7 am to 6 pm) 41 dBA 61 dBA
NML4 - Onsite Day (7 am to 6 pm) 39 dBA 65 dBA

49. Inreport SLR U1, the author states “a review of noise monitoring data indicates that noise

50.

emissions from the Site do not typically influence background noise levels in the vicinity of
NML1 on John Street, NMLZ2 on Dumbarton Street or NML3 on Munro Street. ABLs remained
reasonably consistent throughout the noise monitoring period at these locations, even on
Sundays when the Site is not operational. As such Site operations are considered to have a
negligible influence on the measured RBLs at NML1, NML2 and NML3 and the RBL result
would be representative of noise in the area in the absence of Site operations. The results
from background noise monitoring show the surrounding area would be considered
Suburban residential area in accordance with the NPI”.1

[ agree with the assessment and calculation of the RBL carried out by SLR Consulting.

1SLR U1 Report, Section 4.2.2

REF: 7281-1.1R Rev A
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9.0 NOISE CRITERIA

9.1 Existing DA Consent 1164 /90

51. The existing site operates under Development Consent No 1164/90 as amended from
North Sydney Council.

52. The relevant noise related condition is:

D34 (i) The Applicant shall undertake noise abatement measures for the
workshops and worksheds so as to minimise undue disturbance to the
surrounding area, Save for the activities provided for in and conducted
in accordance with Condition D34B, the operation of the development
shall not generate noise levels measured at the boundary of any
neighbouring residential developments which exceed:

- at John Street L10 = 57dBa
- at Dumbarton Street 10 = 45dBA
- at Munro Street L10 - 49dBA

9.2 Noise Policy for Industry

53. The boat repair and maintenance facility at John Street has been in operation for more
than 10 years at its present location, being granted development consent in December
1990, then modified in June 1992 and September 1992.

54. The EPA’s Noise Policy for Industry is the most appropriate policy to determine the noise
criteria from the proposal.

55. The SLR Consulting report (SLR, U1, Section 6.5.1)) found that the existing level of noise
from the site exceeds the project amenity noise level of 53 dBA.

56. In the NPI, Section 6.1 “Applying the policy to existing sites” it states “Where an existing
industry has been in operation for more than 10 years and existing site operations exceed
the project amenity noise level, the project amenity noise level may be adopted as the project
noise trigger level to assess existing, and existing plus proposed site operations, as relevant.

57. Therefore, the project amenity noise level of 53 dBA may be used to establish noise
criteria for the site.

58. The acoustical environment surrounding the Site is considered as a suburban
environment.

59. The resulting Project Noise Trigger Level (PNTL) or Noise Criteria derived from ambient
background noise monitoring to the nearest noise sensitive receivers from the Site are
contained within Table 5.

REF: 7281-1.1R Rev A 4-Dec-2021
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Table 5 Noise Criteria
Noise Project Project Project Resulting
Measurement Intrusiveness? Amenity3 Amenity* PNTLS
Location LAeq,15 min LAeq, period LAeq,15 min LAeq,15 min
NCAL- 44 dBA 50 dBA 53 dBA 53 dBAS
John Street
NCA2 -
¢ 43 dBA 50 dBA 53 dBA 53 dBA®
Dumbarton Street
NCA3,
46 dBA 50 dBA 53 dBA 53 dBA®

Munro Street

9.3 Noise Policy for Industry - Section 6

60. Section 6 of the Noise Policy for Industry is titled “Applying the policy to existing
industrial premises” and allows for several governing principles when applying the policy
to existing industry.

61. The following governing principles are provided in Section 6.1:

* The project noise trigger levels should not be applied as mandatory noise limits. The
project noise trigger level is the level used to assess noise impact and drive the
process of assessing all feasible and reasonable control measures.

« \Where an existing industry has been in operation for more than 10 years and existing
site operations exceed the project amenity noise level, the project amenity noise level
may be adopted as the project noise trigger level to assess existing, and existing plus
proposed site operations, as relevant.

* \Where a development proposal involves a discrete process, and premises-wide
mitigation has or is to be considered outside of the development proposal, a project
noise trigger level for noise from new/modified components (not the whole site) of the
operation may be set at 10 dB{A) or more below existing site noise levels or
requirements. This approach means that the increase in noise from the whole site is

62. In this case, the second dot point certainly applies to the existing facility.

63. The SLR U1 report addresses the noise emission from the existing site and determines a
noise criterion of 53 dBA, which I agree with.

2 Project Intrusiveness is the RBL plus 5 dBA.

3 Project Amenity (period) noise is the Amenity Criteria (Table 3) minus 5 dBA.

4 Project Amenity (15 minute) is the Project Amenity (period) noise level plus 3 dBA.

5 Resulting PNTL is usually the lower of the Project Intrusiveness and the Project Amenity (15 minute) noise levels.
6 Where an existing industry has been in operation for more than 10 years and existing site operations exceed the
project amenity noise level, the project amenity noise level may be adopted as the project noise trigger level. (NPL,
section 6.1)

4-Dec-2021
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64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

9.4
71.

72.

This noise criteria could be applied to the noise emission from the FDD also as, once
approved would become part of the site.

The third dot point in Paragraph 61 is likely more relevant as the FDD is a discrete
operation and premises-wide mitigation is considered outside of the development
proposal.

In this case, a project noise trigger level for noise emission from the FDD (not the whole
site) would be 10 dBA below the existing site noise levels.

Table 15 of the SLR U1 report presents the calculated operational noise levels for three
scenarios. The calculated noise levels range from 47 to 65 dBA for various scenarios at
the three residential assessment locations.

According to the NPfI the noise criteria for the FDD should be 10 dB less than the higher
noise levels from the existing site to not increase the total noise emission.

In this case, the noise criteria would be:

e 65-10dB=55dBA at John Street;

e 57-10dB =47 dBA at Dumberton Street; and
e 60-10dB=50dBA at Munro Street.

By comparing the noise criteria in Table 5 and Paragraph 69 and applying the more
conservative noise criteria at each location, we find the following noise criteria based on
the EPA NPfI:

e 53 dBA at]John Street;
e 47 dBA at Dumberton Street; and
e 50 dBA at Munro Street.

FDD Noise Criteria

Considering the noise criteria for the existing site in DA 1164 /90, and the requirements
of the NPfI, the noise criteria determined for the FDD is as follows:

e 44 dBA at John Street;
e 43 dBA at Dumberton Street; and
e 46 dBA at Munro Street.

If Council assert that the noise criteria for the FDD should be incorporated into the noise
criteria for the whole site, the noise criteria should be based on the EPA NPfI as described
in Paragraph 70.

REF: 7281-1.1R Rev A 4-Dec-2021
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10.0 NOISE EMISSION

73. The Noakes boat repair and maintenance facility is an existing facility located at 6 John
Street, McMahons Point that consists of both land and water-based components.

74. The landward side of the site is occupied by car parking areas, hardstand areas, four
enclosed buildings nominated as Sheds 1 to 4, a two-storey office building and other
marine infrastructure.

75. The waterway component of the site includes a number of wharves, jetties and ships that
project into Berrys Bay.

10.1  Existing Boatyard

76. The existing shipyard, generally receives vessels via the water and are lifted onto the land
using one of two Travelifts to transport the vessel to one of the four sheds where work is
carried out on the vessels.

77. Work on the vessel hull generally includes water blasting, grinding and painting. In some
cases, sand blasting, being the loudest activity, is conducted inside Shed 4.

78. Shed 4 is the southern-most Shed on the site and closest to the residential premises in
Munro Street. It has been acoustically treated with heavy walls and a 25 mm thick sound
absorptive lining to the inside of the shed. Glazing is provided at high level to allow light
into the shed. Shed 4 has a heavy sliding panel door that is closed while noisy works are
conducted inside.

79. Shed 3 is located next to Shed 4 and has not been acoustically treated or lined with sound
absorption. It also has a heavy sliding panel door that is closed while noisy works are
conducted inside.

80. Shed 2 is primarily used to fabricate smaller timber, steel or aluminium parts and as such
is fitted out with a table saw, floor mounted grinders and linishers and also contains
storage for smaller parts. Shed 2 has a large folding door that is closed while noisy works
are conducted inside.

81. Shed 1 is a general Shed that contains smaller items for storage. It contains a workshop
and general tools. Shed 1 has a large folding door that is closed while noisy works are
conducted inside.

82. Ventilation of Sheds 3 and 4 is carried out by a large exhaust fan that is ducted from the
rear, through a flexible duct and exits in the centre of the site.

83. The site is served by two Travelifts, (60T and 80T) that are diesel powered and used to
move vessels from the water to land for work to be carried out, then back to water at the
completion of the work.

®
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84. SLR Consulting carried out a Noise Impact Assessment (SLR, U1) that determined the
noise criteria for the site, established sound power levels and suggested possible
mitigation measures to be installed to the existing Shipyard.

85. A further report, Noise Management Plan (SLR, U2) was prepared in April 2021 that
included a Statement of Noise Management Commitments that Noakes Group would carry
out over a period of time up to and including June 2022

86. The existing Shipyard is subject to EPA Licence 10893 (EPL 10893) and most recently
varied on 14 July 2021 (see Appendix A) to include those Noise Management
Commitments put forward by Noakes.

87. EPL 10893 requires Noakes Group to implement noise mitigation measures and
undertake a post-commissioning Noise Impact Assessment to assess the effectiveness of
the implemented controls. A table of the Mitigation measures required to be installed
follows that put forward by SLR in their Noise Management Plan.

88. The purpose of the noise mitigation measures is to reduce the existing level of noise
during peak times from the existing levels of 55-65 dBA to the Project Noise Trigger Level
of 53 dBA when measured at the most affected residential premises.

89. I have reviewed the reports prepared by SLR Consulting and consider that the proposed
noise mitigation measures are reasonable and feasible and once implemented, will reduce
the noise emission from the site.

90. I understand that the first of the proposed noise controls, being the upgrade of the
Travelift engine casing, was installed late in September 2021. At the time of preparing this
report, I had not measured the noise reduction achieved by this item of noise control.

91. With the implementation of post-commissioning acoustic testing as required by the EPA,
in Condition U1.2 of EPL 10893, the noise emission from the site will be demonstrated to
be reduced to the required Project Noise Trigger Level of 53 dBA.

92. In this report, I rely on the work carried out by SLR Consulting for the existing site. The
noise emission from the proposed FDD will be considered in addition to the existing noise
emission from the site, to ensure that the overall noise emission will not exceed the noise
criteria at the completion of the noise mitigation measures to the existing site.

10.2  Floating Dry Dock

93. Itis proposed to demolish a number of the wharves and jetties on the site and locate the
proposed FDD within the waterway component of the site.

94. The FDD is constructed from steel and is 18.81 m wide x 59.24 m long with a wall height
of 8.5 m and 11.5 m high to the top of the small operating bridge.

95. The structure is generally open at the front and rear. The FDD is shown in Appendices D
and E.

77—\
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96. For the ship to enter the FDD, the FDD is lowered into the water by pumping water into
the hull and sides of the FDD and the ship is moved into the FDD. The FDD is then raised
up by pumping the water out to create buoyancy.

97. Afilter system will be installed in the wall of the FDD to filter air and dust emissions. The
noise from the filter system will be controlled by acoustic silencers and the walls of the
filter system plantroom.

98. When the proposed boat repair or maintenance work requires sand blasting (SWL in
Table 8) within the FDD, acoustic curtains will be drawn to enclose each end and cover
over the top.

99. When the proposed boat repair or maintenance work requires any other noisy work (SWL
in Table 7), with SWL other than sand blasting within the FDD, acoustic curtains will only
be drawn to enclose each end. The top may be required to be covered with a lightweight,
non-acoustic cover for air quality purposes.

100. When the proposed boat repair or maintenance work requires any work that is not noisy,
(ie not in Table 7 or Table 8), acoustic curtains need not be drawn at all. If encapsulation
is required for air quality purposes either the acoustic curtain or a lightweight, non-
acoustic cover may be used.

101. Work on the vessel hull will generally include water blasting, grinding and painting. In
some cases, where necessary, sand blasting, being the loudest activity, is proposed to be
conducted on the FDD.

102. In addition to the acoustic treatment proposed to the on-board filter system, acoustic
curtains are proposed to each end of the FDD with sound absorption to the internal walls
of the FDD.

10.3 Sound Power Levels

103. I carried out a site visit on 26 August 2021 to measure the noise levels and calculate the
sound power levels from the various operations being carried out on the site.

104. Instrumentation used for the measurements is found in Table 6.

Table 6 Noise Survey Instrumentation
Description Model No Serial No
Modular Precision Sound Analyser B&K 2250B 2690243
Condenser Microphone 0.5” diameter B&K 4189 2754884
Acoustical Calibrator B&K 4231 2721949

105. The B&K 2250 Sound Analyser is a real-time precision integrating sound level meter with
octave and third octave filters, that sample noise at a rate of 10 samples per second and
provides Leq, L10o and Loo noise levels using both Fast and Slow response and Lpeak noise

I@\
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levels on Impulse response time settings. The meter is frequency weighted to provide
dBA, dBC or Linear sound pressure level readings as required.

106. The instrument system was laboratory calibrated using instrumentation traceable to
Australian National Standards and certified within the last two years thus conforming to
Australian Standards. The measurement system was also field calibrated prior to and
after noise surveys. Calibration drift was found to be less than 1 dB during attended
measurements. No adjustments for instrument drift during the measurement period were
warranted.

107. The sound power level of operations proposed to be conducted inside the FDD are
presented in Table 7.

Table 7 Measured Sound Power Levels

Sound Power Levels (dB)
at Octave Band Centre Frequencies (Hz)

63 125 250 500 1k 2k 4k 8k

Description dBA

Hammering + multitool 102 97 95 96 96 96 95 94 91

Waterblaster 101 81 92 89 91 92 93 95 97
Grinding 93 80 76 73 81 81 87 86 88
TUG boat exhaust 103 117 111 106 102 94 90 83 74

108. The measured sound power levels are lower than provided in the SLR U1 report, therefore
[ will use the measured SLR levels as a worse case scenario.

109. The A-weighted sound power levels for sandblasting in Table 8 is equal to the sound
power levels in Table 11 of the SLR U1 report.

Table 8 Modelled Sound Power Levels

Sound Power Levels (dB)

Description dBA at Octave Band Centre Frequencies (Hz)
63 125 250 500 1k 2k 4k 8k
Sandblasting 124 93 99 102 107 109 114 119 120

10.4  FDD Filter System Design

110. The FDD filter system is designed by Fowlerex Technologies. The system consists of a
22 kW exhaust fan that draws ‘dirty’ air from the inside the FDD, through a dust collector
and carbon filter and exhausts the ‘clean’ air above the roof of the FDD.

111. Itis proposed to install two identical systems within the Starboard wall of the FDD (see
Appendix E).

I@\
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112. The sound power level for the exhaust fans proposed to be installed on the FDD (Table 9).

Table 9 Manufacturers Sound Power Levels

Sound Power Levels (dB)
Description dBA at Octave Band Centre Frequencies (Hz)

63 125 250 500 1k 2k 4k 8k

Fowlerex Filter System

(FDD Fan) 1 and 2 of 2 106 107 107 108 102 101 96 91 86

FDD Water Pumps (x2) 80

113. The exhaust fans force air through a carbon filter and dust collector, each of which will
have a certain (unknown) level of acoustic insertion loss. The supplier estimates this loss
would be in the range of 8 to 44 dB across the octave band frequency range.

114. As the loss is unknown, as a conservative assumption, I have allowed for 5 dB insertion
loss at each octave band centre frequency for the carbon filter and dust collector.

115. T'have allowed for three, in-series acoustic silencers (Model Fantech C2P-056QS) on each
intake vent within the FDD ventilation system enclosure.

116. I have allowed for three in-series acoustic silencers (Model Fantech C2P-056QS) on each
exhaust vent within the FDD ventilation system enclosure.

117. Prior to installation, acoustic testing should be carried out to reduce the number and/or
specification of acoustic silencers in response to the acoustic insertion loss provided by
the carbon filter and dust collector.

118. Once commissioning is completed, it is likely that no more than two silencers will be
required on each side of each fan.

119. Itis assumed that as the carbon filter and dust collector get ‘dirty’ the insertion loss will
improve due to the pressure increasing, therefore the worst case will be when these items
are new and clean.

120. The ventilation system will be enclosed in heavy steel and sound absorptive lining is
recommended on the walls inside the ventilation system plantroom.

121. My calculations in Appendix G1 show that the FDD ventilation system will generate a
noise level of 31 dBA at the most affected residential premises, at 72 m from the end wall
of the FDD.

122. Other residences, being further away, will receive a lower noise level from the FDD
ventilation system.

®
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10.5 FDD Operation

123. The operations proposed to be carried out in the FDD are no different to the operations
currently carried out on land, typically in Sheds 3 and 4.

124. On the rare occasion that a ‘dead’ boat is required to be moved into the FDD, the Tug will
be used to pull the ‘dead’ boat. A ‘dead’ boat is one that does not have an operational motor
and cannot move itself.

125. As use of the Tug is rare already a part of the existing operation and when it is used, it is
only operated for short periods of time per day, the noise emission from use will not be
considered further in this assessment.

126. Operations proposed to be conducted in the FDD consist of water blasting, sanding,
hammering, scraping, and at times, sand-blasting, being the loudest of all the proposed
activities.

127. While noisy activities are being carried out in the FDD, the acoustic curtains will be closed
at each end of the FDD, and for sand blasting, the roof of the FDD will be covered with an
acoustic curtain to contain noise within.

128. The FDD has been modelled with two 1m? air intake ducts at each end of the FDD (total
4 m?), directly facing the nearest residence.

129. Itis unlikely that two sandblasting operations would occur in the FDD concurrently given
the equipment required.

130. However, as a conservative assumption, I have modelled two sandblasting operations
being conducted in the FDD and no other noisy operations conducted in the FDD at the
same time.

131. Asilencer is provided to allow air into the air intake ducts in the FDD. The recommended
silencer is equal to Fantech NSA20G (50% open, 2400 mm long).

132. Calculations to support the noise levels from two Sandblasting operations being carried
out in the FDD, with sound power levels as defined in Table 8, with end and top acoustic
curtains drawn closed are found in Table 10 and Appendices G1 to G6.
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Table 10 Calculated Sound Pressure Levels - Sandblasting
Noise Measurement . Calculated Noise Noise Criteria
. Operation
Location Level
FDD Ventilation 31 dBA
NML1 - John Street Sandblasting 44 dBA
Cumulative 44 dBA 44 dBA
FDD Ventilation 27 dBA
NML2 -D t
umbarton Sandblasting 43 dBA
Street
Cumulative 43 dBA 43 dBA
FDD Ventilation 30 dBA
NML3 - Munro Street ~ Sandblasting 43 dBA
Cumulative 43 dBA 46 dBA

133. Calculations to support the noise levels from other noisy operations, with sound power
levels defined as those operations in Table 7, being carried out in the FDD with the end
acoustic curtains drawn closed are found in Table 11 and Appendices G7 to GO.

Table 11 Calculated Sound Pressure Levels - Other Noisy Work
Noise Measurement . Calculated Noise Noise Criteria
. Operation
Location Level
FDD Ventilation 31dBA
NML1 - John Street Other Noisy Work?” 42 dBA
Cumulative 42 dBA 44 dBA
b FDD Ventilation 27 dBA
NML2 - bumbarton Other Noisy Work?” 38 dBA
Street
Cumulative 38 dBA 43 dBA
FDD Ventilation 30 dBA
NML3 - Munro Street  Other Noisy Work?” 41 dBA
Cumulative 41 dBA 46 dBA

134. The calculations in Table 10and Table 11 show that the noise emission from the proposed
operations inside the FDD will comply with the noise criteria in Section 9.4 provided the
noise controls in Section 11.2.

7 Other Noisy Work is defined by the activities in Table 7.

REF: 7281-1.1R Rev A




STANNARDS MARINE PTY LTD Page 27
ACOUSTIC REPORT

10.6 Cumulative Noise Assessment

135. SLR Consulting has conducted an assessment of the noise emission from the use of the
existing Shipyard and overlayed the noise emission from the proposed FDD in their letter
dated 23 April 2021.

136. Scenario 3 in Table 6 of the SLR letter calculates noise levels of 43-47 dBA from
sandblasting being carried out in the FDD while the FDD ventilation is operating.

137. Additional noise controls are recommended which will significantly reduce the noise level
from that calculated by SLR Consulting.

138. The calculated noise levels from the FDD are significantly lower than the noise emissions
from the existing Shipyard.

139. Assuming the FDD is operated as assumed in Table 10 or Table 11 at the same time as the
loudest noise emission from the existing Shipyard, the cumulative noise emission will be
no higher than from the existing Shipyard alone. That is, the cumulative noise from the
Shipyard (including the FDD) will be no more than from the existing Shipyard alone.

140. As the noise emission from the existing Shipyard is reduced over time, as proposed by
SLR and required by EPL 10893, the cumulative noise emission will be reduced to the EPA
noise criterion of 53 dBA.
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11.0 RECOMMENDED ACOUSTICAL TREATMENT

11.1  Existing Shipyard - Required by EPA

141. Two in-series acoustic silencers (Model Fantech C2P-056QS) on each exhaust vent within
The EPA requires noise mitigation measures be completed as outlined in EPL 10893,
summarised in Section U1.1 of the licence as follows:

a. Best management practises by 1 October 2021;

b. Upgrade to Shed 4 by 1 October 2021;

c. Upgrade of Travelift engine casing and muffler by 1 November 2021;
d. Acoustic mobile tent by 31 December 2021;

e. Upgrade ventilation ductwork by 30 June 2022;

f.  Upgrade to Sheds 1, 2 and 3 prior to any fan blasting, needle gunning or other high
noise level generating works occurring.

11.2  Acoustic Mitigation Measures

142. Three in-series acoustic silencers (Model Fantech C2P-056QS) on each intake vent within
the FDD ventilation system enclosure.

143. Three in-series acoustic silencers (Model Fantech C2P-056QS) on each exhaust vent
within the FDD ventilation system enclosure.

144. Prior to installation of the ventilation system, noise level testing is required to determine
the acoustic insertion loss provided by the carbon filter and dust collector. At this stage
the number and/or specification of acoustic silencers may be reduced, in response to the
acoustic insertion loss provided by the carbon filter and dust collector.

145. Sound absorptive lining should be provided on the inside walls of the ventilation system
plantroom, consisting of 50 mm thick rockwool, faced with galvanised perforated steel
(open area 20%).

146. Sound absorptive lining should be provided on the inside walls of the FDD with NRC 0.75
or greater, which may consist of 50 mm thick polyester, faced with galvanised perforated
steel (open area 20%).

147. Four air intake silencers (equal to Fantech NSA20G, 50% open, 2400 mm long), each with
an open area no greater than 1 m? and no less than 0.5 m2, to be provided for fresh air
intake to the FDD. Two are to be provided in the bow of the FDD and two in the stern. See
Appendix E for details.

148. Acoustic curtains consisting of Flexishield 6 kg to be provided on each end of the FDD to
enable full coverage of each end when closed. Joints in the curtain should overlap by at
least 100 mm.

®
REF: 7281-1.1R Rev A 4-Dec-2021 KJ



e
STANNARDS MARINE PTY LTD Page 29
ACOUSTIC REPORT

149. Acoustic curtains consisting of Flexishield 6 kg to be provided to connect the top of the
FDD and the deck of the boat to enable full coverage over the top of the FDD when closed.
Joints in the curtain should overlap by at least 100 mm.

11.3 Operational Management Plan

150. The acoustic curtains on the bow and stern and the top cover shall be closed when
sandblasting operations are being conducted in the FDD.

151. The acoustic curtains on the bow and stern shall be closed when other noisy abrasive
operations are being conducted in the FDD. Abrasive operations include sanding, grinding
or water blasting.

152. When painting is being conducted in the FDD, the acoustic curtains need not be closed at
all.

153. No more than two sandblasting machines should be used in the FDD at any one time

154. No other noisy operations should be conducted in the FDD at the same time as
sandblasting.

155. No more than three noisy operations (excluding sandblasting) should be conducted in the
FDD concurrently.
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12.0 NOISE IMPACT STATEMENT

156. I have been engaged by Stannards Marine Pty Ltd to provide an expert Acoustic Report to
assistin resolving the Contentions in an appeal to the NSW Land and Environmental Court
- Stannards Marine Pty Ltd v North Sydney Council, 63136 of 2021.

157. Calculations show that provided the noise controls described in Section 0 are constructed
and adhered to, the level of noise emitted by the operation of the Floating Dry Dock (FDD)
proposed to be installed at the Noakes Shipyard at 6 Johns Road, McMahons Point, NSW,
will comply with the most stringent noise criteria set by the EPA’s Noise Policy for
Industry.

158. With the noise mitigation measures proposed by SLR Consulting and required by the EPA
in EPL 10893, the noise emission from the existing Shipyard will be reduced to
significantly improve the acoustic amenity at the nearby residential premises.

HUopho Lokl

Stephen Gauld, MEngSc (Noise and Vibration), BE(Mech), MIEAust, MAAS
Principal Acoustical Consultant
for and on behalf of Day Design Pty Ltd

AAAC MEMBERSHIP
Day Design Pty Ltd is a member company of the Association of Australasian Acoustical Consultants, and
the work herein reported has been performed in accordance with the terms of membership.

APPENDICES

e Appendix A - EPL 10893

e Appendix B - Stephen Gauld’s CV

e Appendix C1 - Ambient Noise Survey - John Street, McMahons Point

e Appendix C2 - Ambient Noise Survey - Dumbarton Street, McMahons Point
e Appendix C3 - Ambient Noise Survey - Munro Street, McMahons Point

e Appendix C4 - Ambient Noise Survey - Noakes Shipyard, McMahons Point
e Appendix D - Floating Dry Dock, Location

e Appendix E - Floating Dry Dock, Details

e Appendix F - FDD Ventilation System

e Appendix G - Calculations
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NOAKES GROUP PTY LIMITED

ABN 36 002 057 294 ACN 002 057 294
PO BOX 1644

NORTH SYDNEY NSW 2059

Attention: The Proper Officer

Notice Number 1610126

File Number EF13/3370
Date 14-Jul-2021

NOTICE OF VARIATION OF LICENCE NO. 10893

BACKGROUND

A. NOAKES GROUP PTY LIMITED (“the licensee”) is the holder of Environment Protection Licence No.
10893 (“the licence”) issued under the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 (“the Act”).
The licence authorises the carrying out of activities at 6 JOHN STREET, MCMAHONS POINT, NSW,

2060 ("the premises").

Air Quality Risk Assessment

B. The EPA has received numerous reports for the premises of air quality impacts, particularly in relation
to odour, since 2016.

C. On 8 June 2021, the EPA met with the licensee and proposed a pollution reduction study which seeks
to better understand the risk of air quality impacts from existing operations and whether the pollution
controls currently installed at the premises are appropriate.

D. The licensee agreed to the proposal during the meeting.

E. This variation notice implements a new pollution reduction study at condition U2 to undertake an air
quality risk assessment.

Implement Noise Mitigation Measures

F. On 22 June 2021, the EPA issued Notice of Variation No. 1609665 ("the variation notice") which required
the licensee to implement noise mitigation measures and undertake a Post-Commissioning Noise
Impact Assessment to assess the effectiveness of the implemented controls.

G. Under Condition U1.3 of the licence, the licensee was required to submit a report outlining the findings
of the Post-Commissioning Noise Impact Assessment by 30 December 2022. Prior to the issuing of the
variation notice, the licensee and the EPA agreed on a report submission date of 21 January 2023.

H. The EPA has now corrected the due date under Condition U1.3 to 21 January 2023.
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I. Inissuing this notice the EPA has considered the provisions of section 45 of the Act.

VARIATION OF LICENCE NO. 10893

1. By this notice the EPA varies licence No. 10893. The attached licence document contains all variations
that are made to the licence by this notice.

2. The following variations have been made to the licence:
e Condition U1.3 - "30 December 2022" has been amended to "21 January 2023"

e Condition U2 has been added to the licence and requires the licensee to undertake an Air Quality
Risk Assessment.

Erin Barker
Manager Regulatory Operations

Environment Protection Authority

(by Delegation)

INFORMATION ABOUT THIS NOTICE

e This notice is issued under section 58(5) of the Act.

e Details provided in this notice, along with an updated version of the licence, will be available on the
EPA’s Public Register (http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/prpoeo/index.htm) in accordance with section 308 of
the Act.

Appeals against this decision

e You can appeal to the Land and Environment Court against this decision. The deadline for lodging the
appeal is 21 days after you were given notice of this decision.

When this notice begins to operate

¢ The variations to the licence specified in this notice begin to operate immediately from the date of this
notice, unless another date is specified in this notice.

e Ifan appeal is made against this decision to vary the licence and the Land and Environment Court
directs that the decision is stayed the decision does not operate until the stay ceases to have effect or
the Land and Environment Court confirms the decision or the appeal is withdrawn (whichever occurs
first).
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Licence Details
Number: 10893
Anniversary Date: 14-February

Licensee

NOAKES GROUP PTY LIMITED

PO BOX 1644
NORTH SYDNEY NSW 2059

Premises

NOAKES BOATYARD
6 JOHN STREET

MCMAHONS POINT NSW 2060

Scheduled Activity

Marinas and boat repairs

Fee Based Activity Scale

Boat construction/maintenance (general) Any annual handling capacity

Contact Us

NSW EPA

4 Parramatta Square

12 Darcy Street
PARRAMATTA NSW 2150

Phone: 131 555
Email: info@epa.nsw.gov.au

Locked Bag 5022
PARRAMATTA NSW 2124
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INFORMATION ABOUT THIS LICENCE

Dictionary

Responsibilities of licensee

Variation of licence conditions

Duration of licence

Licence review

Fees and annual return to be sent to the EPA

Transfer of licence

Public register and access to monitoring data
1  ADMINISTRATIVE CONDITIONS

(o) IS, BN & B N T T .

A1 What the licence authorises and regulates

A2 Premises or plant to which this licence applies

A3 Information supplied to the EPA
2 LIMIT CONDITIONS

N O O O

L1 Pollution of waters
L2 Waste

L3 Hours of operation

L4 Potentially offensive odour

3 OPERATING CONDITIONS

© © ~N ~N 0~

O1 Activities must be carried out in a competent manner

02 Maintenance of plant and equipment
O3 Dust

O4 Processes and management

© © o0 o o

05 Waste management

4 MONITORING AND RECORDING CONDITIONS

-
o

M1  Monitoring records 10

M2 Recording of pollution complaints 10

M3 Telephone complaints line 10

5 REPORTING CONDITIONS 1

R1 Annual return documents 11

R2 Notification of environmental harm 12
R3  Written report 12
6 GENERAL CONDITIONS 13

G1 Copy of licence kept at the premises or plant 13

G2 Other general conditions 13
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7 POLLUTION STUDIES AND REDUCTION PROGRAMS 13
U1 Implement Noise Mitigation Measures 13
U2 Air Quality Risk Assessment 14
8 SPECIAL CONDITIONS 16
E1 Special Dictionary 16
DICTIONARY 18
General Dictionary 18
Environment Protection Authority - NSW Page 3 of 20

Licence version date: 14-Jul-2021


Claire
Text Box
7281-1 Appendix A


7281-1 Appendix A

Section 55 Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997

:\\\\\\\”//// :‘\\\"’ ..00...
Environment Protection Licence & I s ek

Licence - 10893

Information about this licence

Dictionary

A definition of terms used in the licence can be found in the dictionary at the end of this licence.

Responsibilities of licensee

Separate to the requirements of this licence, general obligations of licensees are set out in the Protection of
the Environment Operations Act 1997 (“the Act”) and the Regulations made under the Act. These include
obligations to:

e ensure persons associated with you comply with this licence, as set out in section 64 of the Act;

e control the pollution of waters and the pollution of air (see for example sections 120 - 132 of the Act);

¢ report incidents causing or threatening material environmental harm to the environment, as set out in
Part 5.7 of the Act.

Variation of licence conditions

The licence holder can apply to vary the conditions of this licence. An application form for this purpose is
available from the EPA.

The EPA may also vary the conditions of the licence at any time by written notice without an application
being made.

Where a licence has been granted in relation to development which was assessed under the Environmental
Planning and Assessment Act 1979 in accordance with the procedures applying to integrated development,
the EPA may not impose conditions which are inconsistent with the development consent conditions until
the licence is first reviewed under Part 3.6 of the Act.

Duration of licence

This licence will remain in force until the licence is surrendered by the licence holder or until it is suspended
or revoked by the EPA or the Minister. A licence may only be surrendered with the written approval of the
EPA.

Licence review

The Act requires that the EPA review your licence at least every 5 years after the issue of the licence, as set
out in Part 3.6 and Schedule 5 of the Act. You will receive advance notice of the licence review.

Fees and annual return to be sent to the EPA
For each licence fee period you must pay:

o an administrative fee; and
o a load-based fee (if applicable).

Environment Protection Authority - NSW Page 4 of 20
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The EPA publication “A Guide to Licensing” contains information about how to calculate your licence fees.
The licence requires that an Annual Return, comprising a Statement of Compliance and a summary of
any monitoring required by the licence (including the recording of complaints), be submitted to the EPA.
The Annual Return must be submitted within 60 days after the end of each reporting period. See condition
R1 regarding the Annual Return reporting requirements.

Usually the licence fee period is the same as the reporting period.

Transfer of licence

The licence holder can apply to transfer the licence to another person. An application form for this purpose
is available from the EPA.

Public register and access to monitoring data

Part 9.5 of the Act requires the EPA to keep a public register of details and decisions of the EPA in relation
to, for example:

o licence applications;

licence conditions and variations;

statements of compliance;

load based licensing information; and

load reduction agreements.

Under s320 of the Act application can be made to the EPA for access to monitoring data which has been
submitted to the EPA by licensees.

This licence is issued to:
NOAKES GROUP PTY LIMITED

PO BOX 1644

NORTH SYDNEY NSW 2059

subject to the conditions which follow.

Environment Protection Authority - NSW Page 5 of 20
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1 Administrative Conditions

A1  What the licence authorises and regulates

A1.1 This licence authorises the carrying out of the scheduled activities listed below at the premises specified
in A2. The activities are listed according to their scheduled activity classification, fee-based activity
classification and the scale of the operation.

Unless otherwise further restricted by a condition of this licence, the scale at which the activity is carried
out must not exceed the maximum scale specified in this condition.

Scheduled Activity Fee Based Activity Scale
Marinas and boat repairs Boat construction/maintenance (general) Any annual handling
capacity

A2 Premises or plant to which this licence applies
A2.1 The licence applies to the following premises:

Premises Details
NOAKES BOATYARD

6 JOHN STREET
MCMAHONS POINT

NSW 2060

LOT 2 DP 77853, LOT 1 DP 127195, LOT 2 DP 179730, LOT B DP 420377,
LOT A DP 420377, LOT 1 DP 449731, LOT 987 DP 752067

THE PREMISES INCLUDES THE 'WATER LEASE AREA' MARKED IN PINK
ON SURVEY PLAN DP 849188, DATED 16.05.1995, PROVIDED TO THE EPA
ON 02.10.2019 AND TITLED DOC19/869106-1 SITE SURVEY OF WATER
LEASE AREA USED TO DEFINE LICENSED PREMISES BOUNDARY (DP
849188).

A3 Information supplied to the EPA

A3.1 Works and activities must be carried out in accordance with the proposal contained in the licence
application, except as expressly provided by a condition of this licence.

In this condition the reference to "the licence application" includes a reference to:

a) the applications for any licences (including former pollution control approvals) which this licence
replaces under the Protection of the Environment Operations (Savings and Transitional) Regulation 1998;
and

b) the licence information form provided by the licensee to the EPA to assist the EPA in connection with
the issuing of this licence.

Environment Protection Authority - NSW Page 6 of 20
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2 Limit Conditions
L1 Pollution of waters
L1.1 Except as may be expressly provided in any other condition of this licence, the licensee must comply with
section 120 of the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997.
L2 Waste
L2.1 The licensee must not cause, permit or allow any waste to be received at the premises, except the wastes
expressly referred to in the column titled “Waste” and meeting the definition, if any, in the column titled
“Description” in the table below.
Any waste received at the premises must only be used for the activities referred to in relation to that waste
in the column titled “Activity” in the table below.
Any waste received at the premises is subject to those limits or conditions, if any, referred to in relation to
that waste contained in the column titled “Other Limits” in the table below.
This condition does not limit any other conditions in this licence.
Code Waste Description Activity Other Limits
NA Waste Any waste received on - NA
site that is below
licensing thresholds in
Schedule 1 of the
POEO Act, as in force
from time to time
NA General or Specific Waste that meets all the  As specified in each NA
exempted waste conditions of a resource  particular resource
recovery exemption recovery exemption
under Clause 92 of the
Protection of the
Environment Operations
(Waste) Regulation
2014
L3  Hours of operation
L3.1 (a) Works and activities may only be undertaken at the premises between 7:00 am and 6:00 pm,
Mondays to Saturdays.
(b) Works and activities must not be undertaken at the premises on Sundays or Public Holidays.
Exceptions to permitted hours of operation
L3.2 Works and activities are permitted to be undertaken outside of the hours specified in condition L3.1 for:
(i) the delivery of equipment and materials as requested by Police or other authorities for safety reasons;
(i) emergency work to avoid the loss of lives, damage to property and/ or to prevent environmental harm;
and
(iii) use of the travel lift between 8:00 am and 5:00 pm on Sundays for a maximum of 90 minutes in total.
Environment Protection Authority - NSW Page 7 of 20
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L4 Potentially offensive odour

L4.1 No condition of this licence identifies a potentially offensive odour for the purposes of Section 129 of the
Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997.

L4.2 The licensee must not cause or permit the emission of offensive odour beyond the boundary of the
premises.

Note: Section 129 of the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997, provides that the licensee must
not cause or permit the emission of any offensive odour from the premises but provides a defence if the
emission is identified in the relevant environment protection licence as a potentially offensive odour and
the odour was emitted in accordance with the conditions of a licence directed at minimising odour.

3 Operating Conditions

O1 Activities must be carried out in a competent manner

0O1.1 Licensed activities must be carried out in a competent manner.
This includes:
a) the processing, handling, movement and storage of materials and substances used to carry out the
activity; and
b) the treatment, storage, processing, reprocessing, transport and disposal of waste generated by the
activity.

Note: Materials and substances includes but is not limited to: vessels, watercraft, tanks and engines.

02 Maintenance of plant and equipment

02.1 All plant and equipment installed at the premises or used in connection with the licensed activity:
a) must be maintained in a proper and efficient condition; and
b) must be operated in a proper and efficient manner.

Note: Plant is defined in the Dictionary. The type of plant and equipment that should be considered includes,
but is not limited to, drainage systems; infrastructure and pollution control equipment such as (but not
limited to) spill containment and clean-up equipment; dust screens and collectors; sediment collection
systems, traps and sumps; waste collection, storage and disposal equipment.

O3 Dust

03.1 Where neither a concentration nor rate for emission of air impurities has been prescribed, for the
purposes of Section 128 of the Act, all operations and activities occuring at the premises must be
conducted in a manner that will minimise airborne impurities at the boundary of the premises.

Note: Guidance information on the source and management of odours, dust and particulates is available in the
document Environmental Action for Marinas, Boatsheds and Slipways (EPA, 2007).

Environment Protection Authority - NSW Page 8 of 20
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04

04.1

Note:

04.2

04.3

Note:

04.4

Note:

04.5

Note:

Note:

05
05.1

05.2

05.3

Environment Protection Authority - NSW
Licence version date:

Processes and management

Blasting and painting activities

a) Spray painting of vessels must be undertaken inside a shed or building, unless the vessel is too large
to fit inside any shed or building on the premises.

b) If the shed or building is occupied by another vessel, only minor repair works are to be undertaken on
vessels outside the shed or building.

'Minor repair works' is defined as the preparation and painting of isolated damaged areas which are up to
10 square metres.

Any external spray painting must be encapsulated using tarpaulins.
Sand blasting works may only be undertaken inside a shed or building.
Soda blasting works may be undertaken outside of a shed or building.

All doors providing access to a shed or building in which sand blasting or spray painting activities are
being undertaken must remain closed while those activities are being undertaken.

Doors providing access to a shed or building in which sand blasting or spray painting activities are
undertaken may remain open if no sand blasting or spray painting activities are being undertaken at that
time.

Antifoulant paint may only be applied to vessels using a roller, brush or airless spray application.

Antifoul application using airless spray application outside of a shed or building must only be undertaken
following encapsulation / screening using shade cloth or plastic.

Guidance information relating to the Organotin Chemical Control order and application of other antifouling
paints is provided in the Fact sheet - Applying Antifouling paints at marinas (NSW EPA, 2013).

Waste management
All activities at the premises must be carried out in a manner that will prevent waste from polluting waters.

The licensee must provide facilities to ensure the collection storage and disposal of waste generated at
the premises so that it does not pollute waters.

For the purposes of condition O5:

a) Waste generated at the premises includes waste collected from vessels at the premises and may
include but not be limited to contaminated bilge water, litter, garbage, fuel, oil and waste from abrasive
cleaning, sanding, scraping and painting.

b) Facilities may include but not be limited to tarpaulins, waste bins, pump-out facilities, signage and
agreements with those operating on the site.

Page 9 of 20
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05.4 The licensee must ensure that contaminated stormwater at the premises is managed in a manner that will
prevent pollution of waters.

05.5 The licensee must ensure that sewage and greywater, that is associated with vessels at the premises, is
managed in a manner that will prevent pollution of waters.

4 Monitoring and Recording Conditions

M1  Monitoring records

M1.1 The results of any monitoring required to be conducted by this licence or a load calculation protocol must
be recorded and retained as set out in this condition.

M1.2 All records required to be kept by this licence must be:
a) in a legible form, or in a form that can readily be reduced to a legible form;
b) kept for at least 4 years after the monitoring or event to which they relate took place; and
c) produced in a legible form to any authorised officer of the EPA who asks to see them.

M1.3 The following records must be kept in respect of any samples required to be collected for the purposes of
this licence:
a) the date(s) on which the sample was taken;
b) the time(s) at which the sample was collected;
c) the point at which the sample was taken; and
d) the name of the person who collected the sample.

M2 Recording of pollution complaints

M2.1 The licensee must keep a legible record of all complaints made to the licensee or any employee or agent
of the licensee in relation to pollution arising from any activity to which this licence applies.

M2.2 The record must include details of the following:
a) the date and time of the complaint;
b) the method by which the complaint was made;
c) any personal details of the complainant which were provided by the complainant or, if no such details
were provided, a note to that effect;
d) the nature of the complaint;
e) the action taken by the licensee in relation to the complaint, including any follow-up contact with the
complainant; and
f) if no action was taken by the licensee, the reasons why no action was taken.

M2.3 The record of a complaint must be kept for at least 4 years after the complaint was made.

M2.4 The record must be produced to any authorised officer of the EPA who asks to see them.

M3 Telephone complaints line
M3.1 The licensee must operate during its operating hours a telephone complaints line for the purpose of

Environment Protection Authority - NSW Page 10 of 20
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receiving any complaints from members of the public in relation to activities conducted at the premises or
by the vehicle or mobile plant, unless otherwise specified in the licence.

M3.2 The licensee must notify the public of the complaints line telephone number and the fact that it is a
complaints line so that the impacted community knows how to make a complaint.

M3.3 The preceding two conditions do not apply until 3 months after: the date of the issue of this licence.

5 Reporting Conditions

R1  Annual return documents
R1.1 The licensee must complete and supply to the EPA an Annual Return in the approved form comprising:

. a Statement of Compliance,

. a Monitoring and Complaints Summary,

. a Statement of Compliance - Licence Conditions,

. a Statement of Compliance - Load based Fee,

. a Statement of Compliance - Requirement to Prepare Pollution Incident Response Management Plan,
. a Statement of Compliance - Requirement to Publish Pollution Monitoring Data; and

. a Statement of Compliance - Environmental Management Systems and Practices.

~NOoO ok WON -

At the end of each reporting period, the EPA will provide to the licensee notification that the Annual
Return is due.

R1.2 An Annual Return must be prepared in respect of each reporting period, except as provided below.

R1.3 Where this licence is transferred from the licensee to a new licensee:
a) the transferring licensee must prepare an Annual Return for the period commencing on the first day of
the reporting period and ending on the date the application for the transfer of the licence to the new
licensee is granted; and
b) the new licensee must prepare an Annual Return for the period commencing on the date the
application for the transfer of the licence is granted and ending on the last day of the reporting period.

R1.4 Where this licence is surrendered by the licensee or revoked by the EPA or Minister, the licensee must
prepare an Annual Return in respect of the period commencing on the first day of the reporting period and
ending on:

a) in relation to the surrender of a licence - the date when notice in writing of approval of the surrender is
given; or
b) in relation to the revocation of the licence - the date from which notice revoking the licence operates.

R1.5 The Annual Return for the reporting period must be supplied to the EPA via eConnect EPA or by
registered post not later than 60 days after the end of each reporting period or in the case of a
transferring licence not later than 60 days after the date the transfer was granted (the 'due date').

R1.6 The licensee must retain a copy of the Annual Return supplied to the EPA for a period of at least 4 years
after the Annual Return was due to be supplied to the EPA.

Environment Protection Authority - NSW Page 11 of 20
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R1.7 Within the Annual Return, the Statements of Compliance must be certified and the Monitoring and
Complaints Summary must be signed by:
a) the licence holder; or
b) by a person approved in writing by the EPA to sign on behalf of the licence holder.

Note: The term "reporting period" is defined in the dictionary at the end of this licence. Do not complete the
Annual Return until after the end of the reporting period.

Note: An application to transfer a licence must be made in the approved form for this purpose.

R2 Notification of environmental harm
R2.1 Notifications must be made by telephoning the Environment Line service on 131 555.

R2.2 The licensee must provide written details of the natification to the EPA within 7 days of the date on which
the incident occurred.

Note: The licensee or its employees must notify all relevant authorities of incidents causing or threatening
material harm to the environment immediately after the person becomes aware of the incident in
accordance with the requirements of Part 5.7 of the Act.

R3  Written report

R3.1 Where an authorised officer of the EPA suspects on reasonable grounds that:
a) where this licence applies to premises, an event has occurred at the premises; or
b) where this licence applies to vehicles or mobile plant, an event has occurred in connection with the
carrying out of the activities authorised by this licence,
and the event has caused, is causing or is likely to cause material harm to the environment (whether the
harm occurs on or off premises to which the licence applies), the authorised officer may request a written
report of the event.

R3.2 The licensee must make all reasonable inquiries in relation to the event and supply the report to the EPA
within such time as may be specified in the request.

R3.3 The request may require a report which includes any or all of the following information:
a) the cause, time and duration of the event;
b) the type, volume and concentration of every pollutant discharged as a result of the event;
c) the name, address and business hours telephone number of employees or agents of the licensee, or a
specified class of them, who witnessed the event;
d) the name, address and business hours telephone number of every other person (of whom the licensee
is aware) who witnessed the event, unless the licensee has been unable to obtain that information after
making reasonable effort;
e) action taken by the licensee in relation to the event, including any follow-up contact with any
complainants;
f) details of any measure taken or proposed to be taken to prevent or mitigate against a recurrence of
such an event; and
g) any other relevant matters.

R3.4 The EPA may make a written request for further details in relation to any of the above matters if it is not
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satisfied with the report provided by the licensee. The licensee must provide such further details to the
EPA within the time specified in the request.
6 General Conditions
G1 Copy of licence kept at the premises or plant
G1.1 A copy of this licence must be kept at the premises to which the licence applies.
G1.2 The licence must be produced to any authorised officer of the EPA who asks to see it.
G1.3 The licence must be available for inspection by any employee or agent of the licensee working at the
premises.
G2 Other general conditions
G2.1 Completed Programs
Program Description Completed Date
Prevention of water Options report for preventing pollution of waters 30-July-2001
pollution from activities undertaken on the slipway
Preferred option Install and operate the preferred option to 31-May-2003
implementation collect and dispose of wastewater from boat
cleaning and maintenance on the slipway to
prevent water pollution.
Noise Impact Assessment To address ongoing noise issues at the 23-April-2021
premises a Noise PRP encompassing a Noise
Impact Assessment and a Noise Management
Plan has been added to the EPL.
Noise Management Plan Noise Management Plan added to EPL to 23-April-2021
address ongoing noise issues at the site
7  Pollution Studies and Reduction Programs
U1 Implement Noise Mitigation Measures
U1.1 The licensee must complete the staged noise mitigation works by the dates listed in the table below and
in accordance with the details provided in section 6 of the Noise Management Plan prepared by SLR
Consulting Australia Pty Ltd (SLR reference 610.19179.00200-R02, Version v1.0, dated 23 April 2021;
EPA reference DOC21/476638).
Reference Mitigation Measure Due Date
Environment Protection Authority - NSW Page 13 of 20
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a. Implement all best management 1 October 2021
practices identified in section 5 of the
SLR Noise Management Plan
b. Shed 4 - upgrade cladding and seal 1 October 2021
roof vents and shed door.
C. Upgrade of travel lift engine casing and 1 November 2021
install upgraded high performance
muffler
d. Use acoustic mobile tent or acoustic By 31 December 2021 and prior to
screening for any significant noise any sandblasting occurring
generating work conducted in zone 2
or zone 3 in the direction of residential
receivers, as depicted in Figure 1 of
the SLR Noise Management Plan.
e. Upgrade ventilation ductwork to a 30 June 2022
permanent steel rigid duct to reduce
low-frequency noise from the large
centrifugal fan located in shed 4.
f. Sheds 1, 2 and 3 - Upgrade cladding Prior to any sandblasting,
and seal roof. Note: this measure is needle-gunning or other high noise
only required if sandblasting, level generating works occurring.

U1.2

u1.3

U2
u2.1

Environment Protection Authority - NSW

needle-gunning or other high noise
level generating works are to occur in
sheds 1,2 and 3.
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Upon completion of the noise mitigation measures under condition U1.1 of this licence, the licensee must engage a
competent person(s) to assess the residual noise levels that have been achieved once all reasonable and feasible
mitigation measures have been applied, at all relevant receivers within each of the noise catchment areas identified
in the Noise Impact Assessment report prepared by SLR Consulting Australia Pty Ltd (SLR Reference
630.19179.00200-R0O1, Version v1.0, dated 23 April 2021; EPA reference DOC21/476638). The
Post-Commissioning Noise Impact Assessment must be carried out by a competent person which is defined as
satisfying one or more of the following:

1. Have qualifications and/or experience sufficient to fulfil the requirements of 'member' grade of the Australian
Acoustical Society.

2. Undertake the duties of an acoustic consultant on behalf of a consultancy firm that is a member of the Association of
Australasian Acoustical Consultants.

The licensee must submit a report electronically to the Director, Regulatory Operations Metropolitan, by
21 January 2023 at RegOps.MetroWest@epa.nsw.gov.au outlining the findings of the
Post-Commissioning Noise Impact Assessment described under condition U1.2 of this licence. The report
must include, but not necessarily be limited to:

1. details of noise reduction works undertaken;

2. details of noise reduction(s) achieved from various sources (and locations) on the premises.

3. details of the residual noise levels at receiver locations; and

4. any changes to the noise mitigation measures described in the table provided under Condition U1.1 of
this licence.

Air Quality Risk Assessment
The licensee must engage an independent and appropriately qualified consultant to undertake an Air
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Quality Risk Assessment. The Assessment must;
1. Include a detailed description of all activities occurring on the site and include:

a) A process flow diagram clearly showing all activities/ operations carried out on the premises
including, but not limited to;

i. vessel spray painting
ii. welding, and
iii. surface preparation activities

b) A detailed discussion of all activities carried out on the site, including frequency of occurrence and
variability (i.e. seasonal, ad-hoc, routine)

c) A comprehensive inventory of all materials/ products used for performing the identified activities
such as paints, thinners, solvents, adhesives and surface coating materials. For each material/ product
identified, the following must be included;

i. details regarding the frequency of use and typical application rates

ii. details of the volumes used (litre’s per annum)

iii. material Safety Data Sheet
2. Identify all potential sources of air pollutants (including dust, VOC’s and odour) arising from activities
undertaken and materials used on the site. Sources must be identified as point sources or fugitive
sources.
3. Include a detailed site plan clearly showing the layout of the site and;

a) locations where all activities/ operations occur

b) all emission sources clearly identified

c) plant boundary

d) sensitive receptors (e.g. nearest residences)

e) topography
4. Include a risk evaluation and assessment of each emission source and their potential impact on air
quality. Methods for developing the risk classification must give consideration to, but not necessarily be
limited to the:

a) type of material and specific material properties which may contribute to odour generation;

b) quantity of individual material types used by the Premises;

c) specific activities undertaken which utilise the material

d) odour emission intensity, including the results of any odour sampling where considered
reasonable and practical to collect as part of the risk classification process
5. Identify and describe all currently installed emission controls including;

a) plans, process flow diagrams and descriptions that clearly identify and explain all pollution control
equipment and control techniques for all activities occurring on the premises

b) a description of all aspects of the air emission control systems, with particular regard to any
fugitive emission capture systems (e.g. hooding, ducting), treatment systems (e.g. scrubbers, bag filters)
and discharge systems (e.g. stacks)

c) the operational parameters of all emission sources, including all operational variability, i.e.
location, release type (stack, volume or area) and release parameters (e.g. stack height, stack diameter,
exhaust velocity, temperature, emission concentration and rate)

d) emission concentrations and rates must be determined;

i. from all point sources during activities with high potential to cause air impacts

ii. during peak operations, or at times representing worst case conditions

iii. for pollutants including particles, odour and volatile organic compounds (VOC’s)

iv. in accordance with the approved methods for the sampling and analysis of air pollutants in
NSW
6. Evaluate the effectiveness of currently installed controls at controlling pollutant emissions from all
activities with a high potential to cause air quality impacts;

a) the effectiveness must be determined based on the achieved emission performance and removal
efficiency of the installed controls, and

Environment Protection Authority - NSW Page 15 of 20
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b) must be determined based on the results of emission testing for pollutants including particles,
odour and VOC'’s
7. ldentify, evaluate and recommend options to reduce air quality impacts (including odour) from the
premises. The proposal must specify:
a) how pollutant emissions will be mitigated for each material and activity identified and classified as
having high emission potential
b) how emission performance improvements will be implemented for each material and activity
identified as having high emission potential
c) a timeline for implementation of each odour performance improvement identified.
d) each mitigation and improvement measure identified must:
i. be tailored to the odour risk for each material and activity, and
ii. include performance targets that are measurable, auditable and consistent with the Objective* of
the pollution reduction study.

Note: * The objective of this pollution reduction study is to:

1. understand the risk of air quality impacts from site activities;

2. determine if currently installed pollution controls remain fit-for-purpose; and

3. identify measures to minimise air quality impacts and ensure compliance with section 128 and section
129 of the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 and Conditions O1-O4 and Condition L4 of
this licence.

U2.2 The works required by this Pollution Reduction Study must make reference to methodologies set out in
the following documents:
- Technical Framework: Assessment and management of odour from stationary sources in NSW (NSW DEC, 2006);
- Technical Notes: Assessment and management of odour from stationary sources in NSW (NSW DEC, 2006);
- Approved Methods for the Modelling and Assessment of Air Pollutants in NSW (NSW DEC, 2005); and
- Approved Methods for Sampling and Analysis of Air Pollutants in NSW (NSW DEC, 2006).

U2.3 The licensee must submit a report electronically to the Director, Regulatory Operations Metropolitan, by 1
November 2021 at RegOps.MetroWest@epa.nsw.gov.au outlining the findings of the Air Quality Risk
Assessment described under condition U2.1 of this licence.

8 Special Conditions

E1 Special Dictionary
E1.1 Special Dictionary

Term Definition
Soda blasting An abrasive blasting process that uses sodium bicarbonate and compressed air.
Sand blasting An abrasive blasting process that uses sand and compressed air.
Antifoulant paint Coating applied to the hull of a vessel that is a pesticide registered by the Australian
Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority.
Spray painting Application of a paints and other coatings via a high pressure spray technique.
Environment Protection Authority - NSW Page 16 of 20
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Airless spray

Application of paints and other coatings via a high pressure spray technique that does not
application use compressed air.
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Dictionary

General Dictionary

3DGM [in relation
to a concentration
limit]

Act

activity

actual load

AM

AMG

anniversary date

annual return

Approved Methods
Publication

assessable
pollutants

BOD

CEM

CcoD

composite sample

cond.
environment

environment
protection
legislation

EPA

fee-based activity
classification

general solid waste
(non-putrescible)

Means the three day geometric mean, which is calculated by multiplying the results of the analysis of
three samples collected on consecutive days and then taking the cubed root of that amount. Where one
or more of the samples is zero or below the detection limit for the analysis, then 1 or the detection limit
respectively should be used in place of those samples

Means the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997

Means a scheduled or non-scheduled activity within the meaning of the Protection of the Environment
Operations Act 1997

Has the same meaning as in the Protection of the Environment Operations (General) Regulation 2009

Together with a number, means an ambient air monitoring method of that number prescribed by the
Approved Methods for the Sampling and Analysis of Air Pollutants in New South Wales.

Australian Map Grid

The anniversary date is the anniversary each year of the date of issue of the licence. In the case of a
licence continued in force by the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997, the date of issue of
the licence is the first anniversary of the date of issue or last renewal of the licence following the
commencement of the Act.

Is defined in R1.1

Has the same meaning as in the Protection of the Environment Operations (General) Regulation 2009

Has the same meaning as in the Protection of the Environment Operations (General) Regulation 2009

Means biochemical oxygen demand

Together with a number, means a continuous emission monitoring method of that number prescribed by
the Approved Methods for the Sampling and Analysis of Air Pollutants in New South Wales.

Means chemical oxygen demand

Unless otherwise specifically approved in writing by the EPA, a sample consisting of 24 individual samples
collected at hourly intervals and each having an equivalent volume.

Means conductivity
Has the same meaning as in the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997

Has the same meaning as in the Protection of the Environment Administration Act 1991

Means Environment Protection Authority of New South Wales.

Means the numbered short descriptions in Schedule 1 of the Protection of the Environment Operations
(General) Regulation 2009.

Has the same meaning as in Part 3 of Schedule 1 of the Protection of the Environment Operations Act
1997

Environment Protection Authority - NSW
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flow weighted
composite sample

general solid waste
(putrescible)

grab sample

hazardous waste

licensee

load calculation
protocol

local authority
material harm
MBAS
Minister

mobile plant

motor vehicle
0&G

percentile [in
relation to a
concentration limit
of a sample]

plant

pollution of waters
[or water pollution]

premises
public authority
regional office

reporting period

restricted solid
waste

scheduled activity

special waste

™

Environment Protection Authority - NSW
Licence version date:

Means a sample whose composites are sized in proportion to the flow at each composites time of
collection.

Has the same meaning as in Part 3 of Schedule 1 of the Protection of the Environmen t Operations Act
1997

Means a single sample taken at a point at a single time

Has the same meaning as in Part 3 of Schedule 1 of the Protection of the Environment Operations Act
1997

Means the licence holder described at the front of this licence

Has the same meaning as in the Protection of the Environment Operations (General) Regulation 2009

Has the same meaning as in the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997

Has the same meaning as in section 147 Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997
Means methylene blue active substances

Means the Minister administering the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997

Has the same meaning as in Part 3 of Schedule 1 of the Protection of the Environment Operations Act
1997

Has the same meaning as in the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997
Means oil and grease

Means that percentage [eg.50%] of the number of samples taken that must meet the concentration limit
specified in the licence for that pollutant over a specified period of time. In this licence, the specified period
of time is the Reporting Period unless otherwise stated in this licence.

Includes all plant within the meaning of the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 as well as
motor vehicles.

Has the same meaning as in the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997

Means the premises described in condition A2.1
Has the same meaning as in the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997
Means the relevant EPA office referred to in the Contacting the EPA document accompanying this licence

For the purposes of this licence, the reporting period means the period of 12 months after the issue of the
licence, and each subsequent period of 12 mo nths. In the case of a licence continued in force by the
Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997, the date of issue of the licence is the first anniversary
of the date of issue or last renewal of the licence following the commencement of the Act.

Has the same meaning as in Part 3 of Schedule 1 of the Protection of the Environment Operations Act
1997

Means an activity listed in Schedule 1 of the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997

Has the same meaning as in Part 3 of Schedule 1 of the Protection of the Environment Operations Act
1997

Together with a number, means a test method of that number prescribed by the Approved Methods for the
Sampling and Analysis of Air Pollutants in New South Wales.
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TSP Means total suspended particles

Means total suspended solids
TS usp !

Means the elements antimony, arsenic, cadmium, lead or mercury or any compound containing one or

Type 1 substance more of those elements

Type 2 substance Means the elements beryllium, chromium, cobalt, manganese, nickel, selenium, tin or vanadium or any
compound containing one or more of those elements

utilisation area Means any area shown as a utilisation area on a map submitted with the application for this licence
waste Has the same meaning as in the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997

waste type Means liquid, restricted solid waste, general solid waste (putrescible), general solid waste (non -
putrescible), special waste or hazardous waste

Mr Warren Hicks
Environment Protection Authority

(By Delegation)
Date of this edition: 14-February-2001

End Notes

1 Licence varied by notice 1019571, issued on 12-Sep-2002, which came into effect on
07-Oct-2002.

2 Licence varied by notice 1035424, issued on 02-Apr-2004, which came into effect on
27-Apr-2004.

3 Condition A1.3 Not applicable varied by notice issued on <issue date> which came into effect
on <effective date>

4 Licence varied by notice 1528262 issued on 13-Mar-2015
5 Licence varied by notice 1549209 issued on 06-Feb-2018
6 Licence varied by notice 1586007 issued on 15-Oct-2019
7 Licence varied by notice 1603694 issued on 17-Dec-2020
8 Licence varied by notice 1606020 issued on 18-Feb-2021

9 Licence varied by notice 1609665 issued on 18-Jun-2021
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' DAY DESIGN PTY LTD

CONMSULTIMNG ACOUSTICAL ENGINEERS

SUITE 17, 808 FOREST ROAD, PEAKHURST 2210 ABN 73 107 291 494
P. 02 9046 3800 ACOUSTICS@DAYDESIGN.COM.AU WWW.DAYDESIGN.COM.AU

Curriculum Vitae

Stephen Gauld

Stephen Gauld is the Managing Director of Day Design Pty Ltd and works in a technical
capacity as the Principal Acoustical Engineer. Stephen provides oversight on all projects
and checks the majority of the reports that leave the office. He manages the larger
projects and provides training to staff in acoustic measurement and noise control
design. Sound level meters and long-term noise monitors are used in the field to
measure different types of noise sources and computer software is used to analyse and
design noise control.

Qualifications: Bachelor of Engineering (Mechanical),
University of New South Wales (1997)

Masters of Engineering Science (Noise & Vibration),
University of New South Wales (2007)

Memberships: Member - Institution of Engineers Australia (2001)
Member - Australian Acoustical Society (2001)

Corporate Member - Association of Australian Acoustical

Consultants

Professional February 2004 - Present

Experience: Managing Director and Principal Acoustical Engineer
Day Design Pty Ltd

October 1998 - February 2004
Consulting Acoustical Engineer
Day Design Pty Ltd

November 1997 - October 1998
Acoustical\Quality Engineer
Acoustic Dynamics Pty Ltd, Glebe, NSW
Consulting Acoustical Engineers

* AIRCRAFT, ROAD TRAFFIC AND TRAIN NOISE CONTROL
* ARCHITECTURAL ACOUSTICS « INDUSTRIAL NOISE AND VIBRATION CONTROL

o

9

* ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE IMPACT INVESTIGATION AND CONTROL
* OCCUPATIONAL NOISE INVESTIGATION « QUIET PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT SGS
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Curriculum Vitae: Stephen Gauld

Page 2 of 2

A short overview of the nature of Mr Gauld’s Professional Experience is provided

below:

Churches and
Places of
Worship:

Schools and
Child Care
Centres:

Hotels/Clubs

Hearing Loss
Assessments:

Industrial and

Mining:

Legal
Assignments:

Occupational
Noise:

Residential:

Traffic:

Thornleigh Uniting Church; Corrimal Uniting Church; Glenmore Park
Anglican Church; St Johns Church Kirribilli; Roseville Uniting Church;
Lakes Baptist Church; Dapto Anglican Church; Heathcote Gospel
Trust; Holy Family; Marayong.

Schools located at Prestons, Bass Hill, Greenacre, Edensor Park.
Childcare Centres located at Kingsgrove, Greenacre, Quakers Hill,
Gymea, Kirrawee, Mount Annan and Thornleigh.

Bangor Tavern; Narellan Hotel; Billabong Hotel; Royal Oak Hotel;
Dooleys Lidcombe Catholic Club; Easts Leagues Club; Gymea Hotel;
Summer Hill Hotel; St Johns Park Bowling Club; Five Dock RSL Club;
Royal Hotel at Richmond; Welcome Inn at Thirlmere; Wentworth
Leagues Club.

Assessment of occupational noise exposure for many and varied
occupations including but not limited to, sheet metal workers,
printers, labourers, hotel employees and drivers.

Gulf Conveyor Engineering - Appin Colliery main conveyor; BHP
Billiton Illawarra Coal - West Cliff Mine; IE Engineered Products -
New Ackland Coal Mine machinery; Hanson Construction Materials -
Hanson’s Quarry, Seaham.

SHCAG Pty Ltd v the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure & Anor,
Berrima Colliery

Dewharp Pty Ltd v Sutherland SC, Night Club Noise Impact;

Ghassibe v Wingecarribee SC, Dog Breeding Facility;

Shelly Bear Pty Ltd v Canterbury CC, Child Care Centre;

Martin v Camden Council, Child Care Centre;

Robert Creed Architects v Strathfield MC, Residential Development
Spiro Houteas v Parramatta CC, Residential Development.

Pilkington Alexandria and Ingleburn; United Group Rail; Franklins;
Transfield Services; King Gee Clothing; Tyco Electronics.

Building Defect Claims - Sydney Mansions and ‘The Rivage’; Collins
Street, Kiama; Gymea Bay Rd, Gymea Bay; Chapel Street, Rockdale;
Auburn Centre; Main St, Blacktown; Taylor Street, Annandale; Queen
Victoria Street, Bexley; Willoughby Rd, Crows Nest; Trelawney Street,
Woollahra.

Casula Powerhouse Arts Centre; Davies Road Expansion at Padstow;
Lindenwood Development at Kellyville; Residential Units at McEvoy
Street, Alexandria; President Avenue, Miranda; Bulwara Road,
Ultimo; Soho Apartments, Waterloo.

* AIRCRAFT, ROAD TRAFFIC AND TRAIN NOISE CONTROL
* ARCHITECTURAL ACOUSTICS « INDUSTRIAL NOISE AND VIBRATION CONTROL

* ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE IMPACT INVESTIGATION AND CONTROL

* OCCUPATIONAL NOISE INVESTIGATION « QUIET PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT
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Located at John Street, Berrys Bay, NSW
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Located at John Street, Berrys Bay, NSW
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Located at Dumbarton Street, Berrys Bay, NSW
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Located at Dumbarton Street, Berrys Bay, NSW
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Located at Munro Street, Berrys Bay, NSW
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NML3 AMBIENT NOISE SURVEY 72.81-1
Appendix C3

Located at Munro Street, Berrys Bay, NSW
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7281-1
NML4
AMBIENT NOISE SURVEY Appendix C4

Located at Onsite, Berrys Bay, NSW
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7281-1
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AMBIENT NOISE SURVEY Appendix C4

Located at Onsite, Berrys Bay, NSW
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STANNARDS MARINE PTY LTD Appendix D
FLOATING DRY DOCK LOCATION
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Appendix E

STANNARDS MARINE PTY LTD
FLOATING DRY DOCK DETAILS
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Appendix F

STANNARDS MARINE PTY LTD

FLOATING DRY DOCK VENTILATION SYSTEM
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STANNARDS MARINE PTY LTD Appendix G1
CALCULATIONS
e B | c | D E F | @ | 3 | I | T |K | L | MI]

1 | DUCT NOISE EMISSION COMPUTATION (Ductout.xls) DAY DESIGN PTY LTD

2] WVersion 30 Engineer: SG

3| Chent:................ Noakes Group Project Nao: 7281

4| Project:............... Noakes Shipyard

3 | NoisaSourea. ... ... _, FDD Filter System Atmosphers:

6 | ReceptorLocation:...... John Street deg.C RH

7| MoiszControl:.......... Silencers OverallLevel= " 31  dBA [ 2] 60 % |
8 | Noiss Criterion:......... = H dBA

% | |Exhaust Noize Level - dB

10 |1 |FBS60 dBA [ 63 " 125 "250 " so0 "1ooo 2000 T 4000 T so00
11| |Sound Power Lavel - dB 106 | 107 107 108 102 101 96 91 86
13| |Multiple units Number = 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
14| |Safety Factor { normally 3 0 1] 0 Li] 0 0 Q 0
22| |Duect Directivity Loss Angle= 45 dF 12 20 28 29 33 3r IE
23 | |Duct Diameter (m) Diameter (m)= 0.56

24| |End Reflection, Correction 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
27| |Distance Loss (m) 30 46 46 46 46 46 46 46 46
29_: Carbon Filter and dust collector

30| |Fantech C2P-056Q5 6 8 H 2 3 M W 15
31| |Fantech C2P-056Q5 i 3 n 2 1w H B’ 15
34| |Fantech C2P-D56QS 6 3 H 2L 3 H W 15
36| |Lp Contribution at Receptor 28 2 40 M 1 2 A6 4 1
37] A Weighted T £ 3 A5 3 0

38 | |Intake Noize Level - dB

39 2 |FB360 dBA [ 63 " 125 "250 " so0 "1o0c 2000 " 4000 T 000
40| |Sound Power Lavel - dB 106 | 107 107 108 102 101 96 91 86
42| |Multiple units Number = 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
43 | |Safety Factor { normally 33 0 0 0 0 0 1] 1] 0
51| |Duct Dirsctivity Loss Angle= 4 41 13 .36 28 29 32 33 3R
32| |Duct Diamester (m) Diamster {m)= 0.36

53 | |End Reflection, Correction 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
56| |Distance Loss (m) 80 46 46 46 46 46 4 4% 46
38| |Fantech CIP-056Q5 [ 8 11 2L 27 M 1 15
39| |Fantech C2P-056Q5 6 8 11 2L 27 M 1’ B
60 | |Fantech C2P-036QS i 8 11 L 2T M 1 15
61

62| |Lp Contribution at Receptor B (£ #®# M 1 20 16 £ 1
63 | A Weighted 1T SR S FE 8T 8 0
116

117 |TOTAL NOISE LEVEL AT RECEPTOR dBA " 63 " 125 "2s0 " so0 "1o00 2000 " 4000 7 S000
124| | Combined Noise Level= k) | EERC S 1 2 47 a3 3 4

REF: 7281-1.1R Rev A

4-Dec-2021




STANNARDS MARINE PTY LTD
CALCULATIONS

Appendix G2

4|A] E | C | D E F | @ H | I | ¥ | ¥ | E |'M,|
1 | DUCT NOISE EMISSION COMPUTATION (Ductout.xls) DAY DESIGN PTY LTD
2 Version 30 Enginear: SG
3| Clent................ Noakes Group Project No: 7181
4| Project . ... ... Noalkes Shipyard
5| MNoiseSource........... FDD Filter System Atmosphers;
6 | ReceptorLocation:...... Dumberton Street deg.C EH
7| MoissControl:...,....... Silencers OverallLevel= " 27 dBA [ 20] 60 % |
§ | NotseCnlerion. .. ....... = 43 dBA
9 | |Eshaust Noise Level - dB
10 |1 |FBs60 dBA [ 63 "125 " 250 " so0 "iooo T2000 T4000 T s000
11| |Sound Powsr Leval - 4B 6 | 107 107 108 102 101 96 91 86
13 |Multipls units Number = 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
14 | |Safety Factor { normally 3 ) 0 0 0 0 4] 0 0
27| |Duct Directivity Loss Angle= 43 A2 A2 Z0 28 206 32 33 2E
23 | |Duct Diameter (m} Diamster ({m) = 0.56
24| |End Reflection, Correction 5 1 i} 0 () o o o
27| |Distance Loss (m) 125 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 30
29_ Carbon Filter and dust collector
30| |Famtech C2P-056Q5 6 8 11 21 oy S~ S . T [
31| |Fantech C2P-056QS 6 8 11 1 oy S S . R
32| |Famtech CIP-056Q5 6 8 11 2 7 W P’ 15
33| |Lp Contribution at Receptor 4 |13 ¥ M0 T T N T T
34 A Weighted 2 % £ 24 19 B 4
33| |Intake Noise Level - dB
36 |2 |FBS60 dBa [ 63 " 125 T 250 " so0 1000 "2000 " 4000 Ts000
37| |Sound Power Level - dB 106 107 107 108 102 101 96 91 86
39 |Multiple units Number = 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
40 Safety Factor ( normally 37 0 0 0 0 0 1] 0 0
48| |Duct Directivity Loss Angle= 43 42 13 do @R 29 33 33 28
4% | |Duct Diametar (m) Dhamster (m) = 0.36
30| |End Reflaction, Correction 5 1 0 0 0 o 0 0
53| |Distance Loss {m) 125 50 50 50 30 50 50 50 50
33| |Famtech C2P-056Q5 6 8 11 21 8y 1 15
56| |Fantech C2P-056Q3 6 8 11 21 277 ¥ 19 15
37| |Famtech C2P-056Q3 6 8 11 21 27 M4 19 1
i3
50 | |Lp Contribution at Receptor 24 [ 38 3% W S5 24 2w W0 3
a0 A Weighted 12 p. R | & J av @ 4
114, [TOTAL NOISE LEVEL AT RECEPTOR dBA " 63 T 125 T 250 T 300 1000 T 2000 T 4000 " 8000
121 | Combined Noiss Lavel= 7 |4 ¥ B 3 @ Oy . ]

REF: 7281-1.1R Rev A

4-Dec-2021




STANNARDS MARINE PTY LTD Appendix G3
CALCULATIONS
e B | C | D E E g | | | & | E| £ | &1

1 | DUCT NOISE EMISSION COMPUTATION (Ductout.xls) DAY DESIGN PTY LID

2 Version 30 Enginzzr: 5G

M Chenbdsndsndng Noakes Group Project Mo: T181

) Projeco s e Noakes Shipyard

3| NowseSource........... FDD Filter System Atmosphere:

6 | ReceptorLocation: . ... Munro Street degC RH

7| NoiseControl:_ ... Silencers OverallLevel= " 30 dBA [ 2] 60 % |

8 | MNoiss Criterion: .. ....... = 46 dBA

9 | |Exhaust Noise Level - dB

10 |1 |FBS6D dBA [ 63 " 125 T 250 " 500 "1000 " 2000 7 4000 " 8000
11| |Sound Powsr Level - 4B 106 | 107 107 108 102 101 96 91 86
13| |Multiple units Number = 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
14| |Safety Factor { normally 3 ) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
27| |Duct Directivity Loss Angle= 45 A2 =12 29 28 499 33 AT 1R
23 | |Duct Diameter (m) Diamster {m)= 0.56

24| |End Reflection, Correction ] 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
27| |Distanes Loss {m) o3 43 43 48 48 48 48 48 48
29: Carbon Filter and dust collector

30| |Fantech C2P-036Q5 6 3 I - S 19 15
31| |Fantech C2P-056QS 6 3 ) I - S 19 15
32| |Fantech C2P-036Q3 6 ] I I - S 19 15
33| |Lp Contribution at Receptor 27 |40 B R 3 A &P = -1
34 A Weighted 4 3 M 6 R 16 46 2
35| |Intake Noise Level - dB

36 |2 |FB56D dBa [ 63 "125 " 250 " 500 "1000 "2000 74000 " s000
37| |Sound Power Lavel - dB 106 | 107 107 108 102 101 96 91 86
39| |Multiple units Number = 2 ;] 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
40 | |Safety Factor { normally 3 ) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
48| |Duet Dirsctivity Loss Angle= 43 -2 12 20 28 29 32 32 28
49 | |Duct Diameter (m} jameter (m) = .36

30| |End Reflection, Corraction 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
53| |Distance Loss (m) 33 42 42 48 48 48 48 48 48
55| |Fantech C2P-036QS 6 ] L 2 27 M 19 15
36 | |Fantech CZP-056Q3 6 ] I 2 27 M 19 15
37| |Fantech C2P-036Q5 6 ] I 2 7 M 19 15
38

39| [Lp Contribution at Receptor 277 |40 B 00N x @ AT 1
60 A Weighted W 23 M4 6 2 A6 B 2
113

114 |TOTAL NOISE LEVEL AT RECEPTOR dBa " 63 " 125 "2s0 " so0 "1o00 T2000 T 4000 T 8000
121 | Combined Noise Level = W | B 82 3B g 18 -4 A 2

4-Dec-2021

REF: 7281-1.1R Rev A




STANNARDS MARINE PTY LTD Appendix G4
CALCULATIONS
A B c D E F| 6 H 1 S S )

1 |ROOM NOISE EMISSION COMPUTATION  (ROOMOTUT.XLS) DAY DESICGN PTY LTD

il Vemsion  6.10 Enginssr:  SC

3 Clent .. ..., Noakesz Group Project No: 7181

4 | Project Title. ... ... ... Noakes Shipyard, Berryz Bay Drate: "3 Dec-2021

5 Room Description . ... FDD Atmosphara:
6 Temp O 2000
7 Ezeceptor Location. . . . John Street RH%: 90.0
32 Noise Criterion . . ... 44.0 dBA

9 Lw of NOISE SOURCES NOISE LEVELS - dB (re: 1 picowatt)

10 INSIDE ROOM Number dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
11 [ 1. [Sandblasting 2 127 9 102 105 110 112 17 . 122 133
oL TOTAL Lw IN ROOM = 127 [Yes T102 "105 "1 "1z "1y T1o2 Tios
H .

23 |IROOM ABSORPTION, Length = 9.2 Width= 150 m, Heicht= 85 metres = 7353 m
24 | Total Surfaces Area = 3039 Square Metres Ave Absorption Co=efficient

25 209 | 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
26 | Ava Absorption Cosfficicent = FDD with Stratocsll Whisper and wavsbar 007 01 013 044 056 057 065 078
27| Absorption = 200 344 563 1328 1699 1745 1982 2362
28 { Option: Enter m® Sabin } =

25 | Lw to Lp Correction = dBA | -173 189 224 277 298 301 315 -342
30 Reverberant Lp Inzide Room = g3 78 82 82 82 B2 87 51 3
531 |End Wall Octave Band Cenire Frequenciez - Hz

32 90,10 Flesishield, Gkg

33 dBA 63 135 150 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
34 | Dist Source |Disect Lp Inside Barrier Input 1046 74 8¢ 8 88 90 95 100 101
35 | toBarrier |Comb'd Lp Inside Barrier 1050 80 84 B85 8 91 % 101 101
36 |No: |Dist. |Trial Combined L Inside Barrier 1258 9 102 105 110 112 117 121 122
37[ 1. | 850 |Effective Revarh Lp Inside Barrier 1050 73 g1 B4 89 81 8 101 101
gl 1. Barrier Sound Trans. Loss Bw=" aml Yot owm deT gt st ey e ies
38 3 Arez of Barsier, m’ = T 120

407 4 Lw Outside Barrisr 872 84 g6 85 85 81 78 T 78
4[5 Reflection Q= 2 0 ] 0 o 0 0 0 i
447 8 Distance Loss Distance {m) = T2 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45
49 dBA 63 125 230 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
50 Lyp Contribution at Receptor = 416 387 412 396 398 355 330 309 288

(A weighted level = ) 125 251 310 366 355 342 319 277

Octave Band Centre Frequencies - Hz

Flesishield, Ek.g

dBA 63 125 150 500 1000 2000 4000 8OO0

Dirzct Lp Inside Barrier 104.6 T4 80 83 88 %0 95 100 101
Comb'd Lp Inside Barrier 105.0 30 84 B85 8 91 9 101 101
Trial Combined Lw Inside Barrier 126.6 96 102 105 110 112 117 122 123
Effactive Reverb Lp Inside Barrier 1608 7 A 79 B& BT W %6 57
Barrier Sound Trans. Loss Bwsl- 30" 2" ™ 2" 35" 2" 8" H" &
Area of Bacrier, m® = " a9
Ly Outside Barrier 914 38 oy 89 89 85 83 81 82
Reflection Q= 2 0 0 0 0 o 0 0
Distanca (Loss) matre = B 47 47T 47 47 4T 47 47 47
Air Absorption o o 1 4
Wall / Roof Dirsctivity angle from normal 90 8 3 8 3 ] 3 3 8
dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 BOOO
Lp Contribution at Receptor = 364 334 359 344 346 303 278 256 230
( A weighted level = ) 72 198 258 314 303 290 266 219

Octave Band Centre Frequencies - Hz

Open WindowDoor

dBA 63 128 150 500 1000 2000 4000 8000

Direct Lp Inside Barrier 104 6 T4 ¢ 83 88 S0 o5 100 101
Comb'd Lp Insid= Barrier 105.0 30 34 25 30 21 26 101 101
Trial Combined Lw Insidz Barrier 108.0 33 7 33 a2 54 o9 104 104
Effactive Reverb Lp Inside Barrier 1050 30 34 83 89 91 26 101 101
Barrier Sound Trans, Loss Rw = ol & 4% ¢ 0" BT o™ @%@
Area of Barrier, m' = 2
Lw Outside Barrier 108.7 30 83 37 92 54 85 104 105
Raflection Q= 3 o 0 o a o o Q i}
Distanes (Loss) matre = 72 45 45 45 43 43 45 43 43
Adr Absorption ] o 1 4
Wall / Roof Directivity ansls from normal o o (1] o o o 0 0
Silencer (Fantech NSAZDG, 50%open, 2400mm long) B 17 34 50 0 40 18 20
Ground Absorption =
dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2 4000 3000
Lp Contribution at Receptor = 36.5 269 232 8.2 -31 -08 141 302 36.0
5 { A waizhted level =} 0.7 T 04 $3 08 153 312 349
l-i_E: Total Noisz Lavel Contribution at Receptor = 4 401 424 408 410 366 342 342 369
149| A weighted lavel = ) 139 263 322 378 366 354 352 358
15{_!_! Moise Level Criterion = 44 dBA

REF: 7281-1.1R Rev A 4-Dec-2021




STANNARDS MARINE PTY LTD Appendix G5
CALCULATIONS
BlTE & | D | E [ F %6 B ¢ | ¥ | % |5 | & ® | 6 F o

1 |ROOM NOISE EMISSION COMPUTATION (ROOMOUTXLS) DAY DESIGN PTY LTD

2 Version 6.10 Enginear: S5G

3 117 P — Noakes Group Project No: 7181

4 Project Title. .. ... Noakes Shipyard, Berrys Bay Date: "3-Dec-2021

5 | Room Description . . . . FDD Atmosphere:

6 TempC 200
e Beceptor Location. . .. Dumbarton Street RHY: 9200
g Noise Criterion. .. .. 43.0 dBa

9 Lw of NOISE SOURCES NOISE LEVELS - dB (re: 1 picowart)

10 INSIDE ROOM Number dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
11 [ 1. [Sandblasting 2 127 9% 102 105 110 112 117 122 123
i TOTAL Lw INROOM = g [F o Twp s oo ey Ty T s
2

23 |ROOM ABSORPTION, Length = 502 Width=  18.8 m, Height= 85 metres = 0467 m'
24 Total Surface Arza = 3334 Squara Metres Ave Absorption Co=efficients

25 TE 63 125 2150 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
26 | Ave Absorption Cosfficicent = FDD with Stratoesll Whispar and wavebar D07 011 018 044 0.56 057 065 078
27 Absorption = 234 402 658 1553 1087 2041 2317 2782
28 ( Option: Enter m” Sabin ) =

29 Lw toLp Correction = dBA | 130 2035 231 284 305 308 322 349
30 Reverberant Lp Inside Room = [ 78 2 w8 w T 80 88
31 End Wall Octave Band Centre Frequencies - Hz

32 9010 Flesizhizld, Bkg

33 dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
34 | Dist Soutee |Direct Lp Inside Barrier Input 1046 74 8 83 88 90 05 100 101
35 | toBamier |Comb'd Lp Inside Barrier 103.0 79 84 83 8 91 9% 101 101
36 [No: [Dist. |Trial Combined Lw Inside Barrier 238 9 102 105 110 112 117 121 12
37[ 1 | 50 |Effective Reverb Lp Insids Barrier 1050 73 81 84 8 91 9 101 101
387 2 Barrier Sound Trans. Loss Re=l 30|" 127" 167" 20" 25" " 33" #5745
3] 3 Area of Basrier, m' = "1

074 Lw Outside Barrier 871 84 8% 8 8 81 78 77 78
475 Reflection Q= 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
a7 s Distance Loss Distancs (m) = 123 0 6 30 50 50 50 50 30
4500 Air Absorption 0 0 ) 6
4 dBA 63 123 230 300 1000 2000 4000 3000
50 Lp Contribution at Receptor= 368 341 365 350 351 308 282 255 214
51 { A weighted level =) 79 204 264 319 308 204 265 203
52

33 |Roof Octave Band Centre Frequencies - Hz

54 00.10 Flevizhield, Ekg

53 dBA 63 135 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
36 | Dist Source |Direct Lp Inside Barrier 104.6 74 80 8 8 90 95 100 101
57 | toBartier |Comb'd Lp Inside Barrier 1030 79 84 8 g 91 9 101 101
58 [No: [Dist. |Trial Combined Lw Inside Barrier 1266 % 102 105 110 112 117 12 123
597 1. | 50 |Effective Reverb Lp Inside Barrier 100.8 70 76 79 3 8 @2 o5 o7
60[ 2. Barrier Sound Trans. Loss Bw=l 0 R el e gyt e et 3T ol
61 3. Area of Barrier, m’ = Y

2l 4 Lw Quteide Barrier 914 88 o) 8 8 8 83 81 82
63 [ 5. Reflection Q= 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
66 8. Distanecs (Loss) metre = 130 50 50 50 3 0 50 50 50
61 9. Air Absorption 0 0 2 i
| dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
72| Lp Contribution at Receptor = 405 377 402 387 380 346 320 203 240
73 { A weighted level =) 113 241 301 357 346 332 303 238
4

15 |Gaps Octave Band Centre Frequencies - Hz

76 0.00 Open wWindow!Doar

77 dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
78 | Dist Source |Direct Lp Inside Barrier 1046 74 8 8 8 80 95 100 101
79 | toBarrier |Comb'd Lp Inside Barrier 103.0 70 84 8 % 01 9 101 101
80 [No: |Dist. |Trial Combined Lw Inside Barrier 1110 8 9 91 93 97 102 107 107
81 1. | 50 |Effective Reverb Lp Inside Barrier 103.0 70 pdi. GBS JEOC . DOl (O6¢. (101 .. 101
g2 2. Barrier Sound Trans. Loss Rw= 1B AR L i L AR L o
a3 3. Area of Barrier, v’ = 1

84 4. Lw Qutside Barrier 1117 83 88 9 95 97 102 107 108
8 5. Reflection Q= 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5[ 8. Distanes (Loss) metre = 123 50 0 50 30 0 50 50 50
gl o Silencer (Fantech NSA20G, 50%open, 2400mm long) 8 17 M 50 50 40 pl:} 20
90 [ 10. Wall / Roof Dirsctivity - angle from normal 45 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
93 | dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
94 | Lp Contribution at Receptor = 364 235 188 50 63 39 112 280 367
95 | { A weighted level =) 27 38 36 83 39 124 200 356
148 Total Noise Level Contribution at Receptor = 43 394 418 402 404 361 336 326 371
149 { A weighted level =) 132 257 316 372 361 348 336 360
150| Noise Level Criterion = 4 dBA

REF: 7281-1.1R Rev A 4-Dec-2021




STANNARDS MARINE PTY LTD Appendix G6
CALCULATIONS
i A| B | G | D | E |Fl e m 1 |31 || L |M|N| O | F o
1 |ROOM NOISE EMISSION COMPUTATION  (ROOMOUT.XLS) DAY DESIGN PTY LTD
| Version 6.0 Enginesr; SG
SH L9: 1) SR Noakes Group Project No: 7181
4 | Project Title. . ......_. Noakes Shipyard, Berrys Bay Date: "3 Dec-2021
¥ | Foom Deseription . .. FDD Atmosphars:
6 | TempC 200
Al Receptor Location. . . . Munro Street RHY 90.0
§ Noise Criterion ... ... 16.0 dBA
9 | Lw of NOISE SOURCES NOISE LEVELS - dB (re: | picowatt)
10 INSIDE ROOM Number dBA 63 135 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
117 1. [Sandblasting 2 127 06 102 105 110 112 117 132 123
21 TOTAL Lw INROOM = 127 [T T Ty Tne Tng Thg Tny T
2‘2_
23 |ROOM ABSORPTION, Length = 59.2 Width= 188 m, Height= 85 metres = 0467 m'
24 Total Surface Area = 3554 Square Metres Ave Absorption Co=efficients
25 208 | 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
26 | Ave Absorption Coefficicent = FDD with Stratocell Whisper and wavebar 007 01l 018 044 0E6 057 06E 0.TE
27| Absorption = 234 402 638 1333 1087 2041 2317 2762
28 ( Option: Enter m’ Sabin ) =
29 Lw to Lp Correction = dBA | 180 205 231 284 305 308 322 349
30 Reverberant Lp Iuside Room = o4 78 2 ® 81 82 g o0 88
31 |End Wall Octave Band Centre Frequencies - Hz
2 oo Flesishield, Bla
33 dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
34 | Dist Source |Direct Lp Inside Barrier Input 1046 74 80 83 88 o0 95 100 101
55| toBarrier |Comb'd Lp Inside Barrier 1030 79 84 8 8 o 9 101 101
36 |No: [Dist. |Trial Combined Lw Inside Barrier 1238 % 102 105 10 112 117 121 122
377 1. | 50 |Effective Reverb Lp Inside Barrier 1030 73 81 84 80 01 9 101 101
387 2 Barrier Sound Trans. Loss il LR N S T RO | L S
3/ 3. Area of Barrier, m' = "1
204 Lw Outside Barrier 871 84 26 8 8 81 I8 77 78
1[5 Reflection Q= 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ETR R Distancs Loss Distancs (m) = ] 4T 47 47 47 47 47 47
50 Air Absorption 0 0 1 5
40 dBA 63 25 250 500 1000 2000 4000 000
50 | Lp Contribution at Receptor = 398 370 394 379 380 337 312 289 262
31 { A weighted level =) 108 233 203 348 337 324 200 251
52
33 |Roof Octave Band Centre Frequencies - Hz
54 90.10 Flewishisld, Gkg
55 dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
36 | Dist Source |Direct Lp Inside Barrier 104.6 74 8 83 8 60 95 100 101
37| toBamier |Comb'd Lp Inside Barrier 105.0 7% 8 8 8 & 9% 101 101
38 [No: |Dist. | Trial Combined Lw Inside Barrier 1266 % 102 105 110 112 117 12 123
391 1. | 50 |Effective Reverb Lp Inside Barrier 100.8 0 7% 79 84 8 92 9% 97
60 2 Barrier Sound Trans. Loss Re=" A T R 1T T BT 3T 3T 5T s
61] 3. Area of Barrier, m° = "o
6l 4 Lw Outside Barrier 014 88 o0 8 g 8 83 81 82
s Reflection Q= 2 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0
66 8 Distance (Loss) metre = 95 48 48 48 48 48 48 43 43
619 Air Absorption 0 0 1 3
68 | 10. Wall/ Roof Dirsctivity - angle from normal 20 g 8 8 8 8 g 8 8
] dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
72| Lp Contribution at Receptor = 354 324 340 334 336 203 268 2435 215
73 { A weighted level =) 62 188 248 304 203 280 255 204
74
15 |Gaps Octave Band Centre Frequencies - Hz
16 0.00 Open windowDoor
77 dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
78 | Dist Source |Direct Lp Inside Barrier 104.6 74 8 83 8 60 95 100 101
79 | toBarrier |Comb'd Lp Inside Barrier 105.0 7% 8 8 8 & 9% 101 101
80 [No: [Dist. |Trial Combined Lw Inside Barrier 108.0 83 87 88 92 9 9 14 1M
817 1. | 5.0 |Effective Reverb Lp Inside Barrier 105.0 0, B4 oGBS, B0 L0006 S0 o101
g2l 2 Barrier Sound Trans. Loss Re={ 0o/" 0" o0o" o" o7 o0o" 0" o7 0
1l 3 Area of Barrier, m° = 2
4 Lw Outside Barrier 1087 8 8 87 02 64 00 14 103
gl 5. Reflection Q= 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
EE) &, Distance (Loss) metre = 838 47 & 4 4 47 4 47 47
SS_‘_' 9 Silencer (Fantech NSAZ0G, 50%open, 2400mm long) 8 17 M 20 50 40 28 20
93 dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 800D
94| Lp Contribution at Receptor = 378 249 213 64 49 25 126 204 381
95 | (A weighted level =) 13 52 22 81 25 138 304 370
148] Total Noise Level Contribution at Receptor = 1 385 408 392 304 350 326 3290 384
149 (A weighted level =) 125 247 306 362 350 338 330 373
150| Noise Level Criterion = 16 dBA
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1 |ROOM NOISE EMISSION COMPUTATION  (ROOMOUT.XLS) DAY DESIGN PTY LTD

2] Version  6.10 Enginser: SG

=5 L e Noakes Group Project No: 7181

4 | Project Title. .. cooiuie Noakes Shipyard, Berrys Bay Date: " Dec-2021

5| Room Description . _ . . FDD Atmosphere:

6 | Temp C 200
7] Receptor Location. . _. John Street RHY% 90.0
8 Noise Criterion . ..., 44.0 dBA

g | Lw of NOISE SOURCES NOISE LEVELS - dB (re: 1 picowatt)

10 INSIDE ROOM Number dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
137 3. [Hammering & Multi-tool 1 102 97 95 9 96 9% 905 04 o1
147 4 [Water Blaster 1 101 81 2 8 91 92 9 93 97
15[ 5. [Polishing Steel with Grinder 1 3 80 76 73 8 8l &7 35 23
21| TOTAL Lw IN ROOM = 15 [T Ter To1 Tor "o "o "ox "o
22_

23 |ROOM ABSORPTION, Length = 502 Width= 188 m, Height= 8.5 metres = 0467 m'

A Total Surface Area = 3554 Square Metres Ave Absorption Co=efficients

25| 209 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
26 | Ave Absorption Coefhicicent = FDD with Stratocsll Whisper and wavebar 007 011 019 044 056 057 0.65 0.78
21 | Absorption = 234 402 638 1553 1987 2041 2317 2762
28 ( Option: Enter m” Sabin ) =

28 Lw to Lp Correction = dBA | 180 205 231 284 305 308 322 3490
30 Reverberant Lp Inside Room = 74 7D 76 14 69 6] 67 66 a3
31 |End Wall Octave Band Centre Frequencies - Hz

32 00,10 Flesizhisld, Blg
33 dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
34 [ Dist Source |Direct Lp Inside Barrier Tnput 827 73 BT 7 % 76 7
33| toBarrier |Comb'd Lp Inside Barrier 833 81 B T B 7 % 76 7
36 [No: |Dist. |Trial Combined Lw Inside Barrier 1040 97 97 91 91 9 97 a7 97
37[ 1. | 50 |Effective Reverb Lp Inside Barrier 832 % 7 % 76 7 % 76 77
3872 | 50 |Basrier Sound Trans. Loss Re= 30" 127 w" W" 23" 2" o@"T 8" 6

r N r

38| 3. | 50 |AreaofBarier, m'= 120

40 4 | 50 |Lw Outside Barrier 730 83 st 71 72 66 39 33 33
4175 | 50 |Reflection Q= 2 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0
a7l Distance Loss Distance (m) = 7 45 45 45 45 48 8 43 43
450 Air Absorption Q (1] 1 4
49 dBA 63 125 250 300 1000 2000 4000 8000
30| Lp Contribution at Receptor = 287 399 338 318 273 207 132 63 43
51 (A weighted level =) 137 187 232 241 207 144 75 32
33 Roof Octave Band Centre Frequencies - Hz

54 000 Open ‘windowiDaor

1 dBA 63 135 250 s00 1000 2000 4000 8000
36 | Dist Source |Direct Lp Inside Barrier 27 73 3 03 13 I6 76 76 76
57 |_toBarrier |Comb'd Lp Inside Barrier 833 81 79 0% 76 76 76 7
38 [No: [Dist. |Trial Combined Lw Inside Barrier 1047 97 97 97 87 38 98 93 93
597 1. | 80 |Effective Reverb Lp Inside Barrier 790 n o5 W B » S R 72 73
602 | 50 |Barrier Sound Trans. Loss Rw=[ g u ~ B A R A B
61 3 | 50 |Areaof Barrier, m’ = "o

62 4 | 50 |Lw Outside Barrier 977 % % 9 % 9 9 91 91
637 3 | 50 |Reflection Q= 2 (i 1] 0 0 0 0 0 0
661 8. Distance (Loss) metre = 85 T B B 7 47
67[ 9. Air Absorption 0 0 1 4
68 [ 10. Wall / Roof Directivity - angle from normal %0 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
71| dBA 63 125 250 300 1000 2000 4000 2000
72 Lp Contribution at Receptor= 122 356 352 352 357 359 357 351 323
73 { A weighted lsval =) 04 101 266 323 350 369 361 312
74

75 |Air Intake Octave Band Cenire Frequencies - Hz

76 0.00 Open 'Window!Daar

7 dBA 63 115 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
78 | Dist Source |Direct Lp Inside Barrier 827 75 T 76 76
79 | toBamier [Combd Lp Inside Barrier 833 81 % 7T 76 U6 76 76 77
80 [No: [Dist. |Trial Combined Lw Inside Batrier 863 ¢4 © % W T T 7% 0
817 1 | 50 [|Effective Reverb Lp Inside Barrier 833 81 7, A I R 76 77
82 2. | 50 |Basrier Sound Trans. Loss Rw = g% ®% 3% % 3% 3% 3" @ §
83[ 3 | 50 |Areaof Barwier,m'= 2

84 4 | 50 |Lw Outside Barrier 86.8 81 % 79 % 0 %0 80 ]
8575 | 50 |Reflection Q= ) (i [ 0 0 0 0 0 0
88 8. Distance (Loss) metre = 72 5 4H B H 4 B 43 45
@l Ajr Absorption 0 0 1 4
91 Silencer (Famtech NSA20G, 50%open, 2400mm long) 8 17 M 50 50 40 28 2
93 dBA 63 125 250 300 1000 2000 4000 2000
o4 Lp Contribution at Receptor = 2% 278 177 03 36 135 57 38 113
95 ( A weighted level =) 16 16 83 -188 -155 45 63 104
148] Total Noise Level Contribution at Receptor = 12 4135 386 360 363 360 337 332 324
149 ( A weighted level =) 153 225 283 331 360 369 362 313
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1 |ROOM NOISE EMISSION COMPUTATION  (ROOMOUTXLS) DAY DESIGN PTYLTD
2 | Version 6.10 Enginesr: SG
3| L5 T R R e Noakes Group Project No: 7181
4 Project Title. ..o coocag Noakes Shipyard, Berrys Bay Date: "3 Dec-2021
=] Room Deseription _ . .. FDD Atmosphers:
6 | TempC 200
il Receptor Location. ... Dumbarton Street EHY: 90.0
] Noise Criterion .. .. 43.0 dBA
9 | Lw of NOISE SOURCES NOISE LEVELS - dB (re: 1 picowatt)
10 INSIDE ROOM Number dBA 63 115 250 S00 1000 2000 4000 8000
13 [ 3. [Hammering & Multi-tool 1 102 97 93 86 95 96 95 o4 o1
147 4. [Water Blaster 1 101 81 [ T A 95 97
15 [ 3. [Polishing Steel with Grinder 1 93 80 76 T ®lI W E 85 38
21 TOTAL Lw INROOM = 05 [Ty T T Ty Tm Tam g TR
2‘2_
23 |ROOM ABSORPTION, Length = 50.2 Width= 188 m, Height= 8.5 metres = 0467 m’
2 | Total Surface Area = 3554 Square Metres Ave Absorption Co=efficients
25| 209 | 63 123 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
26 | Ave Abzorption Coefficicent = FDD with Stratocsll Whisper and wavebar 0.07 011 019 044 056 057 0.65 0.78
27 | Absorption = 234 400 658 1333 1087 2041 2317 2762
28 | ( Option: Enter m” Sabin } =
29 Lw to Lp Correction = dBA | -18.0 203 231 284 305 308 322 349
30 Reverberant Lp Inside Room = 74 7 16 74 69 67 &7 66 63
31 |End Wall Octave Band Centre Frequencies - Hz
32 20.10 Flewishield, Bkg
33 dBA 63 115 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
34 | Dist Source |Direct Lp Inside Barrier Tnput 827 73 35 T3 13 16 16 76 76
35| toBarier |Comb'd Lp Inside Barrier 833 81 7 77 16 16 76 76 77
36 [No: [Dist. |Trial Combined Lw Inside Barrier 104.7 7 7 7 7 03 08 08 93
37[ 1. | 50 |Effective Reverb Lp Inside Barrier 831 76 735 T3 16 676 76 77
38 2. | 50 |Barrier Sound Trans Loss gl |t s e et b et R B
39 3 | 50 |Areaof Barrier o' = M1
204 | 50 |LwOutside Barrier 743 85 &2 718 73 67 39 53 34
4175 | 50 |Reflection Q= 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ul s Distancs Loss Distanca (m) = 123 50 s 30 0 50 30 50 30
500 Air Absorption 0 0 2 &
4] dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
30 | Lp Contribution 3t Receptor = M7 359 318 278 233 168 92 1% 23
31 (A weighted level =) 97 157 192 201 168 104 29 34
32
33 |Roof Octave Band Centre Frequencies - Hz
54 0.00 Open 'Window/Doar
33 dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
36 | Dist Source |Direct Lp Inside Barrier 827 75 S 73 16 76 76 6
57| toBamier |Comb'd Lp Inside Barrier 833 81 T Y % 16 76 76 77
58 [No: [Dist. |Trial Combined Lw Inside Barrier 104.7 97 97 97 97 08 08 93 93
58 [ 1. | 5.0 |Effective Reverb Lp Inside Barrier 79.0 71 mnmon gy e 72 73
60 [ 2. | 50 |Barrier Sound Trans Loss ge=" a5 =P oL T o ST S0
61 3 | 50 |AreaofBarrier, m’= "o
62/ 4 | 50 |LwOutside Barrier 977 % 9 % 9% 91 91 91 o1
63 5. | 50 |Reflection Q= 2 0 0 0 0 0 [} 0 [}
66 [ 8. Distance (Loss) metre = 130 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
61 9. Air Absorption 0 0 2 7
68 [ 10. Wall / Roof Dirsctivity - angle from normal 90 8 8 8 8 8 8 g 8
1] dBA 63 125 250 300 1000 2000 4000 3000
72 Lp Contribution at Receptor = 381 319 315 315 320 322 318 3098 263
73 ( A weighted level =) 57 154 229 288 322 330 319 252
74
75 |Air Intake Octave Band Centre Frequencies - Hz
76 0.00 Open ‘wWindowDaar
77 dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
78 | Dist Source |Direct Lp Inside Barrier 8§27 73 TS 780 56 6 76 76
79 | toBamier |Comb'd Lp Inside Barrier 833 81 ™77 % 16 76 76 77
80 [No: [Dist. |Trial Combined Lw Inside Barrier 803 87 85 83 g2 B2 82 ) 83
81 1. | 5.0 |Effective Reverb Lp Inside Barrier 833 81 T 16 -6 6 76 77
8272 | 50 |Bamier Sound Trans. Loss e @50 I e e g g
83[ 3 | 80 |AreaofBarier, m’= 4
847 4. | 50 |Lw Outside Barrier 800 84 8 . g g3 g3 83 83
85 [ 5. | 50 |Reflection Q= 2 0 0 0 0 0 [\ 0 [}
g/ & Distance (Loss) melre = 113 50 S0 oS0k o80:  o50r 50 50 50
SQ_’ 4. Silencer (Fantech NSA0G, 50%open, 2400mm long) 3 17 M a0 a0 40 23 20
%0 [ 10. Wall / Roof Dirsctivity - angle from normal 45 2 2 2 2 z 2 2 2
93 | dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
94 | Lp Contribution at Receptor = 124 247 146 28 -188 -186 -86 36 122
95 | (A weighted level =) A8 A5 114 220 186 74 46 11
148 Total Noise Level Contribution at Receptor = 33 376 347 331 326 323 319 309 265
14 ( A weighted level =) 114 186 245 294 323 331 319 254
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4 A| B | & | D | E |F| & B I I K L | M| N ]| 0 | B @
1 |[ROOM NOISE EMISSION COMPUTATION  (ROOMOUT.XLS) DAY DESIGN PTY LTD
2 Version 6.10 Enginzar: 5G
| Client o sdsnading Noakes Group Project No: 7181
4 Project Title. o000 Noakes Shipyard, Berrys Bay Date: "3-Dec-2021
=5 Foom Deseription . . .. FDD Atmozphers:
6 TempC 200
4l Rzeaptor Location. . . . Munro Street BH%% 90.0
8 Noise Criterion .. ... 46.0 dBA
9 Lw of NOISE SOURCES NOISE LEVELS - dB (re: 1 picowatt}
10 | INSIDE ROOM Number dBA 63 135 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
13 3. [Hammering & Multi-tool 1 102 7 93 9% 85 9 93 94 1
147 4. [Water Blaster 1 101 81 8 8 1 @ 93 97
15[ 5. [Polishing Steel with Grinder 1 93 80 % 138l 81 87 86 88
21 TOTAL Lw INROOM = i [Ter Taw Ty D Taew Dok TugE W ooe
22 *
23 |ROOM ABSORPTION, Length = 502 Width= 188 m, Height= 85 metres = 0467 m'
24 | Total Surface Area = 3354 Square Metres Ave Absorption Co=efficients
5| 209 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
26 | Ave Absorption Coefficicent = FDID with Stratocsll Whisper and wavebar 0.07 011 019 044 056 057 065 0.78
2| Absorption = 234 400 638 1553 1087 2041 2317 2762
28 ( Option: Enter m™ Sabin ) =
29 | Lw to Lp Correction = dBA | -180 205 231 284 305 308 322 349
30 Reverberant Lp Inside Room = 74 7% 76 74 69 61 61 66 3
31 |End Wall Octave Band Centre Frequencies - Hz
20 9010 Flesishield, Bkg
33 dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
34| Dist Source |Direct Lp Inside Barrier Input 827 73 I35 13 16 16 6 76
35 | toBarrier |Comb'd Lp Inside Barrier 833 81 % 77 % 76 76 6 77
36 [No: [Dist. |Trial Combined L Inside Barrier 1047 97 97 97 97 %8 % o8 08
377 1. | 50 |Effective Reverb Lp Inside Barrier 83.1 % 35 73 W 76 T6 6 77
3872 | 50 |Barrier Sound Trans Loss Bl ([ " B 2" 3" A" " #” H
0 » F
3¢ 3. | 50 |AreaofBamier m'= 144
40[ 4. | 50 |Lw Outside Barrier 745 36 &2 718 13 61 39 53 34
4175 | 50 |Reflction Q= 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
437 8. Distance Loss Diistanes (m) = 88 7 E (A s A A ) 4 47
49 dBA 63 123 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
50 Lp Contribution at Receptor = 276 388 347 307 262 197 122 53 25
31 { A weighted level =) 126 186 221 230 197 134 63 14
52
33 |Roof Octave Band Centre Frequencies - Hz
54 0.00 Open ‘windaw!Daor
53 dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
56 | Dist Source |Direct Lp Inside Barrier 8.7 75 3075 13 16 76 6 76
57 | toBarrier |Comb'd Lp Inside Barrier 833 81 % 77 6 16 76 6 77
58 [No: [Dist. |Trial Combined Lw Inside Barrier 1047 97 97 97 97 98 08 93 98
56 1. | 50 |Effective Reverb Lp Inside Barrier 79.0 | 1 11 ” N mn ) 73
60 2. | 5.0 |Barrier Sound Trans. Loss Rw =] o R eTEIRT eeaie W R
61[ 3 | 5.0 |AreaofBarrier, m’= LA
62[ 4. | 5.0 |Lw Outside Barrier 977 % 9% 9% 9% 9 9 91 01
63 5. | 5.0 |Reflection Q= 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
66 8. Distance (Loss) metre = 95 43 43 48 48 48 48 43 43
67[ 9. Air Absorption 0 0 1 5
68 10. Wall / Boof Dirsctivity - angle from normal 90 8 g g 8 8 8 8 8
71| dBA 63 125 250 300 1000 2000 4000 8000
72| Lp Contribution at Receptor = 411 346 343 343 348 340 347 340 308
73 ( A weighted level =) 84 182 257 316 349 359 350 297
4
73 |Air Intake Octave Band Centre Frequencies - Hz
16 0.00 Open wWindow!Doar
77 dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
78 | Dist Source |Direct Lp Inside Barrier 82.7 75 IS Gl wsT EE 6 76
79 | toBarrier |Comb'd Lp Inside Barrier 833 81 % 77 6 16 76 6 77
80 [No: [Dist. |Trial Combined Lw Inside Barrier 86.3 84 $2 8 7 79 9 79 80
81 1. | 50 |Effective Reverb Lp Inside Barrier 83.3 81 00 Lo 5T e B0 s U0 e 0 % 77
82/ 2 | 50 |Barrier Sound Trans. Loss Re=[ o7 0" 0" o" o0o" 0" 0" o0o" 0
83 3 | 80 |Areaof Barrier, m’ = 2
84 4 | 50 |Lw Outside Barrier 86.8 81 80 79 80 80 80 80 80
85 5. | 50 [|Reflection Q= 2 [ 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0
88l 8 Distance (Loss) metre = 88 47 Fr R - B B B 47 4
SQ_' 9 Silencer (Fantech NSA20G, 50%open, 2400mm long) 3 17 3 50 50 40 18 20
93 | dBA 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000  S000
o4 | Lp Contribution at Receptor = 138 261 160 -14 -174 172 72 30 136
95| ( A weighted level =) 01 01 -100 206 -172 60 60 125
148 Total Noise Level Contribution at Receptor = 41 404 375 358 353 351 347 341 300
149 ( A weighted level =) 142 214 273 321 351 359 351 298

REF: 7281-1.1R Rev A
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Content warning

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples are advised that the following report contains reference to, and images
of, people who have died.
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Executive Summary

EMM Consulting Pty Ltd (EMM) has been engaged by Stannards Marine Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal cultural
heritage assessment (ACHA) of the proposed mooring of a floating dry dock (FDD) facility at
6 John Street, McMahons Point, NSW (the project). The proposed activity for the FFD facility are located primarily
within Berrys Bay itself, limited to the removal or extrusion of several moor piles and wharf supports from the
seabed. No ground disturbance is proposed for works associated with the mooring and other land-based
components of the project, although some improvement of existing systems are necessary to address additional
environmental requirements (eg water runoff, air quality, etc).

To allow the works, a Development Application (DA) (#03/2018) was lodged with North Sydney Council on
5 March 2019. As an integrated development, inputs into the DA were sought from Heritage NSW (then Office of
Environment and Heritage) and these were provided as Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements
(SEARs). They indicated that consideration of Aboriginal cultural heritage impacts of the proposed activity was
required. The DA was ultimately rejected on 13 May 2021 and is now being determined through the Land and
Environment Court (LEC) process (#2021/00063136). The Statement of Facts and Contentions for the case identified
that Aboriginal cultural heritage has yet to be investigated or assessed. EMM have subsequently been engaged to
prepare an ACHA which addresses these contentions, and further understand the potential impacts (if any) to
Aboriginal cultural heritage.

Aboriginal consultation was undertaken for the project in accordance with Heritage NSW'’s Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW, 2010). The consultation process initially
identified 46 Aboriginal stakeholder organisations who may have an interest in the project. Following notification
of these organisations, eight registered to be consulted through the project. Four of these Registered Aboriginal
Parties (RAPs) participated on a one-day site inspection, this included a number of Darug traditional owner
groups. Feedback for the project to date has been generally positive, with no site specific issues identified. A
draft report was provided to the RAPs in mid-November 2021, and two written responses have been received.
The comment period required by Heritage NSW guidelines extends to 12 December 2021; and an update to this
report regarding consultation will be provided if further commentary is received.

Desktop information indicated that the archaeological record of the locale is dominated by rockshelters,
middens, engravings and/or stone artefact sites of varying densities. These are primarily dated to the last
several thousand years. A review of the history of the study area suggests that the potential for cultural
materials of these past activities would be limited. Prior to 8,000 years ago, the study area would have
represented a moderate slope over-looking the now drowned river valley of Port Jackson. The apparent relief
and geomorphology of the site indicates that rockshelter-type environments were not present, and as such
were likely characterised by shallow soil profiles still found along parts of Port Jackson today. Such soil profiles
(and any associated cultural material) are prone to replacement and loss by natural and anthropogenic
processes, which included both the process of inundation and subsequent marine activities, and the more
recent reclamation of the locale in the last hundred years. After 8,000 years, the site has been submerged or
inter-tidal. Geotechnical information indicates that that some 5 m of fill and overburden is present on the site as
part of reclamation works in the 20t Century.

Early explorer and colonial records do not make specific reference to activities in Berrys Bay, although a range of
socio-economic activities (eg fishing, etc) are documented as occurring along the foreshores of Port Jackson.
More recent activity in Berrys Bay has been documented in the late 19™ Century in which an Aboriginal camp
was briefly noted. No further information on its exact location, size, or composition was mentioned however.

Based on these conditions, it is expected that any remnant cultural material would comprise isolated or
disparate stone artefact sites and/or shell found in a secondary context (ie not where it was initially
discarded) in marine sediments and/or 20" Century fill materials within the study area. The potential for
other more significant archaeological sites, such as rockshelters (and associated features such as art) or
engravings are considered improbable based on the geomorphology of the site.
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No Aboriginal objects, sites or areas of potential archaeological deposit (PAD) were identified as a result of a site
inspection conducted with RAP representatives on 27 October 2021. Discussions with RAPs did not identify any
cultural or intangible values within the study area which may be impacted by proposed activity. This was similarly
the case when considering potential impacts to the cultural landscape, with feedback suggesting that the proposed
activity would result in limited change to the already heavily urbanised harbour foreshore.

The proposed activity has limited potential impacts to the soil profile (whether marine sediments or 20t Century
fill units). Specifically, the works would be limited to the removal or extrusion of the seven moor piles and several
wharf supports, some ~33 m?, from the seabed. The removal of these piles would affect the surrounding sediment,
and which may expose cultural materials if present. This value would increase to ~1,203 m? should the FDD impact
the seabed during operation, which is not expected.

The absence of identified cultural material and the location of potential impact areas in submerged environments
limits the management and recommendations that can be applied to the project. Further characterisation of the
deposits to identify cultural materials at this time is not feasible, since access to the deposits could only be achieved
through implementation of the development (ie to investigate the area of the mooring pile, the mooring pile would
need to be removed). Given the low risk of significant cultural materials being present and these constraints,
recommendations include the inspection of the works at their completion, and the suitable management of any
cultural materials if any become apparent.

Recommendations include:

. It is considered that there is a low risk of Aboriginal objects, sites or deposits being present within the study
area. In the unlikely event that cultural materials are present, they would likely consist of isolated or low
density stone artefact sites and/or shell material in a secondary context (either in active marine sediments
or 20t Century fill units) and be of low significance. As such, it is considered that the development may
proceed with caution.

. To ensure no inadvertent impacts to cultural materials occur and/or manage them if present, underwater
inspection of the works should be undertaken at the completion of the extrusion of mooring piles and wharf
supports. The inspection should specifically investigate the presence of stone artefacts and shell material.
Where cultural materials are encountered, they should be flagged/recorded in place, and liaison with
Heritage NSW and the RAPs undertaken to determine subsequent steps. This may include the need for
further approvals, such as an Aboriginal heritage impact permit (AHIP), and additional mitigation measures
such as recovery of the cultural material and/or sieving of extruded material for additional cultural material.

. Consideration should be given to the development of an Aboriginal interpretation strategy to explore
opportunities for acknowledging and celebrating Aboriginal heritage of the study area.

. If human skeletal material less than 100 years old is discovered, the Coroners Act 2009 requires that all works
should cease and the NSW Police and the NSW Coroner’s Office should be contacted. Traditional Aboriginal
burials (older than 100 years) are protected under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 and should not
be disturbed. Interpreting the age and nature of skeletal remains is a specialist field and an appropriately
skilled archaeologist or physical anthropologist should therefore be contacted to inspect the find and
recommend an appropriate course of action. Should the skeletal material prove to be archaeological
Aboriginal remains, notification of Heritage NSW and the Local Aboriginal Land Council will be required.
Notification should also be made to the Commonwealth Minister for the Environment, under the provisions
of the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984.

. Consultation should be maintained with the RAPs during the finalisation of the assessment process and
throughout the project.

. A copy of the final ACHA should be lodged with AHIMS and provided to each of the RAPs.

. Where the heritage consultant changes through the project, suitable hand over should be undertaken to
ensure no loss or mistranslation of the intent of the information, findings and future steps in heritage
management occur.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

EMM Consulting Pty Ltd (EMM) has been engaged by Stannards Marine Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal cultural
heritage assessment (ACHA) of the proposed mooring of a floating dry dock (FDD) facility at 6 John Street,
McMahons Point, NSW (the project). The proposed activity for the FFD facility are located primarily within
Berrys Bay itself, limited to the removal or extrusion of several moor piles and wharf supports from the seabed. No
ground disturbance is proposed for works associated with the mooring and other land-based components of the
project, although some improvement of existing systems are necessary to address additional environmental
requirements (eg water runoff, air quality, etc).

To allow the works, a Development Application (DA) (#03/2018) was lodged with North Sydney Council on 5 March
2019. As an integrated development, inputs into the DA were sought from Heritage NSW (then Office of
Environment and Heritage) and these were provided as Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements
(SEARs). They indicated that consideration of Aboriginal cultural heritage impacts of the proposed activity was
required. The DA was ultimately rejected on 13 May 2021 and is now being determined through the Land and
Environment Court (LEC) process (#2021/00063136). The Statement of Facts and Contentions for the case identified
that Aboriginal cultural heritage has yet to be investigated or assessed, specifically:

. B1 — Non-compliance with SEARS

- (c) The SEARS required, inter alia:

] (i) Aboriginal cultural heritage report.

- (e) There is no evidence that an Aboriginal cultural heritage report has been prepared as required by
the SEARS. The Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System Search referred to in the EIS is
not sufficient to address this requirement.

. B2 — Contentions that there is insufficient information to assess the application

- 20. An Aboriginal cultural heritage report is required to be submitted in accordance with the SEARS.

This document has been developed to address these contentions, and further understand the potential impacts
(if any) to Aboriginal cultural heritage. The objectives of the ACHAR are to:

. consult with and involve key Aboriginal community members and knowledge holders to identify areas and
places of cultural value within or in the vicinity of the study area;

. compile a review of existing environmental, historical and archaeological information for the study area, by
identifying and summarising known and previously recorded Aboriginal heritage places, cultural values areas
and landforms of archaeological interest in its immediate surrounds;

. determine if any Aboriginal objects, places, cultural values areas, or areas of archaeological potential are
present (or are likely to be present) within the impact footprint, as well as areas of existing disturbance,

through ground-truthing, including field survey and test excavations;

. identify the type, nature, and extent of any Aboriginal sites, objects, archaeological deposits, potential
archaeological deposits, and cultural values areas within the impact footprint;
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. map the locations of known and potential Aboriginal sites, objects and deposits and cultural values areas

identified;
. assess the archaeological and cultural significance of the impact footprint;
. assess and identify heritage constraints and opportunities and the potential impacts of the project; and
. identify and recommend measures to mitigate any heritage impacts and risks to the project.
1.2 Legislative context

There are several Commonwealth and State Acts (and associated regulations) that manage and protect Aboriginal
cultural heritage (Annexure A provides further details). These are summarised in Table 1.1.

Table 1.1 Commonwealth and State legislation relevant to the project.

Legislation

Description Relevant to Details

the project?

Commonwealth

Environment Protection
and Biodiversity
Conservation Act 1999

Native Title Act 1993

Aboriginal and Torres Strait

Recognises sites with universal value on No
the World Heritage List (WHL). Protects
Indigenous heritage places with

outstanding heritage value to the nation

on the National Heritage List (NHL), and
significant heritage value on the
Commonwealth Heritage List (CHL).

Established a system for recognising No
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
peoples’ rights and interests over lands

and waters by Aboriginal people.

Provides for negotiation and

registration of Indigenous Land Use
Agreements (ILUAs).

Often used in NSW to identify relevant
stakeholders for consultation.

Preserves and protects declared areas No

There are no Indigenous heritage places within
the study area that are listed on the WHL, NHL,
or the CHL.

There is no active claims within the study area.

There are no areas or objects within the study

Islander Heritage and objects of particular significance to area subject to a Declaration under the Act.
Protection Act 1984 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander

people that are under threat from injury

or desecration.
State

Environmental Planning
and Assessment Act 1979

Requires environmental impacts, Yes
including to Aboriginal heritage, to be
considered in land use planning.

Provides for the development of
environmental planning instruments,
including State Environmental Planning
Policies and Local Environmental Plans.

The proposed activity is being assessed by
Council with an DA under Part 4 of this Act. This
requires that Aboriginal heritage is investigated
and considered as part of the application.
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Table 1.1 Commonwealth and State legislation relevant to the project.

Legislation Description Relevant to Details
the project?

National Parks and Provides blanket protection for all Yes The proposed activity is subject to the
Wildlife Act 1974 Aboriginal objects and declared requirements of this Act, and is subject to
Aboriginal places. Includes processes Heritage NSW guidelines and processes.

and mechanisms for development
where Aboriginal objects are present,
or where Aboriginal Places are
proposed for harm.

Aboriginal Land Rights Act Establishes Local Aboriginal Land No The study area is within the boundaries of the

1983 Councils (LALCs). Allows transfer of Metropolitan Local Aboriginal Land Council,
ownership of vacant crown land to a which is a registered Aboriginal party (RAP) for
LALC. this project and has been consulted.
The Office of the Registrar, Aboriginal A request to search the Register of Aboriginal
Land Rights Act 1983 (ORALRA), Owners was made to the ORALRA on 7
registers Aboriginal land claims and September 2021, however no response was
maintains the Register of Aboriginal received.

Owners. Often used in NSW to identify
relevant stakeholders for consultation.

The study area does not appear to have
Registered Aboriginal Owners pursuant to
Division 3 of the Act.

1.2.1  Assessment guidelines and requirements

This ACHA has been prepared in accordance with the SEARs advised by Heritage NSW during the initial DA
application, which stated:

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

- Heritage — including:

] Aboriginal cultural heritage

To address these requirements and conform with current standard and guidelines, the following documents were
used in the development of the ACHA:

. Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011);
. Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents (DECCW 2010); and

. Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (DECCW 2010).
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1.3 Study area and proposed activity

The land component of the site is located on the eastern shore of Berrys Bay, a part of the Sydney Harbour. The
site is legally described as: Lot 987 DP752067; Lot 2 DP 77853; Lot 1 DP 127195; Lot 1 DP 449731; Lot A and B
DP 420377; and Lots 1-4 DP 179730 (Figure 1.1). The current operations of the existing boat repair and maintenance
facility on site are subject to Development Consent 1164/90 which sets parameters for hours of operation, vessel
accommodation and the nature of works permitted on site.

For the purposes of this report, the study area refers to the broader site owned and operated by Stannard Marine.
The project footprint relates to the specific proposed development activities outlined below.

Stannards Marine propose to demolish existing water-based structures and construct a FDD facility for maintenance
and repair of maritime commercial vessels up to 750 tonne in association with the existing boat building and repair
facility. The structure will be located on the south-western side of the site at the land/water interface.

Specifically, the proposed activity includes (Figure 1.2):
. demolition and removal of:

- seven mooring poles;

- the removal of two existing wharves/jetties; and

- the partial removal of the end of a further existing wharf/jetty.

. construction and installation of:

- the FDD, a steel structure some 19.81 x 59.24 m. The maximum height of the structure when fully
raised is ~11 m above water level. Lowered, the structure is 3.5 m high. The lowered position would
be at the edge of the maritime lease area and the raised position would be next to the land-based
facilities and modified wharf;

- installation of various environmental requirements (eg acoustic curtains) on or within the FDD;

- installation of saw tooth fenders to the hardstand at the water’s edge within the study area to enable
the FDD to be secured; and

- provision of new on-shore infrastructure in the form of ducting and plant relating to air quality
mitigation. It is not expected that this would require ground disturbance.

1.4 Limitations

This report is based on existing and publicly available environmental and archaeological information (including
AHIMS data) and reports about the study area. The background research did not include any independent
verification of the results and interpretations of externally sourced existing reports (except where the ground-
truthing was undertaken). The report further makes archaeological predictions based on these existing data and
targeted ground-truthing, and which may contain errors depending on the accuracy of these third-party studies and
the extent of ground-truthing (constrained to surface) investigations.

This report does not consider historical and/or built heritage unless specifically related to Aboriginal heritage values.
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2

2.1

Aboriginal consultation

Key findings

The assessment adopted the processes and methods outlined in DECCW'’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Consultation Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW, 2010).

The consultation process initially identified 46 Aboriginal stakeholder organisations who may have had an
interest in the project. Following notification of these organisations, eight responded as wishing to be
registered for subsequent consultation through the project.

The one-day field program included the participation of four of these organisations. This included a number
of Darug traditional owner groups. Feedback for the project to date has been generally positive, with no site
specific issues identified.

Feedback on the report was received, and was supportive of the findings and recommendations. Additional
interpretive outputs were sought from one Aboriginal organisation, and this has now been integrated into
the recommendations of the report.

A summary of the consultation process is provided below, and full documentation of the consultation process is
provided in Appendix B.

2.2

The process

This section describes Aboriginal stakeholder consultation and engagement undertaken as part of the cultural
heritage assessment to date, to identify and assess Aboriginal cultural, mythological, social and spiritual values
associated with the study area.

Aboriginal consultation for this project has been undertaken in accordance with procedures set out in the
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW, 2010). These guidelines
identify a five-stage process:

1.

pre-notification — identification of the Aboriginal individuals and/or communities relevant to the study area
by contacting several state government agencies;

notification — contacting all Aboriginal individuals and/or communities identified in Stage 1 to determine
their interest in being consulted during the project. This includes direct communication and the placement
of advertisements in local media seeking further expressions of interest from Aboriginal individuals and/or
communities that may have been missed through (1). Those Aboriginal individuals and/or communities that
wish to be consulted become a ‘registered’ Aboriginal party (RAP);

presentation of project information/assessment methodology — briefing RAPs about the project and scope
of any Aboriginal heritage assessment and investigations. This is usually undertaken through written
correspondence, but can include meetings, and may undergo several iterations through the project as the
nature of the assessment changes (eg surface ground-truthing may lead to a requirement for test
excavations);

impacts and mitigation strategies — discussion of potential impacts to cultural materials and mitigation
options with the RAPs prior to developing the ACHA. This is often undertaken either onsite at the end of any
field program and/or as part of Stage 5; and

report review — the RAPs are provided an opportunity to review and comment upon the draft ACHA, to
contribute input into the overall findings, significance and management of cultural heritage.
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The consultation process for this project had two aims: i) to comply with the Heritage NSW consultation procedures
to obtain input on the ACHA process; and ii) to identify cultural places and intangible values that may be affected
by the proposed activity.

2.3 This project

Aboriginal consultation for this project has been undertaken in accordance with procedures set out in Section 2.2
and included numerous interactions with the RAPs between August and November 2021. A log of actions and
correspondence regarding Aboriginal community consultation to date is included in Appendix B.1 and summarised
in Table 2.2.

EMM distributed pre-notification letters to Heritage NSW, Metropolitan Local Aboriginal Land Council (LALC), North
Sydney Council, the National Native Title Tribunal (NNTT), Native Title Services Corporation (NTSCorp), the Greater
Sydney Local Land Services (LLS) and the Office of the Registrar, Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 (ORALRA) on 1
September 2021. This included information about the proposed project and proponent contact details, and a
request to provide contact details for any potential interested parties. A request to search the ORALRA register of
Aboriginal Owners and the NNTT Schedule of Native Title Determination Applications, Register of Native
Title Claims, Native Title Determinations and Indigenous Land Use Agreements was also made (Appendix B.2).

This process identified 46 potential Aboriginal stakeholders in the region (Appendix B.3). Notification letters were
posted and/or emailed to these organisations on 10 September 2021 (Appendix B.4). A public notice informing
potential stakeholders of the project was published in the Mosman Daily on 10 September 2021, inviting interested
parties to register an interest in being consulted for the project.

During the notification period seven organisations registered an interest in the project. As is standard procedure
for EMM, the local Aboriginal land council, in this case the Metropolitan LALC, was also registered despite no
response being received. The Registered Aboriginal Parties for this project are provided in Table 2.1. The list of
registered Aboriginal stakeholders was provided to Heritage NSW and Metropolitan LALC on 1 October 2021.

EMM distributed the methodology letters (3 above) to the registered parties on 26 September 2021 (Appendix B.5).
The Stage letter included a proposed methodology for targeted survey, information on the project, and requested
feedback from the community to identify any specific cultural values information for the site. Feedback in email
format was received from two RAPs, including the Kamilaroi Yankunjatjara Working Group and A1l Indigenous
Services. Both were in support of the proposed investigative approach. No specific cultural values information was
identified within the study area at this time.

A site inspection was undertaken on the 26 October 2021. While all eight RAPs were invited to attend, only four
participated. (Repeated attempts were undertaken to organise a representative of the Metropolitan LALC, but this
proved unfeasible with the timing of the project). The site inspection undertook general observations of the study
area, acknowledging that any disturbance would be to the submerged sea-floor, and visited other parts of
Berrys Bay and Ball’s Head to obtain a better context of the proposed project.

Discussions on the proposed activity, any concerns and any potential mitigation measures were discussed with the
RAPs on site during the site inspection. These were integrated into the ACHA. The ACHA was
subsequently distributed to the RAPs on 15 November - 12 December 2021. Their specific feedback is
summarised in Section 2.4. Table 2.2 provides a summary of the main steps undertaken to conform with
Heritage NSW guidelines.
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Table 2.1 List of RAPs for the project.

Organisation

Date of registration

Metropolitan Local Aboriginal Lands Council
Didge Ngunawal Clan

Al Indigenous Services Pty Ltd

10 September 2021

13 September 2021

Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group 14 September 2021
Wailwan Aboriginal Group 15 September 2021
Ngambaa Cultural Connections 18 September 2021
Wurrumay Pty Ltd 24 September 2021
Butucarbin Aboriginal Corporation 24 September 2021
Table 2.2 Summary of Aboriginal consultation steps required by Heritage NSW guidelines.
Consultation Description Date started Date completed Notes
stage
GO\{e.ranment agency pre- 1991 15.9.21 Addltlor?al details provided in
notification Appendix B.2.
Advertisement in Mosman Daily 10.9.21 24.9.21 A tearsheet is provided in Appendix B.4.
NOtIfIC?tIOh an‘d.reglstratlon of 10.9.21 24.9.21 Additional details provided in Appendix
potential Aboriginal stakeholders B.4.
Advising Heritage NSW and 1.10.21 Additional details provided in Appendix
Metropolitan LALC of RAPs o B.4.
Presentation of information about
23 the prc?po§ed prOJe_ct; and 26.9.21 24.10.21 Additional details provided in Appendix
gathering information about B.5.
cultural significance.
Attended by representatives of Didge
Ngunawal Clan, Kamilaroi
- Site inspection 26.10.21 26.10.21 Yankuntjatjara Working Group,
Wailwan Aboriginal Group, Butucarbin
Aboriginal Corporation.
. 15 November Additional details provided in
4 Review of draft report 2021 12 December 2021 Appendix B.6.
Notes: To comply with LEC requirements, a final report was developed prior to the full report comment period being fulfilled. (Some three

weeks of the four week comment period had elapsed at the time of finalisation). Should comments be received following the
finalisation of the report, additional updates will be undertaken as necessary.
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2.4 Aboriginal stakeholder feedback

Two responses were received from the RAPs during the methodology review and subsequent ACHA review period
(Appendix B.6). This is summarised as follows:

. Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group —

- identified that Port Jackson was and remains important to the Aboriginal people of the region, having
been an important area for resources in the past;

- supported the recommendations of the report, including the need to inspect/monitor any ground
disturbance activities; and

- recommended that interpretive outputs be considered, including a connection to Country report or
interpretation plan.

. Butucarbin Aboriginal Corporation —

- provided a short report that confirmed their sites officer identified no tangible or intangible cultural
materials during the site inspection;

- agreed and supported the recommendations of the ACHA, including inspection of any extruded
material from the works; and

- be aware of unexpected finds, such as human remains.
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3 Existing environment

3.1 Key findings

. The study area is situated on Berrys Bay, a part of the Sydney Harbour, and surrounded by various sandstone
outcrops and surfaces that would have been of use to Aboriginal people in the past. Prior to ~8,000 years
ago, when sea-level was considerably lower, the study area and project footprint would have been exposed.
They would probably have been a moderate to steep slope over-looking minor tributaries that would have
run into a major river system in the centre of Port Jackson. After ~8,000 years, sea-level rose and the project
footprint was inundated, and is currently between -3 to -7 m below current sea-level. The study area also
appears to have been either entirely submerged or within the inter-tidal zone through these events.

. The study area and project footprint would have originally been composed of shallow duplex soil profiles
upon the Hawkesbury sandstone geology, as is evident in nearby areas such as Balls Head Reserve. Following
inundation, it is considered that the soil profile has likely been lost or extensively mixed by more recent
biogenic activity and terrigenous inputs. Geotechnical investigation of the study area identified up to 5 m of
modern overburden beneath the current hard stand. Beneath this depth appears to be truncated terrestrial
and/or marine sediments that may have reflected the original soil profile.

. The study area and project footprint have been subject to extensive past impact, including their inundation
and location within the active inter-tidal zone. This was followed by the reclamation of much of the study
area, and the establishment of various boatyard activities since the 1940s.

. Berrys Bay was part of Edward Wollstonecraft’s 1821 land grant. The property was subsequently subdivided
and developed with industrial activity in the area increased over the 20™ century. The study area has been
used for boat building and repair for over 100 years.

3.2 Rationale

Understanding environmental context assists with predictions of archaeological potential, such as the likelihood of
archaeological material being present in the landscape, its spatial distribution and its preservation. Landscape
features were an important factor for the choice of camping and transitory and ceremonial areas used by Aboriginal
people. Similarly, these landscape features and historical land-use plays a role in the level of preservation and the
integrity of archaeological sites.

A landscape consisting of suitable topography, hydrology, geology and soils has strong links with natural resources
that would have been available to, and sought after, by Aboriginal people. Flora and fauna would have provided
food, tools and ceremony (culturally modified trees); proximity to fresh water was necessary for life and growing
crops, as well as gathering fish and eels. Landscape features, such as sandstone overhangs, were useful for shelter;
stone artefacts were manufactured from raw stone material that was collected from quarry sites; and stone
arrangements relied on the landscape.

3.3 Landscape overview

The study area is situated on the north shore of Port Jackson (Sydney Harbour) on the eastern side of Berrys Bay
within the Sydney Basin Bioregion. It is characterised deep-cliffed sandstone gorges and remnant plateaus across
which eucalypt forests, woodlands and heaths grow. Soil profiles consist of shallow texture contrast residual units
situated above the sandstone and/or shale geologies, with increasing alluvium adjacent creeklines and waterways.
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The region has, however, been extensively urbanised, encompassing one of the largest cities in Australia. In the
case of the study area, medium density residential development is found around Berrys Bay, with a range of road
and rail infrastructure nearby. The western side of Berrys Bay was a former oil storage depot, and has only recently
been remediated.

34 Geology and geomorphology

The Sydney Basin is a major sedimentary basin, some 60,000 km? in size. Initially formed on Palaeozoic (541-250
ma) metamorphosed rocks, the basin is primarily a series of Permian (300-250 ma) and Triassic (250-200 ma)
sandstones and siltstones that were formed by a massive delta, and then subject to a range of uplift and subsidence
(see Gale, 2020 for a comprehensive review). This has resulted in a series of smaller plateaus and basins surrounded
by elevated dissected sandstone uplands on its periphery (eg the Great Dividing Range to the west). Over-laying
these basal sandstone and siltstones are Wianamatta shales (also of Triassic age), and then more recent Quaternary
alluvium and other pedogenetic units (Figure 3.1).

Until relatively recently, Port Jackson would have been one of the large-dissected sandstone valleys that
characterise other parts of Sydney, and especially the Blue Mountains (Williams et al. 2018). However, sea-level
change during the last Glacial resulted in the inundation of the valley, and to the current expression of the harbour
today. Specifically, sea-level was some -125 m below current levels around ~20,000 year age (20 ka) before rapidly
rising after 14 ka. It reached present day levels at ~7 ka, was then slightly higher (up to ~1 m) until 2 ka, and then
returned to current levels. The project footprint encompasses water depths of between -3 and -7 m below current
surface (Figure 3.2) (Port Authority of New South Wales, 2021), which would have been inundated ~8.7-8.3 ka
(Williams et al. 2018).

The sandstone geology characteristic of the region is conducive to the formation of certain archaeological site types.
Sandstone tends to break away in large blocks creating boulders and vertical cliffs. It weathers cavernously creating
overhangs or caves that could have been occupied, and flat surfaces or platforms that can be used for engraving
(McDonald, 2008). Prior to inundation, the project footprint appears to have reflected a moderate to steep slope
that would have overlooked a small valley to running along the western portion of Berrys Bay; and probably
containing a creekline that would have run into the base of Port Jackson. Based on the bathymetry (ie underwater
topography), and acknowledging the seabed has changed since inundation, there does not appear to be any
evidence of vertical sandstone cliffs or escarpments within the project footprint that may have the potential for
sites such as rockshelters to have been present. Similarly, the sloping nature of the project footprint reduces the
potential that large flat sandstone platforms would have been present.
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35 Soil landscapes

The study area contains a number of soil landscapes as defined in Chapman et al. (2009). These include the Gymea
soil landscape that entirely encompasses the study area, while other parts of Berrys Bay also contain evidence of
the Hawkesbury soil landscape (Figure 3.3).

These two soil profiles are both residual and are the result of diagenesis (soil formation) of under-lying sandstone.
They are typically shallow varying in depth between ~30 and 70 cm and characterised by sandy or clayey loams. The
topsoil (Al horizon), within which cultural materials is typically constrained is usually only the upper part of this soil
profile and if frequently loss or affected by later activities. It must, however, be highlighted that the study area is
composed of primarily reclaimed land (Section 3.8) with geotechnical investigations outlining the following
description (Hampton Property Services, 2019):

Previous geotechnical investigations:undertaken at on shore locations across the site indicate the following
general stratigraphy, consisting of fill material (black gravelly sand, sandstone fragments, ash, timber,
fragments of bricks, glass, wire and steel, coarse clayey gravel and silt. Fill depths ranged from existing
ground surface to approximately 5 meters below ground surface. Below the fill material are marine
sediments (gravelly sand and silty sand) and residual soils (clayey sand) underlain by sandstone bedrock.

The project footprint is entirely within Berrys Bay. While originally, the soil profile is considered to have been either
of Gymea and/or Hawkesbury soil landscapes based on the surrounding environment, it has been significantly
modified by marine processes. These include the introduction of terrigenous sediments, biogenic activity and more
recent modifications from boat and ship activities. The geotechnical information indicates that the remnants of
these soils may be present beneath marine sediments, although their condition is unclear. It is considered probable
that the upper portion of the soil profile within which cultural material may have been present, would have been
adversely affected by inundation and subsequent activity. As such, the potential for in situ (primary context) cultural
material is considered improbable.
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3.6 Hydrology

Prior to ~8,000 years ago, sea-level was considerably lower than present day, and both the study area and project
footprint would have been exposed. Based on the bathymetric data, it appears that the site would have been
situated on a moderate to steep slope overlooking the western part of Berrys Bay that was several metres lower. It
is probable based on extant dissected sandstone valleys in the Sydney Basin, that this ‘palaeo-valley’ to the west of
the bay would have encompassed a creekline or water course that fed into the main part of Port Jackson. Works on
the proposed second harbour tunnel by Och et al. (2018) have shown that a significant palaeo-valley is present in
the centre of Port Jackson (Plate 3.1), and likely reflecting a major river system running past Berrys Bay. This
palaeo-valley measuring some 160 m wide and to depths of -56 m AHD is only ~600 m from the study area.

After 8,000 years ago, the study area and project footprint were inundated by sea-level rise and formed part of
Berrys Bay. This is an entirely shallow marine environment connected to the wider Port Jackson. The project
footprint would have been in water throughout the last 8,000 years, with even the lowest tides unlikely to have
exposed any parts of site. The study area was similarly within the bay itself until reclaimed in the more recent
period. Given the seabed surrounding the study area is only about 1 m below present day sea-level, it may have
formed an inter-tidal zone prior to urbanisation, and parts may have been exploited by Aboriginal people in the
past. However, it is unlikely that any form of permanent or long-term occupation prior to the reclamation would
have been feasible.

(‘&’p% & Inferred rock surface .30
e (2015 seismic reflection)
S -40
(m AHD)
% g =
Plate 3.1 A bathymetric model of Port Jackson for the second harbour tunnel. The study area is situated

in the top right corner of this model. (Source: Och et al. 2018).
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3.7 Flora and fauna

The natural vegetation of a landscape is an important consideration when preparing an Aboriginal heritage
assessment because it provided Aboriginal people with resources. Bark from trees could be stripped to make
canoes, shields and other items. The vegetation itself provided food resources such as edible plants, fruits and seeds
and also provided habitats for animals such as possums and birds, which could be hunted (Attenbrow 2010).

Prior to 8,000 years ago, the study area and project footprint would have formed relatively high ground or
promontory overlooking a former valley that is now Port Jackson. Vegetation and flora and fauna would probably
have looked broadly similar national parks and reserves that remain around the harbour today. This would have
includedSydney peppermint, scribbly gum, red bloodwood, smooth-barked apple with native grasses and shrubs
(National Parks & Wildlife Service 2003; North Sydney Council 2021). These resources would have been used by
local Aboriginal people for a variety of activities, including to construct huts, build canoes and create fire (Hoskins
2009, p. 9). Along the sandstone slopes towards the west, Port Jackson figs, coastal banksia and wattle alongside
blueberry ash, cheese trees and sweet pittosporum are also found in close proximity to rock escarpments and grew
close to rock shelters (National Parks & Wildlife Service 2003 pp. 186 193; North Sydney Council 2021).

After 8,000 years ago, the study area and project footprint would have formed part of Berrys Bay. While there is
some potential that the study area was in parts inter-tidal, for the most part the site was underwater. As such,
resources for Aboriginal people in the past would have been primarily the marine species that are found within Port
Jackson. Based on modern observations for the project (Hampton Property Services, 2019), these would have
included a range of mollusc species, such as mussels, oysters and limpets; and fish species including bream and
leather-jackets. Based on excavations at the nearby Balmoral midden, an Aboriginal site utilised over the last few
thousand years, by Val Attenbrow in the 1990s, other species such as snapper, bream, wrasse, blue groper, catfish,
flathead, were probably also caught from the harbour in the past.

3.8 Land use and disturbance

Initial disturbance to both the study area and project footprint occurred some 8,000 years ago when the site was
inundated by sea-level change. While inundation itself does not necessarily result in the loss of cultural materials
(eg Benjamin et al. 2020), the process of submergence especially wave action can have an adverse effect.
Subsequent marine processes including biogenic activity and input of terrigenous sediments would have all resulted
in mixing and modification of any soil profile (and cultural materials within it) to have been impacted. While there
is a lack of robust studies to date into what happens to cultural materials (such as stone artefacts) when submerged,
it is improbable that they would remain in their primary context. A recent investigation of the Windsor Bridge
replacement recovered a large number of Aboriginal objects dating to the late Holocene and potentially earlier
were all recovered from 19% Century units as one example of this (AAJV, 2020).

When considering the study areas itself, historical evidence suggests that it has been substantially reclaimed in the
last 19%/early 20t Century (Plate 3.2; Plate 3.3; Figure 3.2). The geotechnical investigations outlined in Section 3.5
support this, indicating up to 5 m of modern overburden was found in parts of the site. This overlaid marine
sediments strongly suggesting it was an inter-tidal or submerged location prior to reclamation.

Based on the above information, both the study area and project footprint were submerged or a partially
submerged part of Port Jackson for at least 8,000 years. This encompasses the most significant period of use by
Aboriginal people, which occurred in the last few thousand years based on existing evidence (Section 5).

In addition to these previous changes, historical aerial imagery shows the establishment of boat yards and other
industrial activity since the 1930s (Appendix C). A more detailed Statement of Heritage Impact has been developed
for the project by NBRS & Partners (2018), which provides more information on the historical and recent
development of the site. However, these aerial images show an increasing number of structures within the study
area through the 1940-1990s that would have adversely affected the study area.

While the installation of a number of wharves and jetty’s would also have impacted the project footprint. Indeed,
several of the proposed installation activities are within the footprint of these established structures.
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Plate 3.2 A map showing the 1817 shore-line (orange) underlain by a modern aerial photograph. This
shows that significant parts of the study area are recent reclamation in the 19t and 20t
centuries. (Source: NBRS & Partners Pty Ltd, 2018).

Plate 3.3 A late 19" Century parish map (possibly 1887) showing areas of reclamation (in pink) between
areas of high and low tide in the vicinity of the study area. The study area is broadly
encompassed within Lots 1-3 and 6 presented here. (Source: NBRS & Partners Pty Ltd, 2018).
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4 Ethnography

4.1 Key findings

. The study area is within the country of the Cammeraygal (Gammeraigal) people. This group was the focus of
early historical accounts and there are numerous observations of past activities and behaviours across
Sydney Harbour. These include exploitation of fish and molluscs, habitation of sandstone overhangs, burning
of bushland, making of weapons, types of clothing, the impact of smallpox, and a range of other societal
activities. However, no specific events were documented in Berry’s Bay.

. There is limited site specific information in the post-contact period. A single reference has been found of
Aboriginal people living on the shores of Berrys Bay in 1878. This was as part of a discussion around their
relocation of people to Goat Island and/or La Perouse. Specific information on how many people or which
parts of the bay were not provided. The relocation of Aboriginal people from Berrys Bay and the
establishment of industrial activities appeared to occur in the late 19t™"/early 20*" Century.

. No project specific values or places of interest were identified during the site inspection.
4.2 Local background

Information about the socio-cultural structure of Aboriginal society prior to European contact largely comes from
ethno-historical accounts made by colonial settlers. These accounts and observations were often made after
significant social disruption due to disease and displacement. As a result, this information is often contentious,
particularly in relation to language group boundaries. Therefore, it is likely that language group boundaries were
far more diffuse and complex than the arbitrary demarcations drawn by colonial observers.

Over thirty separate Aboriginal groups populated the wider Sydney Basin in 1788, each with their own country,
practices, diets, dress, and dialects. We now know of these groups as ‘clans’ and each identified with broader
cultural-linguistic groups known as ‘tribes’ — Darug, Darkinjung, Gundungarra, Tharawal, Guringai (Coastal Darug),
Eora (Coastal Darug) and Awabakal.

Tindale (1974) drew the boundary for the Eora tribal group around Port Jackson (Plate 4.1). Within this, over thirty
Aboriginal groups occupied the wider Sydney Basin in 1788. Though connected though complex trade and social
relationships each group had their own country, dialects, and practices. The study area is within the country of the
Cammeraygal (Gammeraigal) people of this broader clan group (Hoskins 2019, p.2, 4). Cammeraygal country is
believed to encompass the area from Middle Harbor in the north, to Cremorne in the east and Woodford Bay in the
west (Hoskins 2019, p.2). It is estimated that the population of the Cammeraygal numbered between 50 and 60 in
1788 (Attenbrow, pp.17-23,29).

In February of 1790 Governor Arthur Phillip wrote of the Aboriginal groups around the Sydney Basin (Historical
Records of New South Wales, Vol. 1, Part 2, p. 345). Governor Phillip’s entry for the Cammeraygal notes “about the
north-west part of this harbour there is a tribe mentioned as being very powerful, either from their numbers or the
abilities of their chief. The district is called Cammera” (Historical Records of New South Wales, Vol. 1, Part 2, p.345).
The population and power of the Cammeraygal was also mentioned by David Collins in 1802 and it has been
suggested that the Cammeraygal may have been less affected by the smallpox epidemic than neighbouring groups
(Hoskins 2019, p.14).

The believed power of the Cammeraygal also came from observations of ceremonies with several accounts
suggesting members of the tribe presided over events which included other Port Jackson groups (Hoskins 2019,
p.14). For example, in 1795 Collins observed a tooth evulsion (removal) imitation ceremony which occurred at a
prepared oval-shaped site near the present day Royal Botanic Gardens.
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Boys and men from the other coastal tribes waited for the ‘Gommera’ or spiritual leaders, from the north who
performed the ceremony and Collins believed these individuals to be Cammeraygal (Collins 1798, p.456). The
impacts of colonialism, however, mean specific belief systems for the Cammeraygal are not clear though a few early
accounts also give an insight into other practices in the area. Tench observed a North Shore woman, known to him
as Gooreedeeana, with her body painted in broad stripes of white ochre paddling her canoe to or from a ceremony
(Hoskins 2019, p.16). Moreover, a Cammeraygal man named Carradah, who aided Lieutenant Lidgbird Ball in
surveying the north was injured during ritual “payback” spearing ceremony in 1793 (Hoskins 2019, p.17).
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Plate 4.1 Left: Tindale’s map (1974) showing the location of the Eora
4.3 Contact and post contact

The First Fleet landed in Sydney Cove in January of 1788 settling in close proximity to Cammeraygal country. The
belief in the superiority of European life and introduction of foreign food and drink, plants and animals, materials,
and disease quickly unsettled the way of life of the local Aboriginal peoples. By the middle of 1788 local groups had
begun to express dissatisfaction with the European colonisers and letters to England recounting violent encounters
between convicts and Aboriginal people (Warren 2014, p.69-70). In April of 1789 a smallpox epidemic spread
through the Aboriginal populations coming from western New South Wales (and originally from trepangers on the
north coast of Australia a year or so earlier) (Campbell, 2002). Data available suggest that this disease may have
killed up to 80% of the population (Campbell 2002). The first accounts of the Cammeraygal were recorded after the
smallpox epidemic.
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The landscape of the North Shore meant that the harbour was the focus of resource exploitation for the
Cammeraygal people. Captain Watkin Tench (1979, p.285) believed the Cammeraygal possessed the best fishing
grounds in Port Jackson. Early European observers noted that the coastal tribe men made spears, weapons and
wooden tools and fished from the shore while women made line and shell hooks using these items to fish from
their canoes (Hoskins 2019, p.12). George B. Worgan, a First Fleet Surgeon, wrote in his journal:

8 or 10 Natives passed not far from the Ship this Morning, in 5 Canoes, when they got near the Rocks, many
of the Men got out, and by the help of a Spy-Glass, | could see them very busy in striking the Fish with their
Spears, and | saw them take two or three tolerably large ones in this manner; the Women, remained in the
Canoes employed in fishing with a Hook & Line, the Fish, they caught, appeared but small, after having
caught a good many, they went on shore a little way up in the Wood, lit a Fire, and sat down round about
it, in the Afternoon, they got into their Canoes, and returned, passing by the Ship again, they houllowed,
jabbered & pointed (Worgan 9 February 1788).

The Europeans were particularly fascinated by the women’s skill controlling their bark canoes in the open water
along with managing the fishing tackle, the fires lit they lit on clay pads in the vessel as well as their small children
on board (Collins 1798, p.48). As fish was the most readily available food source for coastal people, the women of
the Cammeraygal and surrounding groups of the Eora nation were the primary food providers of their families
meaning fishing was also an important status symbol (Karskens 2014). Cammeraygal fisherwoman Barangaroo
became a notable figure in the Sydney settlement as a wife of Bennelong and the way she blatantly shunned the
European way of life until her death in 1791 (Karskens 2014).

While fish and shellfish were the primary food source for the Cammeraygal, land-based resources were also
exploited. Plant resources such as native fruits, yam and fern root as well as banksia flowers and honey were
collected (Hoskins 2019, p.12). Moreover, in September 1790, John Hunter recorded Aboriginal people burning off
the land on the north shore:

The weather being now very dry, the natives were employed in burning the grass on the north shore
opposite to Sydney, in order to catch rats and other animals, whilst the women were employed in fishing:
this is their constant practice in dry weather (Hunter 1790).

Fishing has always been an important activity in Port Jackson although archaeological evidence suggests that the
concentration of fish in the diet and extent to which fishing was carried out, varied across Port Jackson. It seems to
have been mainly focused in the lower part of the harbour around the estuary mouth (Colley and Attenbrow 2012
p.70).

Country was burned to create open grassland and encourage marsupials and birds to graze in the open as well as
clear paths for travel and as wildfire prevention (Hoskins 2019, p.12).

In 1795, the Government presented 30 acres of land at Kirribilli to Samuel Lightfoot and the increasing incursion of
Europeans into the North Shore displaced the local population and increased tensions in the region. Aboriginal
groups were noted to have raided farms at Lane Cove for food and European supplies between 1804 and 1816
(Hoskins 2019, p.19). Even so, mentions of the Cammeraygal decreased in the early 1800s and by 1820 more than
half of the land in Cammeraygal country had been occupied by European settlers (Hoskins 2019, p.17-18). A group
of Aboriginal people were observed participating in a ceremony a Kirribilli in 1820, but the group was identified as
‘Burra Burra’ possibly indicating the breakdown of traditional social structures and the merging of groups (Hoskins
2019, p.20-21).
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4.4 Post-contact period in and around Berrys Bay

The first properties around Berrys Bay were reserved for discharged soldiers in 1794 but the land does not appear
to have been taken up (Martin D. Carney Archaeological Management & Consulting Group Pty Ltd 1999, p.16). In
1817 Governor Macquarie granted 80 acres (32.4ha) to ex-convict William (Billy) Blue in the area now known as
McMahon Point and Blue’s Point (Martin D. Carney 1999, p.16). Blue named his farm Northampton and established
a fleet of ferries on the harbour running between his farm and Sydney earning him the nickname “The Old
Commodore” (Park 2005). In the 1860s Michael McMahon took up property on the point (Park 2008).

In 1821 merchant Edward Wollstonecraft was granted 524 acres (212 ha) on the North Shore “exclusive of rocks
and sand” where he established Crows Nest estate (North Sydney Heritage Centre 2005). Wollstonecraft’s grant
encompassed the north and western section of Berrys Bay as well as present day Wollstonecraft, Waverton and
Crows Nest (Plate 4.2) (Hoskins 2019, p.18). Wollstonecraft and his brother-in-law Dr. Alexander Berry had
established a company shipping hay and cedar from the Shoalhaven constructing a stone wharf, warehouse and
worker’s accommodation on the western side of Berrys Bay to support their venture (Perry 1966; Hoskins 2019,
p.22). Sometime in the 1820s Berry treated Bungaree at Crows Nest after he was injured in a fight (Hoskins 2019,
p.22). The property passed to Wollstonecraft’s sister Elizabeth and Berry after Edward’s death in 1832 and the
couple constructed “Crow’s Nest House” at the head of the bay in the early 1840s (Hoskins 2010).
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Plate 4.2 Berry Estate map c.1887, Source: North Sydney Council n.d. (Gooden Mackay 1993, p.1).

Following Elizabeth’s death in 1845 Berry began subdividing the Crows Nest estate starting with 41 allotments
around the present Edward, Miller and West streets in 1853 (North Sydney Council). Berry also leased the property’s
warehouses as a coal warehouse for shipping companies from the mid-1800s and the site was also used for ship
repairs, storage and a distillery from 1872 (Hoskins 2010). Alexander Berry died in 1873 and the property passed to
his brother David and then their cousin John Hay in 1889 (Hoskins 2010).
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Further subdivision of the Berry estate occurred in the 1890s when a portion was given over to the government for
the construction Milsons Point to Hornsby railway. In 1906 Berry Island and land around Balls Head was given over
the New South Wales government and Crows Nest was subdivided in 1904, 1911, 1913, 1921, 1931, 1932 and 1934
(Hoskins 2010).

Aboriginal groups remained active, visible occupants in the region well into the middle of the nineteenth century
(Hoskins 2019, p.20-21). Fishing continued to be an important practice within the communities, but European boats
were used in favour of bark canoes (Hoskins 2019, p.25). In 1878 Aboriginal people occupied the foreshore of
Berrys Bay and one local resident suggested that the Aboriginal people of Port Jackson be returned Goat Island
“considering the vast territory which has been wrested from these poor people without compensation” (Sydney
Morning Herald, 23 November 1878, p.6). In the 1890s the Aboriginal people of the North Shore were moved to
the La Perouse reserve (Hoskins 2019, p.26).

Industrial activity in the area increased over the twentieth century. In 1906 the North Shore Gas Company
established works on Balls Head Bay with the Sydney Coal Bunkering Company constructing a coal loader on Balls
head point in 1917 (Hoskins 2010). The coal loader was in use until October 1992. Wollstonecraft and Berrys stone
stores were removed in the 1930s to make way for fuel tanks for the Commonwealth Oil Refineries, now BP, which
were dismantled in the 1980s (Hoskins 2010). Berrys House was demolished in the 1960s (North Sydney Council).

4.5 Information provided by RAPs

No project specific comments provided
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5 Archaeological context

5.1 Key findings

. Port Jackson has been subject to numerous past investigations, and demonstrates a range of Aboriginal sites,
objects and places along its foreshore. These are dominated by rockshelters and/or shell middens, with lesser
occurrences of grinding grooves and artefact scatters. These occur despite extensive development over the
last 200 years.

. To date, observations have been limited to the terrestrial portions of Port Jackson, with limited underwater
Aboriginal investigations in the harbour or other parts of Sydney more generally. Previous investigations of
Port Hacking and at Windsor on the Hawkesbury-Nepean River provide some of the only local consideration
of underwater Aboriginal cultural materials in recent years. These found potential and/or disturbed cultural
materials, often in the form of stone artefacts in secondary contexts (ie not from their original discarded
location).

. A search of heritage databases identified 105 previously documented Aboriginal sites, objects and/or places
in the general vicinity of the study area. No sites were documented within the study area, with the nearest
being at Waverton Park, Ball’s Head and Berry Island.

. Since 2010, there has been no Aboriginal heritage impact permit (AHIP) issued for the study area or
immediate surrounds.

5.2 Regional background

The first peopling of Australia occurred ~50,000 years ago (50 ka), and likely consisted of reasonably large groups
of technologically advanced hunter-gatherers (Bradshaw et al. 2019; O’Connell et al. 2018). The peopling of the
continent was rapid, with sites such as Devil’s Lair (WA), Warratyi (SA), and Lake Mungo (NSW) all occupied within
a few thousand years of arrival (Bowler et al., 2003; Hamm et al., 2016; Turney et al., 2001). Genomic research has
shown that following these initial explorations of the continent, regional populations or nomadic sedentism, was
established by ~40 ka (Tobler et al. 2017). These small populations were highly mobile, but remained within a broad
spatial geographic area, dictated in general by the nature of resources and water availability. In the case of some of
the arid parts of the continent, mobility encompassed thousands of square kilometres (Gould 1977), while major
riverine corridors such as the Murray River had near permanent settlements (Pardoe 1995).

In NSW, the earliest evidence of Aboriginal people are human remains recovered from the lunette in Lake Mungo
and dating to ~42 ka (Bowler et al. 2003; O’Connell et al. 2018). The presence of red ochre covering the remains are
suggestive of a society with significant cultural and symbolic complexity (Langley et al. 2011). Near the coastal edge,
the earliest populations were found at Cranebrook Terrace, near Penrith (western Sydney). Here a handful of
rudimentary stone tools were found in an alluvial unit, some 8 m below the current surface, and which were dated
to ~40-45 ka (Williams et al. 2017). However, it is not until ~35 ka, that regional populations appear to have become
established in the Sydney Basin, and which appeared to consist of small bands of people focussed mainly along
major river systems, including the Parramatta River, Hawkesbury-Nepean River, Georges River, and Hunter River
(GML 2019; AAJV 2016; Hughes et al. 2014; Williams et al. 2012; 2014). These rivers formed key ecological refuges
that hunter-gatherer groups used to survive major climatic events such as the Last Glacial Maximum (213 ka) — a
cool and arid climatic period. Well-established archaeological models suggest populations experienced a major
reduction in size (by as much as 60%), and settlement contraction and abandonment across much of the continent
during this time (Veth 1993; Williams et al. 2013), although recent research suggests that the story may be more
complex than this (eg Tobler et al. 2017).
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The terminal Pleistocene and early Holocene (~18-8 ka) was characterized by significant environmental change,
notably the rapid inundation of much of the coastal shelf, resulting in the reduction of the continent by ~21%
(~2 million km?) (Williams et al. 2018), in tandem with improving climatic conditions — the Holocene climatic
optimum (Williams et al., 2015a; 2015b). More broadly, these conditions resulted in increasing population growth,
expansion of ranging territories, increasing sedentism (longer patch residence time) and the beginnings of low-level
food production (eg aquaculture), and ultimately the initiation of social and cultural groupings observed in the late
Holocene (Williams et al. 2015b). Within the Sydney Basin, a large number of sites are first initiated during this time,
including Burrill Lake (~20 ka), Bass Point (~17 ka), and Loggers Shelter in Mangrove Creek (~11 ka) (Bowdler 1970;
Lampert 1971; Attenbrow 2004; AMBS 2006). More broadly, we see a much broader range of archaeological site
types occurring, such as the Roonka Flat burial ground on the banks of the Murray River within which some 147
individuals were interred through the Holocene (Pate et al. 1998), and the increasing use of marine resources. Many
of the previous refuges were subject to abandonment or a re-structuring of land use (Dortch, 1979; Fitzsimmons et
al., 2019). These activities suggest the ability to undertake large-scale movements to mitigate environmental
distress was becoming increasingly difficult and was addressed through diversification of hunter-gathering
behaviours and, at least in part, technological advances and investment (Williams et al. 2015b).

The late Holocene saw significant population increase, with hunter-gatherers reaching their zenith of ~1.2 million
at 0.5 ka, a tenfold increase on Pleistocene levels (Williams 2013). Data suggests that the highest populations during
this time were in the southeast of Australia. Williams et al. (2015b) suggest that this increase was likely a result of
intensification of earlier technological advancements, including hafting technology, plant and seed processing, and
localized landscape management (using fire), allowing climatic downturns to be successfully weathered. These
included strong arid El Nino Southern Oscillation (ENSO) conditions between 4-2 ka, and increasingly turbulent
climatic conditions during the Medieval Climatic Anomaly (1.3-1 ka) (generally wetter) and Little Ice Age (0.3-0.5 ka)
(generally drier) (Williams et al. 2010; 2015b). A result of these denser populations was decreasing freedom of
movement and the formation of strong classificatory kinship systems, complex cultural and symbolic landscapes
based on geographic totemism (the ‘Dreaming’), distinctive graphic art systems, land rights in the form of ritual
property, and formalized exchange networks (Williams et al. 2015b). For the Sydney Basin, these conditions resulted
in a significant increase in the archaeological visibility of past Aboriginal populations, with sites occurring in a much
wider range of locations; and generally indicative of a more intensive use of the landscape.

5.3 The local archaeological record

There is general consistency in the types and distribution of Aboriginal archaeological sites throughout the
Port Jackson estuary, drawing primarily on research undertaken the Port Jackson Archaeological Project
(Attenbrow 1991, 2002). The distribution, density and size of sites are largely dependent on environmental context.
For instance, middens are found in close proximity to marine, estuarine and less often, freshwater bodies. Shellfish
species recorded at individual middens varies according to the location of the site. Most commonly represented
species in the estuarine zones are rock oyster, Sydney cockles, hairy mussel, Hercules whelk, Australian horn shell,
the wink, mud and spiny oyster. The Sydney cockle and mud oyster are now virtually extinct in Port Jackson (Hoskins
2019 p.7). Rockshelters are found in areas of exposed sandstone escarpment and benching, often with pigment art
within, and grinding grooves are found in areas of exposed flat beds of sandstone near water sources. Pecked and
abraded rock engravings are typically found on exposed, flat sandstone that may be on the rocky edges of the
harbour. While extensive development around Sydney Harbour since 1788 has destroyed and disturbed an
unknown number of Aboriginal sites, recent research has demonstrated that many sites still exist around the
harbour.

In their thematic study of Australian rock art sites McDonald and Clayton (2016) note that the Sydney-Hawkesbury
sandstone region (which extends from Wollemi and Yengo National Parks in the north, to the Royal National Park
in the south and the Blue Mountains to the west), is rich in Aboriginal cultural heritage, with a high proportion of
rock art sites. The rock art predominantly consists of pigment art sites in rockshelters and engraving sites on open
horizontal platforms, representing an art tradition dating mostly to the mid-late Holocene (<5,000 years). The
North Sydney’s foreshore contains rockshelters with hand stencils and engravings.
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On Berry Island there is an engraving of a whale or large fish and a nearby hollowed out rock basin with grinding
grooves, and on a sandstone rock platform near Balls Head a whale or large fish is engraved with a human figure
inside. A nearby rockshelter contained the skeleton of a woman and 450 stone artefacts, shellfish food remains was
investigated by Sydney Museum in 1964 and 1971 (Hoskins 2019 p.7).

In the case of the study area, past Aboriginal occupation must be considered within the context of sea level change.
The coastline of Australia has changed considerably during the last 50,000 years, ranging from -125 m below current
levels to +1.5m in the mid Holocene (see Section 3.6). The study area would have been an exposed moderate to
steep slope on the edges of a river valley (now Port Jackson) prior to ~8,000 years ago. Since that time, the study
area and project footprint has been inundated. While this does not necessarily remove cultural materials, there is
a greater chance of loss and/or disturbance from marine processes and activities.

To date, investigation of submerged cultural materials has been limited with research focus only recently shifting
to underwater Aboriginal archaeology in Australia (eg Benjamin et al. 2020). Benjamin et al (2020) undertook
investigations off the northwest coast of Australia and identified stone artefacts surviving on the ocean floor.
Through various observations and indirect sampling provided a story on the past use and depositional history of
the locale prior to sea-level rise in the early Holocene. In NSW, studies have been undertaken at Port Hacking, south
of Sydney, and identified potential rockshelters underwater, although no excavation has occurred to date to
demonstrate the condition or survivability of cultural materials if present (Nutley et al. 2016). Aboriginal objects,
probably eroding from the adjacent riverbank, were also recovered during maritime excavations of the Windsor
Bridge Replacement Project (AAJV, 2021). These retained no stratigraphic context being recovered from historical
units, but typologically could be aligned with a more extensive terrestrial excavation near the site. Based on these
studies, it can be concluded that some types of cultural materials (notably stone artefacts) may survive in
submerged environments, although their condition and context will be heavily reliant on local conditions.

53.1 Previous investigations near the study area

Table 5.1 and Figure 5.1 provides a summary of previous investigations undertaken in the proximity of the study
area.

Table 5.1 Previous studies in the local area
Author Project Distance from Findings
study area

Bowdler 1971 Balls Head: excavation 500 m south- The rockshelter at Balls Head had previously been excavated in 1964
of a rockshelter west during which skeletal remains were uncovered. Bowdler analysed the data
from that excavation which included skeletal remains (female), shell, and
over 450 artefacts. A macropod tooth with traces of vegetable gum was
interpreted as a decoration worn by the deceased in the hairor as a
necklace. The lithic assemblage comprised a high proportion of microliths
of geometric form.

The predominant shell in the midden was rock oyster. The next two
dominant species were the Sydney cockle which reduced in number from
bottom to top and hairy mussels that increased in number from bottom to
top and. Suggesting that as one species became scarcer (nor extinct)
people adapted to what was available.

Bowdler proposes that the Balls Head shelter was predominantly a
maintenance site, where hunting gear was manufactured and repaired
while people subsisted on the easily gathered shellfish.
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Table 5.1 Previous studies in the local area

Author Project

Distance from Findings

study area

JMCHM 2000 Berry Island —salvage
excavation

GML Heritage Loreto Kirribilli —
2017 Aboriginal due diligence
assessment

Comber 2021 Berrys Bay Marina:
maritime archaeological
assessment

Hamptons Environmental Impact
Property Statement
Services 2019

1.2 km north-
west

1.5 km south-
east

Study area

Study area

An Aboriginal skeleton had been uncovered in the rockshelter in 1991. The
excavation uncovered a partial intact shell midden containing estuarine
and rocky shore species and five artefacts.

A visual inspection confirmed that the site has been significantly
landscaped and developed, including terracing and excavation into the
bedrock. It was therefore concluded that the potential for residual natural
soil landscapes is low and that the majority of the site has no Aboriginal
archaeological potential. The study did not find any specific associations
with Aboriginal cultural heritage.

The report focused on historical heritage items and did not address the
issue of potential Aboriginal cultural heritage.

The report concluded that extraction of the piles would result in significant
upheaval of the surrounding sediment which creates a potential for relics,
currently protected in an anerobic environment to be disturbed and in
moving into an oxygenated environment, subject to increased rates of
deterioration. As such they recommended an inspection of the seabed by
an archaeologist following the extraction of the piles.

As the FDD is a floating platform that would be berthed at the shoreline
wharves, impacts to potential maritime archaeology are not anticipated.

Therefore, the ongoing presence of the FDD, or during movements within
the bay would have no impacts on underwater cultural heritage in Berrys
Bay.

The EIS determined that the study area has low Aboriginal significance and
that the proposed activity would not detract from the cultural places,
values, customs, beliefs and traditional knowledge of Aboriginals.
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54 AHIMS data

Heritage NSW maintains the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS), a database of known
and registered Aboriginal sites in NSW. An AHIMS search was undertaken on 6 September 2021 encompassing a 16
km? centred on the study area. The results are summarised in Table 5.2 and Figure 5.2 and provided in full in
Appendix C.

The search identified 105 Aboriginal sites, objects and/or places. Of these, four sites have been destroyed and one
site has been investigated and determined to not be an Aboriginal site. This results in 100 valid sites that remain
within the locale. The recorded sites within the search area are dominated by rockshelters (45%) and shell middens
(36%), with lesser occurrences of other site types. Of these, 24 included art either as engravings and/or pigment,
while 62% included stone artefacts.

Spatially, the sites are concentrated on the lower slopes beside the harbour, particularly on the headlands and along
the riparian corridors of creeks and gullies. Numerous sites are documented at Berry Island, Balls Head Reserve and
Waverton Park — many referenced in Section 5.3.

There are no recorded Aboriginal sites within the study area. The closest registered Aboriginal sites to the study
area consist of three rockshelters with art or middens and two middens, all within Waverton Park.

Table 5.2 Summary of AHIMS site types within the search area
Site type Subcategory Total
Artefact site 5
— Unspecified number of artefacts 4
— Isolated find 1
Middens 38
— middens 13
— midden with artefacts 23
— midden with PAD 1
— midden with burial/s, artefacts 1
Rockshelters 47
— rockshelter 1
— rockshelter with artefacts 1
— rockshelter with midden 4
— rockshelter with midden, artefacts 25
— rockshelter with midden, artefacts, Aboriginal ceremony 1

and Dreaming

— rockshelter with art 6

— rockshelter with art, midden, artefacts 7

— rockshelter with burial/s, midden, artefacts 1

— rockshelter with burial/s, art, midden, artefacts 1
Rock engraving 9
Rock engraving, axe grinding grooves 1
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Table 5.2 Summary of AHIMS site types within the search area

Site type Subcategory Total
PAD 4
Not an Aboriginal site 1
TOTAL 105
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55

Predictive model

Based on the environmental, ethnographic and archaeological context outlined in Sections 3-5, the following
conclusions can therefore be drawn regarding the potential presence and location of Aboriginal sites and/or objects
within the study area:

Rockshelters and/or engravings are common to the region and have been found in nearby parks and
reserves. These are constrained by exposed sandstone geology and outcropping that provide the surfaces
Given the reclaimed nature of the study area and the submerged condition of the project footprint, it is
considered that such sites if present would generally be heavily disturbed.

Occupation deposits containing shell (midden) and stone artefacts either as open sites or within rockshelters
are also common in the region and are most likely to be identified within the study area if present. Given the
reclaimed nature of the study area and the submerged condition of the project footprint, it is considered
that such cultural materials if present would generally be disturbed and/or in secondary contexts.

Traditional Aboriginal burials can occur anywhere in the landscape, but in coastal areas they are most
commonly found within soft, sandy sediment contexts. Burial sites have been historically noted in the region,
and are commonly found within rockshelters. Given the reclaimed nature of the study area and the
submerged condition of the project footprint, it is considered that such burials if present would generally be
disturbed and/or in secondary contexts.

Post-contact occupation deposits and cultural materials from campsites in the mid and late 19t Century may
be present along parts of Berrys Bay foreshore. Given the reclaimed nature of the study area and the
submerged condition of the project footprint, it is considered that such sites if present would generally be
disturbed and/or in secondary contexts.

Other site types are documented in the broader region, but they are considered unlikely to be present within the
study area given the current conditions.
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6 Field investigation

6.1 Key findings

. On-site validation consisted of field survey undertaken by EMM archaeologist, Alan Williams, and
representatives of four registered Aboriginal parties. The field investigations focussed on the study area, with
observations of the project footprint being undertaken from the land. Inspection of the study area from
Larkin Street on the opposite side of Berrys Bay was also undertaken to provide improved understanding of
the cultural landscape.

. No Aboriginal objects, sites or deposits, or their potential to be present were identified during the field
investigation. The Aboriginal participants identified no areas of intangible or cultural value within the study
area. Discussions in relation to cultural landscape did not identify any specific concerns, with the bay already
subject to various development.

. An underwater inspection of the project footprint was undertaken by Comber Consultants Pty Ltd (2021).
This investigation was focussed on maritime and historical features but provided an indication of the
condition of the seabed. While no Aboriginal objects were discernible from the photographs, there is no
evidence of steep relief that may suggest former rockshelter features — the most common site type in the
locale — are present.

6.2 Approach and methods

EMM conducted an archaeological field survey of the project footprint with the assistance of Aboriginal participants
on 27 October 2021. The survey was directed by Dr Alan Williams (EMM archaeologist), with representatives of
Didge Ngunawal Clan (Korri Carroll), Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group (Adam Ring),
Wailwan Aboriginal Group (Nathan Small), and Butucarbin Heritage (Lowanna Wilson).

The survey involved pedestrian inspection of the study area and observations of the project footprint. The primary
aims of the survey were to:

. identify Aboriginal archaeological sites and/or places with the assistance of Aboriginal participants;

. characterise the landscape to aid predictions of archaeological potential and sensitivity;

. identify sites or areas that would require further investigation if planned for development as part of the
project;

. identify sites or areas to be avoided by development, where possible; and

. identify areas with minor or negligible Aboriginal cultural heritage values that hold no constraint for

development.

The archaeological survey and data collection methods followed Section 2.2 of the Code of Practise for the
Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (DECCW 2010). Given the small scale, entirely developed
land surface and submerged nature of the site, general observations rather than formal transects were
documented.

Site recording was completed in accordance with the Code (DECCW 2010a). The course of survey transects were
recorded as tracks on a hand-held non-differential GPS unit, whilst site locations and details were recorded with a
smart phone using site recording forms created by EMM on the Survey123 application for ArcGIS (ESRI© software)
where necessary.
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6.3 Results

The study area is entirely encompassed by a working boat yard and lacked any evidence of natural surfaces or soil
profiles that could be inspected for cultural materials (Plates 6.1-6.3 inclusive). The study area was large flat
landform abounded to the east by steep moderate slopes and vertical cliffs (Plates 6.1 and 6.4) and to the west by
Sydney Harbour (Plates 6.5 and 6.6). The land surface was entirely covered in bitumen or concrete with various
industrial structures, including buildings, cranes, slipways, fencing, etc. At least a portion of the western side of the
study area was an elevated concrete slab situated above the harbour’s surface. The study area was some ~100 x 50
m in size, and could be encompassed within a single north-south transect (Table 6.1).

The eastern edge of the study area was characterised by moderate-steep slopes upon which Johns Street was
situated, and steepening to cliffs in the south (Plate 6.1 and Plate 6.4). The moderate-steep slopes were considered
too steep to be able to retain an intact soil profile, and appears generally disturbed — sandwiched between the
boatyard and Johns Street. A shear sandstone cliff was observed behind several structures to the south of the study
area (Plate 6.7). These appear to have been artificially created as a result of the nearby rail corridor, and retained
no undulations, gaps or overhangs, where a past rockshelter or potential for one to be present was observed.

The project footprint was part of Sydney harbour and encompassed a number of small wharves or jetties situated
on piers rising from the seabed (Plates 6.5 and 6.6). Investigation of the seabed was not feasible as part of the field
investigation (see Section 6.3.1). These were surrounded by numerous large vessels being worked upon in the
boatyard.

No Aboriginal objects, sites or deposits were identified within the study area, nor were they considered likely to be
present given the level of past disturbance on the site; and the reclaimed nature of the site. No remnant vegetation
that may contain cultural modification was observed.

Discussions were undertaken with the Aboriginal representatives both on the study area and at Larkin Street
overlooking the site to explore intangible values and/or cultural landscape (Plate 6.8). None of the representatives
identified any areas of cultural value or concern that they may be present. It was highlighted that the area would
have been used by Aboriginal people for a range of socio-economic activities in the past, along with much of the
harbour foreshore — a finding noted in previous sections of this report. There were no specific issues raised in
relation to potential impacts to the cultural landscape, with many noting that the heavily urbanised nature of the
harbour in this general area had already had irreversible impacts. Further, the boatyard contained a large number
of boats being worked upon with the project footprint, and as such the introduction of the FDD was considered to
align with the already industrial visual impacts present within the site.

Table 6.1 Field survey summary and effective coverage

Survey Unit Landform Survey Unit (m2) Visibility (%) Exposure (%) Effective Effective
Coverage (m2)  Coverage (%)

1 Open 5,000 0 0 0 0

depression/modified

Notes: The study area was entirely covered in hard stands, and as such visibility of the natural surface was 0%.

210732 | RP1 | v3 36



Plate 6.1

The northern portion of the study area looking northeast towards the steep slopes upon
which John Street is situated.

Plate 6.2

210732 | RP1 | v3

The northern portion of the study area looking south across the active boatyard.
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Plate 6.3 The southern portion of the study area looking southeast.

Plate 6.4 The sandstone cliffs evident behind the boatyard, looking east.
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Plate 6.5 One of the proposed wharves proposed for modification to install the FDD, and general
location of the project footprint, looking west.

Plate 6.6 One of the proposed wharves proposed for modification to install the FDD, and general
location of the project footprint, looking west.
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Plate 6.7 A detailed photograph of the sandstone cliff behind the boatyard, and which appears
artificially created, looking north.

Plate 6.8 The study area and proposed project footprint looking east from Larkin Street. Discussions
were undertaken at this site to explore cultural landscape impacts.
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6.3.1 Maritime investigations

Comber Consultants (2021) undertook an underwater investigation of the project footprint as part of the broader
assessment. These works were focussed on European and maritime cultural materials, but David Nutley who
undertook the works is also well versed in the identification of submerged Aboriginal heritage (eg Nutley et al.
2016).

While the identification of discrete cultural materials, such as stone artefacts would not be expected from this
investigation, nor does the photographs allow such interrogation, the inspection nonetheless provides a coarse
understanding of the seabed encompassed by the project footprint. Of note is that the observations and
photographs do not demonstrate any form of significant underwater relief or sandstone escarpment that may
suggest that rockshelters — the most common and significant site type in the locale — would be present in the
footprint (Plate 6.9). Rather, the photographs align with the desktop review of the project footprint that suggest
prior to sea-level change the site would have been a moderate slope overlooking the broader Port Jackson valley.

Further, the observations indicated numerous disturbances were present on the seabed, including loose piles,
girders, shopping trolleys, etc. However, the report concluded that:

Extraction of each pile would be accompanied by upheaval of the surrounding sediment. This creates a
potential for [historical] relics, currently protected in an anerobic environment to be disturbed and to be
moved into an oxygenated environment, subject to abrasion and prone to increased rates of deterioration.
The level of potential impact is assessed as moderate.

Apart from the archaeological inspection following extraction of piles, no additional mitigation measures
are required to protect underwater cultural heritage from berthing of the FDD.

The report ultimately recommends that the seabed is investigated following extraction of the piles to identify and
recovery any cultural materials.

Consideration of the FDD settling the seabed was also undertaken in the report, but considered that the potential
impacts to buried cultural materials was limited. A brief consideration was also given to the European and historical
cultural material within the study area, and considered some potential for isolated relics or items may be present
in the ~5 m of fill present beneath the hard stand.

Plate 6.9 An example of the seabed within the project footprint. (Source: Comber Consultants, 2021).
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6.4 Sites Identified

No Aboriginal objects, sites or deposits were identified within the study area or project footprint.
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7 The archaeological and cultural
resource

The regional archaeological record of Port Jackson is well understood. Both archaeological and more recent
ethnographic records have extensively demonstrated that the harbour formed an important locale for Aboriginal
people for millennia. The types and distribution of Aboriginal archaeological sites throughout Port Jackson, are
dependent on environmental context. Middens are found in close proximity to marine, estuarine and less often,
freshwater bodies. Rockshelters are found in areas of exposed sandstone escarpment and benching, often with
pigment art within. Grinding grooves are found in areas of exposed flat beds of sandstone near water sources.
Pecked and abraded rock engravings are typically found on exposed, flat sandstone that may be on the rocky edges
of the harbour.

The archaeological record of the harbour is dominated by activity over the last few thousand years. While Aboriginal
people are well-documented to have been in the Sydney Basin since at least 36,000 years, there are no sites
documented of this age in Port Jackson. This is probably as a result of sea-level change, with Port Jackson having
been a large river valley until its inundation about 8-9,000 years ago. Areas such as Berrys Bay would have
represented the high ground over-looking this river valley until this time. Areas of older activity may be expected
following water courses within Port Jackson, and which are now underwater and part of the seabed. The
survivability and/or condition of these cultural deposits if present are unknown, with investigations of submerged
cultural material limited in Australia and only few examples in the Sydney Basin.

Early explorer and colonial records do not make specific reference to activities in Berrys Bay, although a range of
socio-economic activities (eg fishing, etc) are documented as occurring along the foreshores of Port Jackson. More
recent activity in Berrys Bay has been documented in the late 19" Century in which an Aboriginal camp was briefly
noted. No further information on its exact location, size, or composition was mentioned however.

A review of the history of the study area suggests that the potential for cultural materials of these past activities
would be limited. Prior to 8,000 years ago, the study area and project footprint would have represented a moderate
slope over-looking the now drowned river valley of Port Jackson. The apparent relief and geomorphology of the site
indicates that rockshelter-type environments were not present, and as such were likely characterised by shallow
soil profiles still found along parts of Port Jackson today. Such soil profiles (and any associated cultural material) are
prone to replacement and loss by natural and anthropogenic processes, which included both the process of
inundation and subsequent marine activities, and the more recent reclamation of the locale in the last hundred
years. After 8,000 years, the project footprint has been submerged, and the study area was also likely inter-tidal
and frequently inundated. Geotechnical information indicates that that some 5 m of fill and overburden is present
on the site as part of reclamation works in the 20t Century. As such, the natural soil profile if present is a significant
depth below the current land surface. A site inspection of the study area reinforces these findings with a heavily
urbanised and modified landscape observed.

Based on these conditions, it is expected that if cultural materials remain, they would be as isolated or disparate
stone artefacts and/or shell found in a secondary context (ie not where it was initially discarded) in the 20t Century
fill materials within the study area and/or the marine sediments in the project footprint. The potential for other
more significant archaeological sites, such as rockshelters (and associated features such as art) or engravings are
considered improbable based on the geomorphology of the site.

Discussions with the registered Aboriginal parties did not identify any parts of the site containing cultural or
intangible values. Reference was made to the general importance and socio-economic use of the harbour in the
past, but no site-specific information was provided. This was similarly the case with the potential impacts of the
culturallandscape, with feedback suggesting that the proposed activity would result in limited change to the already
heavily urbanised harbour foreshore.
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8 Significance assessment

8.1 General

All Aboriginal objects in NSW are protected under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974. It is recognised that
the destruction of sites may be necessary to allow other activities or developments to occur. In order for the consent
authority to make informed decisions on such matters, an important element of cultural resource management is
determining the significance of cultural heritage places and objects to understand what may be lost; and how best
it can be mitigated.

Cultural significance is outlined in Article 1.2 of the Burra Charter - the best practise document for managing cultural
heritage — as ‘aesthetic, historic, scientific, social or spiritual value for past, present or future generations’ (Australia
ICOMOS 2013). These values are reiterated in the NSW guidelines, which determines cultural significance of a place
can be assessed by identifying the values that are present across the subject area and assessing what is important
and why (OEH 2011). In assessing the scientific significance of sites, aspects such as rarity and representativeness and
the integrity must be considered. Generally speaking, a site or object that is rare will have a heightened significance,
although a site that is suitable of conservation as ‘representative’ of its type will also be significant. Conversely an
extremely rare site may no longer be significant if its integrity has been sufficiently compromised.

The criteria adopted for this report are defined in Table 8.1. The management implications of these sites’
significance are discussed in subsequent sections.

Table 8.1 A summary of criteria used to assess the cultural significance (OEH 2011, 8-10)

Criterion Definition

Social value—Does the place have a strong or special Social (or cultural) value refers to the spiritual, traditional,
association with a particular community or cultural group for historical or contemporary associations and attachments the
social, cultural or spiritual reasons? place or area has for Aboriginal people. Social or cultural value is

how people express their connection with a place and the
meaning that place has for them.

Social or cultural value can only be identified through
consultation with Aboriginal people.

Historic value—Is the place important to the cultural or natural Historic value refers to the association of a place with a historically

history of the local area and/or region and/or state? important person, event, phase or activity. Historic places do not
always have physical evidence of their historical importance (such
as structures, planted vegetation or landscape modifications). They
may have ‘shared’ historic values with other (non-Aboriginal)

communities.
Scientific (archaeological) value—Does the place have Scientific (archaeological) value refers to the importance of a
potential to yield information that will contribute to an landscape, area, place or object because of its rarity,
understanding of the cultural or natural history of the local area  representativeness and the extent to which it may contribute to
and/or region and/or state? further understanding and information.

Information about scientific values is gathered through
archaeological investigation undertaken in this report.
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Table 8.1 A summary of criteria used to assess the cultural significance (OEH 2011, 8-10)

Criterion Definition

Aesthetic value—Is the place important in demonstrating Aesthetic value refers to the sensory, scenic, architectural and
aesthetic characteristics in the local, regional, and/or State creative aspects of the place. It is often linked with social value, and
environment? can consider form, scale, colour, texture and material of the fabric

or landscape, and the smell and sounds associated with the place
and its use. This value is only relevant to archaeological sites on only
rare occasions, such as rockshelters that contain art, or culturally
modified trees in prominent positions, etc.

8.2 Statement of significance

The investigations of the study area and project footprint identified no Aboriginal objects, sites or deposits, and
with limited potential for them to be present. The site has been subject to extensive natural and anthropogenic
processes that would have resulted in the disturbance and/or loss of cultural materials if ever present. This includes
the inundation of the study area and project footprint some 8-9,000 years ago, and more recently the reclamation
of portions of the site in the 20t Century.

It is considered that any cultural material (if present) would consist of disparate stone artefacts and/or shell in
secondary contexts, either within the 20t Century fill units and/or marine sediments. While these cultural materials
would represent tangible evidence of past local Aboriginal inhabitants having visited and traversed through the
study area, they would provide limited technological information, come from a disturbed and/or highly active soil
profile, and would therefore be considered to have low archaeological significance.

There is only cursory reference to the use of the locale by Aboriginal people in the post-Contact period. However,
the exact location of an Aboriginal camp in Berrys Bay is unknown, nor the people that lived there. As such, there
is no evidence gathered to date that may suggest the site meets any historical significance thresholds through a
particular individual or event in the past.

Aesthetic significance cannot be applied here, since no sites, places or objects were identified that would require
consideration of this criterion. However, the fact that the study area and project footprint have changed
substantively in the last hundred or so years — including the introduction of =5 m of fill — would suggest it unlikely
that any cultural materials if found would have an aesthetic value.

Discussions with the registered Aboriginal parties did not identify any cultural values associated with the study area
and project footprint.
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9 Impact assessment

9.1 Key findings

. The proposed activity includes the removal of seven mooring poles and several wharves, and the
establishment of a FDD on the surface of Berrys Bay. As such, the potential for impacts to undisturbed soil
profiles is considered unlikely.

. No cultural materials have been identified within the proposed activity area. If present, cultural material may
be exposed as a result of the extrusion of the mooring poles and wharf supports and the resulting disturbance
of marine sediment, a probable area of ~33 m2.

. No intangible or cultural values have been identified within or near the study area that would be adversely
affected.

. The project is considered to result in no intergenerational/cumulative loss to material culture.

9.2 Project impacts

The proposed activity within the study area and project footprint would involve the removal of various extant
infrastructure and the establishment of a FDD on the surface of Berrys Bay (Section 1.3). In terms of physical
disturbance to the existing soil profiles (whether marine sediments or fill units depending on location), this would
be limited to the works necessary to remove the seven mooring poles and the wharf supports. Assuming each pole
requires a 1 m? footprint to allow extrusion, some 33 poles or a total of ~33 m? of disturbance may be expected. All
other activities are proposed to be constrained to existing structures (eg fenders attached to the current hard stand)
and would result in no impacts to the under-lying natural/historical deposits.

Operationally, the FDD is not proposed to touch the seafloor. Should inadvertent interaction or grounding occur,
additional impact to the marine sediments of ~1,170 m? may occur. Such impacts would likely be constrained to
the surface and/or near-surface portion of the seabed, which are currently subject to extensive natural processes
currently (eg terrigenous inputs and mixing).

9.3 Potential Aboriginal heritage impact

Based on the available information, no Aboriginal objects, sites or deposits have been identified within the study
area or project footprint. It is considered that there is limited potential for disparate stone artefacts and/or cultural
shell to be present in these areas given the historical development and use of the locale. These would be in
disturbed and/or active soil profiles, and as such their movement would have limited to no impact to their
significance.

In the case of direct impacts, the works would be limited to the removal or extrusion of the seven moor piles and
several wharf supports, some ~33 m?, from the seabed. The removal of these piles would affect the surrounding
sediment, and which may expose cultural materials if present. Typical stone artefact densities in the Port Jackson
region range from 5-20/m?, and this may indicate that between 165-660 artefacts could be adversely affected. This
value would increase to ~1,203 m? or 6-24,000 artefacts should the FDD interact with the seabed. Although these
values assume a substantial occupation site within the project footprint, which based on available information from
the locale and site itself is considered unlikely.

There are not considered to be any indirect impacts from the proposed activity.

210732 | RP1 | v3 47



The establishment of the FDD would not result in any adverse impacts to any identified Aboriginal objects, sites or
places, all of which are several hundred metres from the study area. The FDD is being considered from a visual
impact perspective elsewhere, but the impacts to the cultural landscape are considered negligible given the current
urbanisation of the study area and its immediate surrounds. The current replacement of a large number of
accumulated boats moored along the boatyard edge for a single comparable sized structure would result in no
substantive change to the current cultural landscape of the bay.

No intangible or cultural values were identified within the study area. As such there would be no impact by the
proposed activity to these values.

9.4 Inter-generational equity

Intergenerational equity is the principle whereby the current generation should ensure the health, diversity and
longevity of the environment for the benefit of future society. For Aboriginal heritage management,
intergenerational equity can be considered primarily in terms of the cumulative impacts to Aboriginal objects, sites
and/or places in a region. If few Aboriginal objects and places remain in a region (e.g. due to development impacts),
there are fewer opportunities for future generations of Aboriginal people and the broader community to enjoy the
cultural benefits. Information about the integrity, rarity and representativeness of the Aboriginal objects, sites and
places that may be impacted, and how they inform the past visitation and occupation of land by Aboriginal people,
are relevant to the consideration of intergenerational equity and the understanding of the cumulative impacts of a
project.

As outlined in Section 9.3, the proposed activity are at least partially or entirely within areas of existing disturbance
and/or active submerged sediments where there is a low likelihood of significant cultural material being present. If
present, these artefacts would be within a secondary context and would be considered of low significance.

Overall, it is therefore considered that the project would have negligible intergenerational loss to the Aboriginal
objects and/or areas of cultural value.
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10 Management and recommendations

10.1  Key findings

. The ACHA concludes that no Aboriginal objects, sites or deposits have been identified within the study area
or project footprint. It is considered that if present, cultural materials would reflect isolated or disparate
stone artefacts and/or shell in a secondary context (either in marine sediments and/or introduced fill) and
be of low significance. No intangible or cultural values, nor cultural landscape, was considered to be present
or adversely affected by the proposed activity.

. The absence of identified cultural material and the location of potential impact areas in submerged
environments limits the management and recommendations that can be applied to the project.
Recommendations include the need for inspection of the seabed on removal of the extraction of the piles to
determine whether cultural materials are present, and liaise with Heritage NSW on their management if
identified.

10.2 Management Strategy

This ACHA process, which included consultation with the Aboriginal community via an on-site meeting and
inspection, identified no Aboriginal objects, sites or deposits within the study area. Based on available information,
we find that prior to 8,000 years ago, the study area was a gentle to moderate slope over-looking a river valley. This
environmental context is not conducive to extensive past use by Aboriginal people, nor to the survivability of
cultural materials if present. After 8,000 years ago, the study area was inundated by rising sea-levels, which would
have resulted in disturbance and mixing of the former land-surface both through the mechanical process of
submergence, and subsequent marine processes. The project footprint would have been, and remains, submerged
under 3-8 m of water, while the eastern portion of the study area was probably inter-tidal until subject to
reclamation in the early 20t Century.

Based on the regional archaeological record of Port Jackson, Aboriginal sites are dominated by rockshelters and/or
shell middens, both found with various densities of stone artefacts. Where sandstone plateaus or rock platforms
are present, engraved art is also well documented. A review of the study area suggests that there would be limited
potential for these types of sites, either prior to, or after, 8,000 years ago. The bathymetry of the site (ie underwater
topography), does not suggest any flat or steep relief where engravings or rockshelter features may be expected,
while the majority of shell midden sites along the harbour foreshore formed only in the last few thousand years
when the study area was entirely or regularly underwater; and therefore such sites would probably have been
upslope and out of the water. However, it cannot be discounted that disparate stone artefacts and/or shell are
present within the study area from earlier sites being reworked through inundation and/or subsequent marine
processes, or through discard near the foreshore in the past. There is also some potential for more recent cultural
materials from a 19™ Century Aboriginal camp in Berrys Bay, although its location is unknown. As such, it is
concluded that there is a very low potential for disparate stone artefacts, shell and/or more recent cultural materials
to be found in the marine sediments in the project footprint and/or the 20t Century fill units beneath the boatyard
itself.

In NSW, harm or destruction of cultural materials is only permissible where an Aboriginal heritage impact permit
(AHIP) has been obtained from Heritage NSW. This permit issued under Section 90 of the National Parks and Wildlife
Act 1974, allows for a proponent to destroy or relocate cultural materials. The AHIP usually comes with various
mitigation conditions, such as cultural material collection, archaeological excavation and/or monitoring. To apply
for an AHIP, however, an Aboriginal object, site or deposit must be identified. Since no cultural materials have been
identified, and it is considered improbable that they would be present, an AHIP cannot be sought for this project
currently.
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In addition, further characterisation of the deposits to identify cultural materials at this time is not feasible. Given
the only proposed disturbance to the soil profile (whether the submerged seabed or fill units under the boatyard)
is the extrusion of a number of mooring piles and wharf supports, any form of archaeological excavations could
only be undertaken once development had commenced (ie to investigate the area of the mooring pile, the mooring
pile would need to be removed). While archaeological excavations could be undertaken around the mooring piles,
this would arguably result in significantly more impact than the extrusion from the development activity itself; and
it would further have the risk of de-stabilising the piles’ foundations. It is also highlighted that to date underwater
investigations for Aboriginal cultural materials has had little application across Australia, and met with limited
success.

Given these current constraints, it is recommended that inspection of the seabed within the project footprint is
undertaken during and/or after the proposed activity to identify cultural materials if present. If cultural material is
identified, its management and any necessary approvals should be discussed with Heritage NSW and the registered
Aboriginal parties. This may include the need for additional approval and mitigation measures, such as collection
and analysis of the cultural materials, and/or the sieving of any dredged or recovered marine sediments through
the works.

10.3 Recommendations
Based on the findings of the ACHA, the following recommendations are proposed:

. It is considered that there is a low risk of Aboriginal objects, sites or deposits being present within the study
area. In the unlikely event that cultural materials are present, they would likely consist of isolated or low
density stone artefact sites and/or shell material in a secondary context (either in active marine sediments
or 20t Century fill units) and be of low significance. As such, it is considered that the development may
proceed with caution.

. To ensure no inadvertent impacts to cultural materials occur and/or manage them if present, underwater
inspection of the works should be undertaken at the completion of the extrusion of mooring piles and wharf
supports. The inspection should specifically investigate the presence of stone artefacts and shell material.
Where cultural materials are encountered, they should be flagged/recorded in place, and liaison with
Heritage NSW and the RAPs undertaken to determine subsequent steps. This may include the need for
further approvals, such as an Aboriginal heritage impact permit (AHIP), and additional mitigation measures
such as recovery of the cultural material and/or sieving of extruded material for additional cultural material.

. Consideration should be given to the development of an Aboriginal interpretation strategy to explore
opportunities for acknowledging and celebrating Aboriginal heritage of the study area.

. If human skeletal material less than 100 years old is discovered, the Coroners Act 2009 requires that all works
should cease and the NSW Police and the NSW Coroner’s Office should be contacted. Traditional Aboriginal
burials (older than 100 years) are protected under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 and should not
be disturbed. Interpreting the age and nature of skeletal remains is a specialist field and an appropriately
skilled archaeologist or physical anthropologist should therefore be contacted to inspect the find and
recommend an appropriate course of action. Should the skeletal material prove to be archaeological
Aboriginal remains, notification of Heritage NSW and the Local Aboriginal Land Council will be required.
Notification should also be made to the Commonwealth Minister for the Environment, under the provisions
of the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984.

. Consultation should be maintained with the RAPs during the finalisation of the assessment process and
throughout the project.

. A copy of the final ACHA should be lodged with AHIMS and provided to each of the RAPs.
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. Where the heritage consultant changes through the project, suitable hand over should be undertaken to
ensure no loss or mistranslation of the intent of the information, findings and future steps in heritage
management occur.

. Where the heritage consultant changes through the project, suitable hand over should be undertaken to
ensure no loss or mistranslation of the intent of the information, findings and future steps in heritage
management occur.
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Ecologically sustainable development
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hectare

International Council on Monuments and Sites
Indurated mudstone/tuff/chert

thousands of years ago (eg 1,000 = 1 ka)

kilometres

Local Aboriginal Land Council

Local Environmental Plan

Local Government Area

metres

square metres

millimetres

New South Wales
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OEH
PAD
RAP

SEARs

TP

Office of Environment and Heritage, now DPIE
Potential archaeological deposit

Registered Aboriginal Party

Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements
Tonne

Test pit
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Glossary

Many of these definitions have been taken from the Code of Practice for archaeological investigation of
Aboriginal objects in NSW (DECCW 2010).

Aboriginal object: A physical manifestation of past Aboriginal activity. The legal term is defined in the National
Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 section 5 as: any deposit, object or material evidence (not being a handicraft made for
sale) relating to the Aboriginal habitation of the area that comprises New South Wales, being habitation before or
concurrent with (or both) the occupation of that area by persons of non-Aboriginal extraction, and includes
Aboriginal remains.

Typical examples include stone artefacts, grinding grooves, Aboriginal rock shelters which by definition include
physical evidence of occupation, midden shell, hearths, stone arrangements and other landscape features which
derive from past Aboriginal activity.

Archaeological survey: A method of data collection for Aboriginal heritage assessment. It involved a survey team
walking over the land in a systematic way, recording information. Activities are not invasive or destructive.

Aboriginal culturally modified tree: A tree of sufficient age to have been mature at the time of traditional Aboriginal
hunter-gatherer life and therefore generally of more than 220 years ago with evidence of bark or cambium wood
removal for the purpose of implement manufacture, footholds, bark sheet removal for shelter, or extraction of
animals or other food. Care must be taken to distinguish Aboriginal scars from the much more common natural
causes of branch tear, insect attack, animal impact, lightning strike and dieback. Culturally modified tree recognition
guidelines exist to distinguish these features. Naturally scarred trees are often misidentified as Aboriginal culturally
modified trees.

Aboriginal site: The location where a person in the present day can observe one or more Aboriginal objects. The
boundaries of a site are limited to the extent of the observed evidence. In the context of this report a ‘site’ does
not include the assumed extent of unobserved Aboriginal objects (such as archaeological deposit). Different
archaeologists can have varying definitions of a ‘site’ and may use the term to reflect the assumed extent of past
Aboriginal activity beyond visible Aboriginal objects. Such use of the term risks defining all of Australia as a single
‘site’.

Aboriginal stone artefact: A stone object with morphological features derived from past Aboriginal activity such as
intentional fracture, abrasion or impact. Artefacts are distinguished by morphology and context. Typically flaked
stone artefacts are distinguished from naturally broken stone by recognition of clear marginal fracture initiation
(typically herzian/conchoidal or wedging initiation) on highly siliceous stone types which can often be exotic to the
area. Care must be taken to distinguish modern broken stone in machine impacted contexts and therefore context
must be carefully considered as well as morphology.

Aggradation: a term used in geology for the increase in land elevation, typically in a river system, due to the
deposition of sediment.

AHIMS: Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System — a computer software system employed by the
Office of Environment and Heritage to manage many aspects of Aboriginal site recording and permitting. AHIMS
includes an Aboriginal sites database which can be accessed via an internet portal.

Archaeological deposit: Aboriginal objects occurring in one or more soil strata. The most common form of
archaeological deposit relates to the presence of a single conflated layer of Aboriginal stone artefacts worked into
the topsoil through bioturbation.
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Backed artefact: A thin flake or blade-flake that has been shaped by secondary flaking (retouch) along one lateral
margin. The retouched margin is typically steep and bipolar to form a blunt ‘back’ in the manner of a modern scalpel
blade. Distinctive symmetrical and asymmetrical forms are typically found called geometric microliths and Bondi
points respectively. A thick symmetrical form, called an Elouera, is typically the size of a mandarin segment.

Bioturbation: is the reworking of soils and sediments by animals or plants. Its effects include changing texture of
sediments (diagenetic), bioirrigation and displacement of microorganisms and non-living particles.

Bipolar flaking: Where the stone to be worked is rested on an anvil or other stone before being hit by the
hammerstone. This results in the presence of negative flake scars on both ends of the core.

Bondi point: See backed artefact definition.

Brown podosols: Topsoils have loamy textures. A2 horizons are common, there is a clear boundary onto the B
horizon. They have a sandy clay to heavy clay texture (typically occur on upper and mid-slopes).

Chocolate Soils: Soils that are typically formed in a basaltic parent material where slope or bedrock strata influence
drainage. Surface horizons comprise loam, clay loam or silty clay loam. There is a gradual boundary to a brown or
brownish black B horizon. There is no A2 horizons.

Conchoidal: A term used in relation to fracture surfaces on Aboriginal stone artefacts - bulb-like in the manner of a
bulbous protrusion on a bivalve shell.

Elouera: See backed artefact definition.

Eraillure scar: The small flake scar on the dorsal side of a flake next to the platform. It is the result of rebounding
force during percussion flaking.

Exposure: estimates the area with a likelihood of revealing buried artefacts or deposits, not just an observation of
the amount of bare ground.

Geometric microlith: See backed artefact definition.

Grinding grooves: Grinding grooves typically derive from the sharpening of stone hatchet heads on sandstone rock.
Grooves appear as elliptical depressions of around 25 cm length with smooth bases. Although mostly occurring in
association with water to wash the abraded stone dust away from the groove, such sites have been recorded away
from water. Narrow grooves or broad abraded areas may occur less commonly and may be derived from spear
sharpening or other grinding activities.

Haematite: a pigment featured in ochre used for tinting with a permanent colour.
Holocene: A period of time generally 10,000 years, which marks the end of the last ice age, to the present.
Igneous: relating to or involving volcanic or plutonic processes.

Indurated mudstone/tuff (IMT): the fine textured, very hard, yellowish, orange, reddish-brown or grey rocks from
which stone artefacts are made.

Isotropic: Having a physical property that has the same value when measured in different directions. In relation to
stone used for stone tools a fracture path is not hindered by layer boundaries or other favoured plane of cleavage.

Keeping place: A room or facility with the express and exclusive purpose of storing Aboriginal cultural heritage
materials with accompanying documentation in a secure and accessible manner which protects their cultural
heritage values.
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Knapping: This term is used in reference to stone tool production. Specifically it relates to the production and
shaping of a block of stone (eg a cobble) into a stone tool. The process is called knapping, while the individual
undertaking the task is often called a knapper. A knapping floor or event often referenced in the literature relates
to an archaeological deposit, usually of high densities of stone artefacts, where researcher’s believe this process
has occurred in a given locale.

Krasnozems: Mainly loams, clay loams and silty clay loams with a clear or gradual boundary to a dark reddish brown
B horizon. Clays are typically light to medium and occasionally heavy.

Lithosols: Soils that have little or no profile development. They occur on steep slopes and are usually shallow and
are left mainly as uncleared native bushland.

Microlith: Very small fragments of flakes retouched into geometric shapes and usually present on tools like barbed
spears, arrows and sickles.

Midden: A collection of shells and associated economic remains resulting from Aboriginal food gathering and
processing activity. Middens comprise shellfish remains of consistent size in a rich dark earth matrix commonly
associated with stone artefacts, fish bone and animal bone although shells are commonly the most obtrusive
element.

Open stone artefact site/stone artefact site: An unenclosed area where Aboriginal stone artefacts occur — typically
exposed from a topsoil archaeological deposit by erosion. Typically the term is used to refer to two or more artefacts
although this is an arbitrary distinction. A general ‘rule of thumb’ boundary definition employed by archaeologists
is that artefacts or features more than 50 m apart are regarded as separate sites, however there is no theoretical
imperative dictating such as rule. (The 50 m separation rule is used for the most part in EMM’s work).

Pirri point: A leaf-shaped stone implement with unifacial retouch extending from the lateral margins to a central
keel running the length of the dorsal surface.

Pleistocene: A period of time 2.6 million years ago to 10,000 years ago. Reference to ‘Pleistocene sites’ generally
means reference to sites older than 10,000 years.

Podosols: Soils with accumulations of organic matter, iron and aluminium. They are usually sand textured to depth.
Yellow and red podosols are generally acid neutral. Yellow podosols have coarse to medium textured A horizons.

Point cluster: A group of GPS points used to identify the locations of individual artefacts in the field.

Potential Archaeological Deposit (PAD): An area where there is an inferred presence of Aboriginal objects in the
soil based on the environmental context which is typically associated with discovery of Aboriginal objects in
analogous areas. This is not strictly a ‘site’ type, although AHIMS records it as such for the purpose of associating
Aboriginal heritage Impact Permits with geographical areas.

Red podosols: Podosols with a pronounced texture contrast and clear to abrupt boundaries between A and B
horizons. A2 is often massive and gravelly.

Retouch: The modification of the edges of a flake or tool by the removal of a series of small flakes.

Siliceous Sands: Sands that are usually found on coarse-grained sandstones and in sandstone colluvium. They are
often sandstone outcrops present in the landscape. The topsoil has a loamy sand to light sandy clay.

Scarp: a steep slope characterised by outcropping bedrock. In this report, scarp refers to a combination of landform
elements including scarp foot slopes, scarps, and cliff lines where outcropping sandstone is present in the landscape
10% and above.
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Spit/s: This term reflects an arbitrary unit of depth that archaeologists excavate when lacking evidence of a
stratigraphy within the soil profile. Commonly, archaeologists remove vertical intervals of 5, 10 or 20cm, each
representing a spit, down the soil profile. Through this process, archaeologists can determine the depth at which
archaeological materials are found, even in soil profiles with no clear divisions or boundaries.

Spur: the lateral crests of land that descend from the summit of hills or ridges. Spurs typically extend, with
decreasing elevation, closer to streams and valley floors than the main crest of a hill.

Taphonomic: the events and processes, such as burial in sediment, leading to the degradation, decomposition or
preservation of objects.

Thumbnail scraper: A thumbnail sized thin flake with steep unidirectional retouch or use-wear around a convex
working edge.

Transect: A sample unit which is walking line or corridor across the study area.

Upsidence: phenomena that occurs when mining approaches and undermines river valleys. It can result in cracking
and buckling of river beds and rock bars and localised loss of water flow.

Visibility: The amount of bare ground on exposures which might reveal artefacts or other archaeological materials.

Yellow earths: predominantly sandy-textured soils with earthy porous fabric, weak profile differentiation and
gradual or diffuse boundaries except for the darker Al horizon.

Yellow podosols: Podosols which typically occur on the upper slopes of steep landscapes and on the mid to lower
slopes of others. The A2 soil horizon is present in most profiles and the boundary change to the B horizon is generally
clear. The B horizon is typically sandy clay to heavy clay.
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Appendix A

Legislative context




A.l Commonwealth

A.1.1  Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984

The Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984 preserves and protects areas (especially
sacred or intangible sites) and places of particular significance to Aboriginal people from damage or destruction.
Steps necessary for the protection of a threatened place are outlined in a gazetted Ministerial Declaration (Sections
9 and 10 of the Act). Section 9 provides temporary protection while the site is investigated, while Section 10 provide
permanent protection. Once provided these protections, no further activities can be undertaken on the site.

In addition, the Act also protects objects by Declaration, notably Aboriginal skeletal remains (Section 12 of the Act).
This can be applied at a State level where a State is unwilling or unable to provide such protection.

A.1.2  Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999

The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 provides for protection of natural and cultural
heritage places. The Act establishes a National Heritage List (NHL) and a Commonwealth Heritage List (CHL) upon
which places of natural or cultural significance can be listed. Sites at a national level and can be in public or private
ownership. The CHL is limited to places owned by the Commonwealth, and most frequently encompass Department
of Defence sites. Sites and places listed on the NHL are considered to be of State and local heritage value, even if
they are not listed or documented as such at a State level.

The values of sites and places on the NHL/ CHL are protected under this Act. The Act requires that the Minister
administering the Act assess any action which has, will have, or is likely to have, a significant impact on the heritage
values. Where relevant, a referral is made to the relevant Commonwealth Department, and either approval,
approval with controls, or rejection of the proposed action is determined.

A.1.3  Native Title Act 1993

The Native Title Act 1993 provides recognition and protection for native title. The Act establishes the managing
body, National Native Title Tribunal, who administers native title claims to rights and interests over lands and waters
by Aboriginal people. It also administers the future act processes that allow proponents to identify and manage
potential native title issues for a given activity on a site where a claim has yet to be made or finalised. Typically, the
provisions of this Act can only be applied to Crown land.

In addition, the Act provides for Indigenous Land Use Agreements (ILUA), which is an agreement between a native
title group and others about the use and management of land and waters. ILUAs were introduced as a result of
amendments to the Act in 1998. They allow people to negotiate flexible and bipartisan agreements to suit their
particular circumstances often circumventing lengthy timeframes associated with the native title process. An ILUA
can be negotiated over areas where native title has, or has not yet, been determined. They can be part of a broader
determination or settled separately.

Where activities are occurring in areas subject to this Act, there is potential for native title claimants (if determined)
to seek compensation for any impact that the works have had upon their rights outlined in the claim (access to land,
hunting, fishing, etc). Under Section 24FA of the Act, an applicant undertaking work can seek a ‘future act’
protection that will effectively extinguish native title of the identified area. This process requires the notification of
the application, and liaison with any identified Aboriginal parties, and can result in an ILUA in some situations. This
process requires several months to complete.
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A.2 State
A.2.1  Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979

The Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) is the over-arching Act that dictates the nature
of assessment and management of the environment during a development project, and within which heritage forms
a component. It requires that environmental and heritage impacts are considered by consent authorities prior to
granting development approvals.

The Act has two main approval pathways within which heritage needs to be considered. Generally for smaller scale
(either financially or spatially), Parts 4 (Division 4.1) and 5 (Division 5.1) of the Act are implemented. Part 4 requires
that a proponent submits a Development Application (DA) to local council for a given development, and within this
document a consideration of Aboriginal and historical heritage is required. The specific nature of the assessment is
usually determined at a pre-DA meeting with the council, and in relation to the relevant heritage Acts. Where
Aboriginal heritage is identified as an issue, the DA may become Integrated Development, whereby the State
government, Heritage NSW, is also required to review and provide comments on the DA prior to its issue. Part 5 of
the Act is a similar process, but only relates to approvals developed and issued by State government departments.
Each State government department has their own internal approach to considering environmental issues, but
ultimately must develop a Review of Environmental Factors (REF), which is comparable to a DA, and which requires
consideration and management of heritage. Similarly where heritage is identified as an issue, liaison with relevant
State consent authorities and approvals under other Acts may still be required.

The other approval pathway relates to State Significant Development and/or Infrastructure (Parts 4.7 and 5.2,
respectively). These processes require an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to be developed for a project and
assessed currently by the Heritage NSW. Importantly, the SSD and SSI processes turns off a number of pieces of
other legislation, including parts of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974. In the case of Aboriginal heritage, both
the assessment and approval for harm are dictated by the Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements
(SEARs) outlining the contents and scope of the EIS, and the Project Approval that dictates controls on how a
development should proceed.

A.2.2 National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974

The National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act) provides protection for Aboriginal objects and places across
NSW:

. An Aboriginal object is defined as: Any deposit, object or material evidence (not being a handicraft made for
sale) relating to the Aboriginal habitation of the area that comprises New South Wales, being habitation
before or concurrent with (or both) the occupation of that area by persons of non-Aboriginal extraction, and
includes Aboriginal remains.

. An Aboriginal place is: any place declared to be an Aboriginal place under section 84. This is a very specific
piece of legislation that provides process and management of Aboriginal sites of cultural, but not necessarily

scientific, values. They are commonly, but not always associated with intangible values.

. any place declared to be an Aboriginal place by the Minister for the Environment, under Section 84 of the
Act.

Heritage NSW provides a series of guidelines as a framework for identifying and managing Aboriginal heritage and
the cultural heritage interests of Aboriginal parties within development planning contexts.
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These consist of two main documents: i) a due diligence that is a first step in identifying whether or not a proposed
activity has a risk of harming Aboriginal objects; and an Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment (ACHA) that forms
a more detailed investigation of the Aboriginal objects within an area, and provides the necessary documentation
for Heritage NSW when considering approvals if required.

Aboriginal objects, whether recorded or as yet undiscovered, are afforded statutory protection under the National
Parks and Wildlife Act 1974. Under Section 86 of the Act it is an offence to disturb, destroy or deface Aboriginal
objects without the approval of the Director General of the Department of Premier and Cabinet, Heritage NSW
(formerly the Office of Environment and Heritage [OEH]). This approval is usually in the form of an
Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP), which are outlined in Section 90 of the Act. A breach of Section 86 of the
National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 could result in prosecution and fines in excess of $1 million.

To obtain an AHIP, certain assessment and documentation must be provided to Heritage NSW for their
consideration. Once satisfied, they may endorse an AHIP to harm cultural heritage either conditionally or
unconditionally. They can also refuse an application as outlined in Section 90C of the Act, and which can be appealed
in accordance with Section 90L.

A.2.3  Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983

The Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 provides process and protocols for the transfer of vacant Crown land ownership
to a Local Aboriginal Land Council, where the land is not for an essential purpose or for residential land. These lands
are then managed and maintained by the Local Aboriginal Land Council.

For the purposes of this report, the Act is primarily important to inform relevant Aboriginal communities for
consultation; and where Crown land forms part of the development area, this may require additional liaison with
the LALC as a potential, or existing, landowner.

210732 | RP1 | v3 A4



Appendix A

Legislative context




A.l Commonwealth

A.1.1  Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984

The Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984 preserves and protects areas (especially
sacred or intangible sites) and places of particular significance to Aboriginal people from damage or destruction.
Steps necessary for the protection of a threatened place are outlined in a gazetted Ministerial Declaration (Sections
9 and 10 of the Act). Section 9 provides temporary protection while the site is investigated, while Section 10 provide
permanent protection. Once provided these protections, no further activities can be undertaken on the site.

In addition, the Act also protects objects by Declaration, notably Aboriginal skeletal remains (Section 12 of the Act).
This can be applied at a State level where a State is unwilling or unable to provide such protection.

A.1.2  Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999

The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 provides for protection of natural and cultural
heritage places. The Act establishes a National Heritage List (NHL) and a Commonwealth Heritage List (CHL) upon
which places of natural or cultural significance can be listed. Sites at a national level and can be in public or private
ownership. The CHL is limited to places owned by the Commonwealth, and most frequently encompass Department
of Defence sites. Sites and places listed on the NHL are considered to be of State and local heritage value, even if
they are not listed or documented as such at a State level.

The values of sites and places on the NHL/ CHL are protected under this Act. The Act requires that the Minister
administering the Act assess any action which has, will have, or is likely to have, a significant impact on the heritage
values. Where relevant, a referral is made to the relevant Commonwealth Department, and either approval,
approval with controls, or rejection of the proposed action is determined.

A.1.3  Native Title Act 1993

The Native Title Act 1993 provides recognition and protection for native title. The Act establishes the managing
body, National Native Title Tribunal, who administers native title claims to rights and interests over lands and waters
by Aboriginal people. It also administers the future act processes that allow proponents to identify and manage
potential native title issues for a given activity on a site where a claim has yet to be made or finalised. Typically, the
provisions of this Act can only be applied to Crown land.

In addition, the Act provides for Indigenous Land Use Agreements (ILUA), which is an agreement between a native
title group and others about the use and management of land and waters. ILUAs were introduced as a result of
amendments to the Act in 1998. They allow people to negotiate flexible and bipartisan agreements to suit their
particular circumstances often circumventing lengthy timeframes associated with the native title process. An ILUA
can be negotiated over areas where native title has, or has not yet, been determined. They can be part of a broader
determination or settled separately.

Where activities are occurring in areas subject to this Act, there is potential for native title claimants (if determined)
to seek compensation for any impact that the works have had upon their rights outlined in the claim (access to land,
hunting, fishing, etc). Under Section 24FA of the Act, an applicant undertaking work can seek a ‘future act’
protection that will effectively extinguish native title of the identified area. This process requires the notification of
the application, and liaison with any identified Aboriginal parties, and can result in an ILUA in some situations. This
process requires several months to complete.

210732 | RP1 | v1 A2



A.2 State
A.2.1  Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979

The Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) is the over-arching Act that dictates the nature
of assessment and management of the environment during a development project, and within which heritage forms
a component. It requires that environmental and heritage impacts are considered by consent authorities prior to
granting development approvals.

The Act has two main approval pathways within which heritage needs to be considered. Generally for smaller scale
(either financially or spatially), Parts 4 (Division 4.1) and 5 (Division 5.1) of the Act are implemented. Part 4 requires
that a proponent submits a Development Application (DA) to local council for a given development, and within this
document a consideration of Aboriginal and historical heritage is required. The specific nature of the assessment is
usually determined at a pre-DA meeting with the council, and in relation to the relevant heritage Acts. Where
Aboriginal heritage is identified as an issue, the DA may become Integrated Development, whereby the State
government, Heritage NSW, is also required to review and provide comments on the DA prior to its issue. Part 5 of
the Act is a similar process, but only relates to approvals developed and issued by State government departments.
Each State government department has their own internal approach to considering environmental issues, but
ultimately must develop a Review of Environmental Factors (REF), which is comparable to a DA, and which requires
consideration and management of heritage. Similarly where heritage is identified as an issue, liaison with relevant
State consent authorities and approvals under other Acts may still be required.

The other approval pathway relates to State Significant Development and/or Infrastructure (Parts 4.7 and 5.2,
respectively). These processes require an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to be developed for a project and
assessed currently by the Heritage NSW. Importantly, the SSD and SSI processes turns off a number of pieces of
other legislation, including parts of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974. In the case of Aboriginal heritage, both
the assessment and approval for harm are dictated by the Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements
(SEARs) outlining the contents and scope of the EIS, and the Project Approval that dictates controls on how a
development should proceed.

A.2.2 National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974

The National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act) provides protection for Aboriginal objects and places across
NSW:

. An Aboriginal object is defined as: Any deposit, object or material evidence (not being a handicraft made for
sale) relating to the Aboriginal habitation of the area that comprises New South Wales, being habitation
before or concurrent with (or both) the occupation of that area by persons of non-Aboriginal extraction, and
includes Aboriginal remains.

. An Aboriginal place is: any place declared to be an Aboriginal place under section 84. This is a very specific
piece of legislation that provides process and management of Aboriginal sites of cultural, but not necessarily

scientific, values. They are commonly, but not always associated with intangible values.

. any place declared to be an Aboriginal place by the Minister for the Environment, under Section 84 of the
Act.

Heritage NSW provides a series of guidelines as a framework for identifying and managing Aboriginal heritage and
the cultural heritage interests of Aboriginal parties within development planning contexts.

210732 | RP1 | v1 A3



These consist of two main documents: i) a due diligence that is a first step in identifying whether or not a proposed
activity has a risk of harming Aboriginal objects; and an Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment (ACHA) that forms
a more detailed investigation of the Aboriginal objects within an area, and provides the necessary documentation
for Heritage NSW when considering approvals if required.

Aboriginal objects, whether recorded or as yet undiscovered, are afforded statutory protection under the National
Parks and Wildlife Act 1974. Under Section 86 of the Act it is an offence to disturb, destroy or deface Aboriginal
objects without the approval of the Director General of the Department of Premier and Cabinet, Heritage NSW
(formerly the Office of Environment and Heritage [OEH]). This approval is usually in the form of an
Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP), which are outlined in Section 90 of the Act. A breach of Section 86 of the
National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 could result in prosecution and fines in excess of $1 million.

To obtain an AHIP, certain assessment and documentation must be provided to Heritage NSW for their
consideration. Once satisfied, they may endorse an AHIP to harm cultural heritage either conditionally or
unconditionally. They can also refuse an application as outlined in Section 90C of the Act, and which can be appealed
in accordance with Section 90L.

A.2.3  Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983

The Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 provides process and protocols for the transfer of vacant Crown land ownership
to a Local Aboriginal Land Council, where the land is not for an essential purpose or for residential land. These lands
are then managed and maintained by the Local Aboriginal Land Council.

For the purposes of this report, the Act is primarily important to inform relevant Aboriginal communities for
consultation; and where Crown land forms part of the development area, this may require additional liaison with
the LALC as a potential, or existing, landowner.

210732 | RP1 | v1 A4



Appendix B

Aboriginal consultation




B.1 Consultation log and communications record
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Aboriginal Consultation Requirements for Proponents (DECCW 2010)*

Project Name: 6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA Project #: E210732
OUTGOING /
DATE INCOMING ORGANISATION CONTACT MADE BY CONTACTTO CONTACT TYPE |COMMENTS
1-Sep-21 Outgoing All agencies Taylar Reid (EMM) Email Pre—_not_ification stage, contacted agencies requesting any information on relevant Aboriginal
parties in the area.

R dedt t but did not id inf ti Aborignial parties in th
2-Sep-21 Incoming Greater Sydney Local Land Services GSLLS Taylar Reid (EMM) Email are::on ed toagency request but did not provide any information on Aborighial parties in the
2-Sep-21 Incoming National Native Title Tribunal NNTT Taylar Reid (EMM) Email Responded, no Native Title claims, agreements, or applications over the project area.

) ) ) . ) ) ) Requested current Title Search certificates for the project area. EMM sought Info Track to
3-Sep-21 Incomin The Office of the Registrar, Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 ORALRA Taylar Reid (EMM Email
P "8 I 8! '8! '8 y d { ) I assist with obtaining certificates. These were provided to ORALRA on 8 September 2021.

R ded, ted contacting Metro LALC di tential Aboriginal stakeholders f
8-Sep-21 Incoming North Sydney Council NSC Taylar Reid (EMM) Email espon' ed, sggested contacting Vietro regarding potential Aboriginal stakeholders Tor

the project.
8-Sep-21 Incoming Heritage NSW HNSW Alan Williams (EMM) Email Responded, provided list of potential Aboriginal stakeholders.
10-Sep-21 Outgoing All Aboriginal Parties Taylar Reid (EMM) Post and Email Sent out Invitation to Register letters via email and post to all identified Aboriginal parties.

Email b d, TR tried to call ber but it is di ted. Hard flett ted
10-Sep-21 Incoming Mura Indigenous Corporation Taylar Reid (EMM) Email mattbounce ried to call numberbut Itis disconnecte ard copy otetter was poste

to address.
10-Sep-21 Incoming Didge Nunawal Clan Paul Boyd and Lilly Carroll  |Taylar Reid (EMM) Email Registered for project.

13/Sep/21 Incoming Al Indigenous Services Pty Ltd Carolyn Hickey Taylar Reid (EMM) Email Registered for project, provided insurances.
14/Sep/21 Incoming Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group Phil Khan Taylar Reid (EMM) Email Registered for project, provided insurances.
15/Sep/21 Incoming Wailwan Aboriginal Group Philip Boney Taylar Reid (EMM) Email Registered for project, provided insurances.
18/Sep/21 Incoming Ngambaa Cultural Connections Kaarina Slater Taylar Reid (EMM) Email Registered for project.
24/Sep/21 Incoming Wurrumay Pty Ltd Kerrie Slater and Vicky Slater|Taylar Reid (EMM) Email Registered for project, provided insurances.
24/Sep/21 Incoming Butucarbin Heritage Lowanna Wilson Taylar Reid (EMM) Email Registered for project.
26-Sep-21 Outgoing All RAPs Taylar Reid (EMM) Email Sent out Methodology letter to all RAPs for their review.
27-Sep-21 Incoming Didge Nunawal Clan Paul Boyd and Lilly Carroll  |Taylar Reid (EMM) Email Supported the methodology.
1-Oct-21 Outgoing Heritage NSW Taylar Reid (EMM) Email Submited record of registrations.
1-Oct-21 Outgoing Metropolitan LALC Taylar Reid (EMM) Email Submited record of registrations.

S ted th thodology, ded further i tigation in the f f test
11-Oct-21 Incoming Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group Phil Khan Taylar Reid (EMM) Email uppor _e € methodology re_commen _e urther inves _|ga |o_n n the or_m ortes

excavation and recommended incoroprating a cultural heritage interpretation plan.
19-Oct-21 Outgoing All RAPs Alan Williams Email Invited all RAPs to attend a site visit next week
19-Oct-21 Incoming Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group Phil Khan Alan Williams Email Confirmed attendance
19-Oct-21 Incoming Didge Nunawal Clan Paul Boyd and Lilly Carroll  [Alan Williams Email Confirmed attendance

Sought t firm their i I tinth ject. Th ked for the e-mail to b ided
55-Oct-21 Outgoing Metropolitan LALC Alan Williams Phone oug o.con irm their invovlement in the prOJe_c ey asked for the e-mail to be provide

again, which was done. No furher response received.
27-Oct-21 ] Didgt_a Nunawal Clan; Kamila_woi Ya.nkuntjatjara Working Group; Wailwan Korri CarroII_; Nathan Sma!l, Alan Williams Site inspection Undertook site inspection of the boat yard and project footprint, and of parts of Balls Head

Aboriginal Group; Butucarbin Heritage Lowanna Wilson; Adam Ring Reserve
57-Oct-21 Outgoing All RAPs Alan Williams ] Email C'onfirme_d the field program was complete since there was some confusion over length of
time on site

Distributed the draft ACHA for review and comment. Formal comment period for this extends

15-Nov-21 Outgoing All RAPs Alan Williams - Email to 12 December 2021, although payment offered to prioritse the review to meet required LEC
timeframes.

Provided a detailed toth T, tly f i the int ti tuniti

18-Nov-21 Incoming Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group Phil Khan Alan Williams Email for:):clrlmeesitae etatied reponse to the report, mostly Toclissing on the interpretive opportunities
25-Nov-21 Incoming Butucarbin Heritage Lowanna Wilson Alan Williams Email Provided a detailed response reiterating the findings of the ACHA.
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Victoria Mietchen

From: Taylar Reid

Sent: Friday, 10 September 2021 10:43 AM

Cc: Taylar Reid

Subject: E210732 6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA - Invitation to Register
Attachments: E210732_InvitationtoRegister_V1.pdf

Hello,

EMM Consulting on behalf of Stannards Marine Pty Ltd is seeking to identify Aboriginal organisations or Aboriginal
persons who hold knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or
Aboriginal places in the project area, 6 John Street, Berry Bay within the North Sydney Local Government Area
(LGA).

Please see attached an invitation to register.

If you wish to register your interest as an Aboriginal party your registration must be in writing (letter, fax or email)
and include:

. your name/organisation;
. appointed representative; and
. current contact details (postal address, email, telephone number/s).

EMM is seeking to engage all future correspondence with registered Aboriginal parties (RAPs) via email. This method
is considered the most reliable, cost-effective, and timely manner for consultation. As such, EMM requests your
agreement to undertake the consultation via email as the official method of contact. A simple response in writing
stating ‘l agree to be contacted by email as the main source of consultation’ is requested.

This information must be received by Taylar Reid (see contact details below) by close of business on Friday 24
September 2021.

6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA

c/o EMM Consulting Pty Ltd

Attn: Taylar Reid

PO Box 506

Newcastle NSW 2300

Email: treid@emmconsulting.com.au

Kind regards,

Taylar Reid

’,/"“ M 0428 280 542
’I T 024907 4828

NEWCASTLE | Level 3, 175 Scott Street, Newcastle NSW 2300

ﬂ Connect with us
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Please consider the environment before printing my email.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain
confidential information. Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose,
distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the intended recipient.



Victoria Mietchen

From: Taylar Reid

Sent: Wednesday, 1 September 2021 3:34 PM

Subject: E210732 6 John Street, Berry Bay Agency Request
Attachments: E210732_AgencyRequest.pdf

Hello,

Please see attached agency request seeking to identify Aboriginal organisations or Aboriginal persons who hold
knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Aboriginal places in the
project area; 6 John Street, McMahons Point, North Sydney Local Government Area (LGA).

Please provide a list of relevant organisations or persons by 12 July 2021 to the details below:

6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA

c/o EMM

Attn: Taylar Reid

PO Box 506

Newcastle NSW 2300

Email: treid@emmconsulting.com.au

Thank you.
Kind regards,

Taylar Reid

M 0428 280 542
[l T 024907 4828

IEI Connect with us

NEWCASTLE | Level 3, 175 Scott Street, Newcastle NSW 2300
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Please consider the environment before printing my email.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain
confidential information. Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose,
distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the intended recipient.



Victoria Mietchen

From: Taylar Reid

Sent: Wednesday, 1 September 2021 3:46 PM

To: Geospatial Search Requests

Subject: E210732 6 John Street, Berry Bay Agency Request
Attachments: Request for Spatial Search of Tribunal Registers_TR.docx
Hello,

Please see attached agency request seeking to identify Aboriginal organisations or Aboriginal persons who hold
knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Aboriginal places in the
project area; 6 John Street, McMahons Point, North Sydney Local Government Area (LGA).

Please provide a list of relevant organisations or persons by 12 July 2021 to the details below:

6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA

c¢/o EMM

Attn: Taylar Reid

PO Box 506

Newcastle NSW 2300

Email: treid@emmconsulting.com.au

Thank you.
Kind regards,

Taylar Reid

> M 0428 280 542
[l T 024907 4828

IE! Connect with us

NEWCASTLE | Level 3, 175 Scott Street, Newcastle NSW 2300
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Please consider the environment before printing my email.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain
confidential information. Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose,
distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the intended recipient.



Victoria Mietchen

From: Taylar Reid

Sent: Wednesday, 1 September 2021 5:06 PM

To: adminofficer@oralra.nsw.gov.au

Subject: E210732 6 John Street, Berry Bay Agency Request
Attachments: Request-for-Search-of-Land-Claim-Register-2020_TR.pdf
Hello,

This is a follow up email with our completed ORALRA form for searches in the following areas for the 6 John Street,
McMahons Point agency request:
e Lot 987 in DP 752067,
e lot2inDP77853;
Lot 1in DP 127195;
Lot 1in DP 4497331,
Lot Aand B in DP 420377,
Lot 1in DP 182585; and
e lots1-4in DP 179730.

Thank you.
Kind regards,

Taylar Reid

M 0428 280 542
[l T 024907 4828

. Connect with us

NEWCASTLE | Level 3, 175 Scott Street, Newcastle NSW 2300
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Please consider the environment before printing my email.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain
confidential information. Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose,
distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the intended recipient.



Victoria Mietchen

From: Alan Williams

Sent: Wednesday, 8 September 2021 9:48 AM

To: Taylar Reid

Subject: FW: RAP letter for “6 John Street, McMahons Point, NSW

Attachments: DOC21-767593-1 - 6 John Street, Berry's Bay, McMahons Point, NSW.pdf
Hi Tay,

Heritage NSW response attached. Please enact the notification as soon as possible.

Thanks
A

Dr Alan Williams FSA FRSA MAACAI

T 029493 9584
M 0438104 740

www.emmconsulting.com.au

I work flexibly. I'm sending you this message now because it's a good time for me, but do not expect you to read, respond
or action it outside your regular hours

From: Paul Houston <Paul.Houston@environment.nsw.gov.au>
Sent: Wednesday, 8 September 2021 8:12 AM

To: Alan Williams <awilliams@emmconsulting.com.au>
Subject: RAP letter for “6 John Street, McMahons Point, NSW

Please see attached RAP letter for “6 John Street, McMahons Point, NSW”.
If you have any questions please contact me.

Thanxs
Paul

Paul Houston, Aboriginal Heritage Planning Officer

Heritage NSW, Community Engagement, Department of Premier and Cabinet
142 Brisbane St, Dubbo NSW 2830

T: 02 68835361, M: 0427832205| Paul.Houston@environment.nsw.gov.au

Please lodge all Applications to Heritagemailbox@environment.nsw.gov.au

| acknowledge and respect the traditional custodians and ancestors of the lands | work across.

Heritage NSW and coronavirus (COVID-19)



Heritage NSW has taken steps to protect the safety, health and wellbeing of our staff, communities and customers.
Whilst our offices remain open, we have put in place flexible working arrangements for our teams across NSW and
continue to adapt our working arrangements as necessary. Face-to-face meetings and field work/site visits with our
customers are subject to rules on gatherings and social distancing measures. We thank you for your patience and
understanding at this time.

This email is intended for the addressee(s) named and may contain confidential and/or privileged information.
If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender and then delete it immediately.

Any views expressed in this email are those of the individual sender except where the sender expressly and with
authority states them to be the views of the NSW Office of Environment, Energy and Science.

PLEASE CONSIDER THE ENVIRONMENT BEFORE PRINTING THIS EMAIL



Victoria Mietchen

From: Geospatial Search Requests <GeospatialSearch@NNTT.gov.au>

Sent: Thursday, 2 September 2021 7:02 PM

To: Taylar Reid

Subject: RE: SR21/1353 - E210732 6 John Street, Berry Bay Agency Request - SR21/1353

CAUTION: This email originated outside of the Organisation.

UNCLASSIFIED

Native title search — NSW Parcels — Multiple
Your ref: E210732 - Our ref: SR21/1353

Dear Taylar Reid,
Thank you for your search request received on 01 September 2021 in relation to the above area. Based on the
records held by the National Native Title Tribunal as at 02 September 2021 it would appear that there are no Native
Title Determination Applications, Determinations of Native Title, or Indigenous Land Use Agreements over the
identified area.
Please note: The following parcel listed in your correspondence was not found on the National Native Title
Tribunal’s records as 02 September 2021 : Lot 1 on DP4497331. To enable us to complete the search appropriately
and adequately please provide us with additional details e.g. DETAILED map, plan or shape file.
Search Results
The results provided are based on the information you supplied and are derived from a search of the following
Tribunal databases:

e Schedule of Native Title Determination Applications

e Register of Native Title Claims

e Native Title Determinations

¢ Indigenous Land Use Agreements (Registered and notified)

At the time this search was carried out, there were no relevant entries in the above databases.

Cadastral data as at: 01/02/2021

Parcel ID Feature Area Overlapping Native Title Feature
SqKm
1//DP127195 0.0006 Tenure NNTT File Name Categ
Number
FREEHOLD No overlap
1//DP179730 0.0001 Tenure NNTT File Name Categt
Number
UNKNOWN No overlap
1//DP182585 0.0000 Tenure NNTT File Name Categ
Number
FREEHOLD | No overlap




2/[DP179730 0.0000 Tenure NNTT File Name Categ
Number
UNKNOWN No overlap
2//DP77853 0.0009 Tenure NNTT File Name Categ
Number
FREEHOLD No overlap
3//DP179730 0.0000 Tenure NNTT File Name Categ
Number
UNKNOWN No overlap
4//DP179730 0.0001 Tenure NNTT File Name Categt
Number
UNKNOWN No overlap
987//DP752067 | 0.0014 Tenure NNTT File Name Categ
Number
FREEHOLD No overlap
A/IDP420377 0.0022 Tenure NNTT File Name Categ
Number
FREEHOLD No overlap
B//IDP420377 0.0007 Tenure NNTT File Name Categ
Number
FREEHOLD No overlap

These items not found in NNTT Cadastral data:

Parcel ID
1//IDP4497331

For more information about the Tribunal’s registers or to search the registers yourself and obtain copies of relevant
register extracts, please visit our website.

Information on native title claims and freehold land can also be found on the Tribunal’s website here: Native title
claims and freehold land .

Please note: There may be a delay between a native title determination application being lodged in the Federal
Court and its transfer to the Tribunal. As a result, some native title determination applications recently filed with the
Federal Court may not appear on the Tribunal’s databases.

The search results are based on analysis against external boundaries of applications only. Native title applications
commonly contain exclusions clauses which remove areas from within the external boundary. To determine
whether the areas described are in fact subject to claim, you need to refer to the “Area covered by claim” section of
the relevant Register Extract or Schedule Extract and any maps attached.

Search results and the existence of native title

Please note that the enclosed information from the Register of Native Title Claims and/or the Schedule of
Applications is not confirmation of the existence of native title in this area. This cannot be confirmed until the
Federal Court makes a determination that native title does or does not exist in relation to the area. Such
determinations are registered on the National Native Title Register.

The Tribunal accepts no liability for reliance placed on enclosed information

The enclosed information has been provided in good faith. Use of this information is at your sole risk. The National
Native Title Tribunal makes no representation, either express or implied, as to the accuracy or suitability of the
information enclosed for any particular purpose and accepts no liability for use of the information or reliance placed
onit.



Cultural Heritage Searches in NSW

The National Native Title Tribunal (the Tribunal) has undertaken steps to remove itself from the formal list of
sources for information about indigenous groups in development areas. The existence or otherwise of native title is
quite separate to any matters relating to Aboriginal cultural heritage. Information on native title claims, native title
determinations and Indigenous Land Use Agreements is available on the Tribunal’s website.

Interested parties are invited to use Native Title Vision (NTV) the Tribunal’s online mapping system to discover
native title matters in their area of interest. Access to NTV is available at
http://www.nntt.gov.au/assistance/Geospatial/Pages/NTV.aspx

Training and self-help documents are available on the NTV web page under “Training and help documents”. For
additional assistance or general advice on NTV please contact GeospatialSearch@NNTT.gov.au

Additional information can be extracted from the Registers available at
http://www.nntt.gov.au/searchRegApps/Pages/default.aspx

If you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to contact us via GeospatialSearch@NNTT.gov.au

Regards,

Geospatial Searches
National Native Title Tribunal | Perth
Email: GeospatialSearch@nntt.gov.au | www.nntt.gov.au

From: Taylar Reid <treid@emmconsulting.com.au>

Sent: Wednesday, 1 September 2021 1:46 PM

To: Geospatial Search Requests <GeospatialSearch@NNTT.gov.au>
Subject: SR21/1353 - E210732 6 John Street, Berry Bay Agency Request

Caution: This is an external email. DO NOT click links or open attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the

[content is safe.

Hello,

Please see attached agency request seeking to identify Aboriginal organisations or Aboriginal persons who hold
knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Aboriginal places in the
project area; 6 John Street, McMahons Point, North Sydney Local Government Area (LGA).

Please provide a list of relevant organisations or persons by 12 July 2021 to the details below:

6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA

c/o EMM

Attn: Taylar Reid

PO Box 506

Newcastle NSW 2300

Email: treid@emmconsulting.com.au

Thank you.
Kind regards,

Taylar Reid



M 0428 280 542
T 024907 4828
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Please consider the environment before printing my email.
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain

confidential information. Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose,
distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the intended recipient.



Victoria Mietchen

From: InfoTrack (Commercial) <helpdesk@infotrack.com.au>

Sent: Wednesday, 8 September 2021 9:34 AM

To: Taylar Reid

Subject: Matter 6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA Certificate of Title - Manual Services InfoTrack — NSW

Manual Search - INFOTRACKMORRISHAYESEDGAR: Other - E210732

| CAUTION: This email originated outside of the Organisation.

Your order has been updated. Please review the following:

Your Reference: 6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA Certificate of Title
Date Ordered: Wednesday, 8 September 2021 9:24 AM
Description: Manual Services InfoTrack - NSW: Manual Search -

INFOTRACKMORRISHAYESEDGAR: Other - E210732
Status: Complete

Status Comment: Your order has been successfully received.



Victoria Mietchen

From: LLS GS Service Mailbox <gs.service@lls.nsw.gov.au>
Sent: Thursday, 2 September 2021 8:53 AM

To: Taylar Reid

Subject: Re: E210732 6 John Street, Berry Bay Agency Request

' CAUTION: This email originated outside of the Organisation.

Dear Ms Reid

Thank you for your recent letter seeking assistance to identify Aboriginal stakeholder organisations and persons who
may hold an interest in Country at the project area designated in your correspondence.

Greater Sydney Local Land Services (GS LLS) acknowledges that Local Land Services (formerly as Catchment
Management Authorities) has been listed in Section 4.1.3.(g) of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation
requirements for proponents 2010, to support Part 6, of the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 as a source of
information to obtain the 'names of Aboriginal people who may hold cultural knowledge relevant to determining the
significance of Aboriginal objects and/or places'.

GS LLS understands and respects the significant role and values that tangible and intangible Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage holds for First Nations/Aboriginal people with Country. GS LLS also partners with many First Nations
communities on Caring for Country projects that aim to protect and enhance those tangible and intangible values in
Country including Aboriginal Cultural Heritage. GS LLS considers Aboriginal Cultural Heritage matters in relation to its
role in land management and considers cultural heritage issues in the context of Natural Resource Management.

However, GS LLS feels that it is not a primary source of contact for First Nations (Aboriginal) communities or persons
that may inform or provide comment on development or planning issues.

GS LLS strongly recommends you contact Heritage NSW to seek their advice on all-inclusive contact lists of persons
and organisations who 'speak for Country’ and that may assist with your investigation.

Regards

Customer Service Team
Greater Sydney Local Land Services
Level 4, 2 - 6 Station St Penrith | PO Box 4515, Westfield Penrith NSW 2750

T: 024724 2100
E: gs.service@lls.nsw.gov.au | W: www.greatersydney.lls.nsw.gov.au

You can also contact us through our online enquiry form

Greater Sydney Local Land Services acknowledges we operate in and deliver services throughout Country of First
Nations people in the Greater Sydney Region.

We recognise and respect Elders and cultural knowledge holders, past and present, while acknowledging the unique
and diverse enduring cultures and histories of all First Nations people.

Always was and always will be Aboriginal land.

B & (=

From: Taylar Reid <treid@emmconsulting.com.au>

Sent: Wednesday, 1 September 2021 4:36 PM

To: Taylar Reid <treid@emmconsulting.com.au>

Subject: RE: E210732 6 John Street, Berry Bay Agency Request



Apologies, disregard the date in the previous email. If possible, a response by 15 September 2021 would be
appreciated.

Thank you.

Kind regards,

Taylar Reid

M 0428 280 542
T 024907 4828
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Please consider the environment before printing my email.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain
confidential information. Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose,
distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the intended recipient.

From: Taylar Reid
Sent: Wednesday, September 1, 2021 3:34 PM
Subject: E210732 6 John Street, Berry Bay Agency Request

Hello,

Please see attached agency request seeking to identify Aboriginal organisations or Aboriginal persons who hold
knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Aboriginal places in the
project area; 6 John Street, McMahons Point, North Sydney Local Government Area (LGA).

Please provide a list of relevant organisations or persons by 12 July 2021 to the details below:

6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA

c¢/o EMM

Attn: Taylar Reid

PO Box 506

Newcastle NSW 2300

Email: treid@emmconsulting.com.au

Thank you.
Kind regards,

Taylar Reid

M 0428 280 542
T 024907 4828
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Please consider the environment before printing my email.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain
confidential information. Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose,

distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the intended recipient.



Victoria Mietchen

From: lan Robertson <lan.Robertson@northsydney.nsw.gov.au>

Sent: Wednesday, 8 September 2021 10:10 AM

To: Taylar Reid

Subject: Your recent email to North Sydney Council regarding a referral in relation to 6 John Street

' CAUTION: This email originated outside of the Organisation.

Good morning Ms Reid

| am responding to your request emailed to North Sydney Council regarding information pertaining to an
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA).

The most relevant organisation to approach in order to obtain information of this type would be
the Metropolitan Local Aboriginal Land Council.
http://metrolalc.org.au

Metropolitan Local Aboriginal Land Council

The Metropolitan Local Aboriginal Land Council is a significant organisation in our community, we
seek to become the most highly visible and most recognised Aboriginal organisation in the Sydney
Metropolitan Region.

You may also consider approaching the Northern Suburbs Aboriginal Heritage Office to seek any information they
might have.
https://www.aboriginalheritage.org/

Aboriginal Heritage in North Sydney, Lane Cove, Willoughby, Ku-ring-
gai, Nothern Beaches, Strathfield

NOTE: Museum is temporarily closed due to COVID. All EVENTS in WHATS ON are cancelled. Did you
know there are over 1000 sites of Aboriginal culture and heritage in the areas of Sydney known as
North Sydney, Ku-ring-gai, Lane Cove, Willoughby, Northern Beaches and Strathfield Councils?. The
Aboriginal clans who once occupied this area left important evidence of their past and way of life
before ...

| hope this information assists.

Regards
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named persons' use only and may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. No confidentiality or

privilege is waived or lost by any mis-transmission. If you are not the intended recipient please notify the sender by
1



reply email and immediately delete this email. Use, disclosure or reproduction of this email by anyone other than
the intended recipient(s) is strictly prohibited. No representation is made that this email or any attachments are free

of viruses. Virus scanning is recommended and is the responsibility of the recipient.
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B.3 List of potential Aboriginal parties

. Guringai Tribal Link Aboriginal Corporation
. Metropolitan Local Aboriginal Land Council
. Darug Land Observations

. Al Indigenous Services

. Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group

. Tocomwall

. Amanda Hickey Cultural Services

. Gunyuu

. Walbunja

. Goobah Developments
. Yerramurra

. Nundagurri

. Murrumbul

. Jerringong

. Pemulwuy CHTS
. Bilinga
i Munyunga

. Wingikara

. Walgalu

. Thauaira

. Dharug

. Gulaga

. Biamanga

. Callendulla

. Murramarang

E210732 | RP1 | v3
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DJMD Consultancy

Butucarbin Aboriginal Corporation

Didge Ngunawal Clan

Ginninderra Aboriginal Corporation

Wailwan Aboriginal Group

Barking Owl Aboriginal Corporation

Thoorga Nura

Darug Boorooberongal Elders Aboriginal Corporation
B.H. Heritage Consultants

Ngambaa Cultural Connections

Goodradigbee Cultural & Heritage Aboriginal Corporation
Mura Indigenous Corporation

Aragung Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Site Assessments
Waawaar Awaa Aboriginal Corporation

Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation

Wurrumay Pty Ltd

Minnamunnung

Wullung

Badu

Individual

Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessments

E210732 | RP1 | v3
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B.4 Notification documentation and Newspaper advertisement
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Victoria Mietchen

From: Taylar Reid

Sent: Friday, 10 September 2021 10:43 AM

Cc: Taylar Reid

Subject: E210732 6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA - Invitation to Register
Attachments: E210732_InvitationtoRegister_V1.pdf

Hello,

EMM Consulting on behalf of Stannards Marine Pty Ltd is seeking to identify Aboriginal organisations or Aboriginal
persons who hold knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or
Aboriginal places in the project area, 6 John Street, Berry Bay within the North Sydney Local Government Area
(LGA).

Please see attached an invitation to register.

If you wish to register your interest as an Aboriginal party your registration must be in writing (letter, fax or email)
and include:

. your name/organisation;
. appointed representative; and
. current contact details (postal address, email, telephone number/s).

EMM is seeking to engage all future correspondence with registered Aboriginal parties (RAPs) via email. This method
is considered the most reliable, cost-effective, and timely manner for consultation. As such, EMM requests your
agreement to undertake the consultation via email as the official method of contact. A simple response in writing
stating ‘l agree to be contacted by email as the main source of consultation’ is requested.

This information must be received by Taylar Reid (see contact details below) by close of business on Friday 24
September 2021.

6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA

c/o EMM Consulting Pty Ltd

Attn: Taylar Reid

PO Box 506

Newcastle NSW 2300

Email: treid@emmconsulting.com.au

Kind regards,

Taylar Reid

’,/"“ M 0428 280 542
’I T 024907 4828

NEWCASTLE | Level 3, 175 Scott Street, Newcastle NSW 2300

ﬂ Connect with us



o _
'EMIM’S BUSINESS
CONTINUITY PLAN

i 3

FOR COVID-19 >
o X% TN

Please consider the environment before printing my email.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain
confidential information. Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose,
distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the intended recipient.






Victoria Mietchen

From: News Concierge Customer Support <newsconciergesupport@e.newsdigitalmedia.com.au>
Sent: Thursday, 9 September 2021 12:22 PM

To: Taylar Reid

Subject: Your News Concierge Tax Invoice - NewsConcierge_1234055327

CAUTION: This email originated outside of the Organisation.

Advertising. Made Easy.
To view this email as a web page, click here

Hi Taylar,
Here's your Tax Invoice / Receipt!

Thanks again for using News Concierge!

Booking reference: 1234055327 Customer Details

This is a booki firmation. 2 5
is is a booking confirmation EMM Consulting Pty Limited
Taylar Reid

Level 3/175 Scott Street
Newcastle NSW 2300
AUSTRALIA

ABN: 28141736558

Nationwide News Pty Ltd.
ABN 98 008 438 828.

Your booking details
The following products have successfully been submitted for review.

Category / Ad Type: PublicNotices
Plan Type / Ad Size: General Notices BSS V2
Product: Run date Deadline*

Buy Search Sell Standard 10 September 21
Buy Search Sell PremiumPlus 10 September 21
Buy Search Sell Featured 10 September 21



GS1

340.9 1

Total (incl GST) $505.00

*The deadline time is based on the timezone of the State or Territory the newspaper is

published in.
Payment Date Payment Amount
09/09/2021 $505.00

To re-book this ad
Or to update your payment details, login to your account

Go to My Account

HAVE QUESTIONS YOU NEED ASSISTANCE WITH?

For sales related questions

Phone

131113

If you are stuck or experiencing
technical difficulties, the News
Concierge support team are always
happy to help.

Email
support@newsconcierge.com.au

OTHER ADVERTISING AND MARKETING SERVICES

PRINT ADVERTISING

Until next time, The News Concierge Team

News Concierge is a self service advertising and marketing platform for News Corp Australia



Nationwide News Pty Ltd
ABN 98 008 438 828

Contact Us | www.newsconcierge.com.au | Privacy policy



Victoria Mietchen

From: lilly carroll <didgengunawalclan@yahoo.com.au>

Sent: Friday, 10 September 2021 5:03 PM

To: Taylar Reid

Cc Taylar Reid

Subject: Re: E210732 6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA - Invitation to Register

| CAUTION: This email originated outside of the Organisation.

Hi Taylor

Long time no hear and hope this email finds you well.
DNC would like to register an interest into 6John St Berry bay ACHA

KIND REGARDS

Paul Boyd & Lilly Carroll
Directors DNC
0426823944

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

On Friday, September 10, 2021, 10:43 am, Taylar Reid <treid@emmconsulting.com.au> wrote:

Hello,

EMM Consulting on behalf of Stannards Marine Pty Ltd is seeking to identify Aboriginal
organisations or Aboriginal persons who hold knowledge relevant to determining the cultural
significance of Aboriginal objects and/or Aboriginal places in the project area, 6 John Street, Berry
Bay within the North Sydney Local Government Area (LGA).

Please see attached an invitation to register.

If you wish to register your interest as an Aboriginal party your registration must be in writing
(letter, fax or email) and include:

° your name/organisation;
B appointed representative; and
B current contact details (postal address, email, telephone number/s).

EMM is seeking to engage all future correspondence with registered Aboriginal parties (RAPs) via
email. This method is considered the most reliable, cost-effective, and timely manner for
consultation. As such, EMM requests your agreement to undertake the consultation via email as the



official method of contact. A simple response in writing stating ‘l agree to be contacted by email as
the main source of consultation’ is requested.

This information must be received by Taylar Reid (see contact details below) by close of business on
Friday 24 September 2021.

6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA
c/o EMM Consulting Pty Ltd
Attn: Taylar Reid

PO Box 506

Newcastle NSW 2300
Email: treid@emmconsulting.com.au

Kind regards,

Taylar Reid
{l M 0428 280 542
T 024907 4828

. Connect with us
NEWCASTLE | Level 3, 175 Scott Street, Newcastle NSW 2300
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Please consider the environment before printing my email.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain
confidential information. Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose,
distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the intended recipient.



Victoria Mietchen

From: Carolyn .H <cazadirect@live.com>

Sent: Monday, 13 September 2021 4:38 PM

To: Taylar Reid

Subject: Re: E210732 6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA - Invitation to Register
Attachments: A1.WC2022.pdf; A1.PL2022.pdf

| CAUTION: This email originated outside of the Organisation.

Al
INDIGENOUS SERVICES PTY LTD

Contact: Carolyn Hickey

M: 0411650057

E: Cazadirect@live.com

A: 10 Marie Pitt Place, Glenmore Park, NSW 2745
ACN: 639 868 876

ABN: 31 639 868 876

Hi,

Thank you for your email, | would like to register in being involved in all levels of
consultation for this project.

Including, Meetings, Reports, Sharing Cultural Information, and available Field Work.

Carolyn Hickey

| am a traditional custodian with over 20 years experience in helping preserve Aboriginal
cultural heritage on projects.

| hold cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal
objects and values that exist in the project area.

| have attached A1l Indigenous Services Insurances.

We would like the Proponent to consider including_Al's, Kawalkan youth and
the Women's Circle Employees for all future field work.

“*Youth Workforce Program
A1 INDIGENOUS SERVICES PTY LTD

The Kawalkan Youth Program is a designed program created to employ young
indigenous youths between the ages of (18-29) years of age.




\WOMEN'$
, CIRCLE

Al INDI@ENO _S'ER\'!I(_:ES PTY LTD_
The Women's Circle was created with the need to always have Experienced Indigenous
Women present in all field work.
To aim for not only gender equality in the workplace but, to help identify and protect any

women's sacred places.

OUR MISSION
Building strength in aboriginal families, communities, and services.
It is our mission to commit to an innovative approach to a better future for indigenous
employment.

Giving our people the opportunity to gain employment in a culturally sensitive work
environment also giving them the opportunity to work on country and continue the
tradition of protecting and passing down
Cultural knowledge from one generation to the next — continuing the importance of
keeping culture.

Please feel free to contact me on details supplied

Kind Regards,
Carolyn Hickey
Managing Director

From: Taylar Reid <treid@emmconsulting.com.au>

Sent: Friday, 10 September 2021 10:43 AM

Cc: Taylar Reid <treid@emmconsulting.com.au>

Subject: E210732 6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA - Invitation to Register

Hello,

EMM Consulting on behalf of Stannards Marine Pty Ltd is seeking to identify Aboriginal organisations or Aboriginal
persons who hold knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or
Aboriginal places in the project area, 6 John Street, Berry Bay within the North Sydney Local Government Area
(LGA).

Please see attached an invitation to register.

If you wish to register your interest as an Aboriginal party your registration must be in writing (letter, fax or email)
and include:

. your name/organisation;
o appointed representative; and

o current contact details (postal address, email, telephone number/s).



EMM is seeking to engage all future correspondence with registered Aboriginal parties (RAPs) via email. This method
is considered the most reliable, cost-effective, and timely manner for consultation. As such, EMM requests your
agreement to undertake the consultation via email as the official method of contact. A simple response in writing
stating ‘l agree to be contacted by email as the main source of consultation’ is requested.

This information must be received by Taylar Reid (see contact details below) by close of business on Friday 24
September 2021.

6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA

¢/o EMM Consulting Pty Ltd

Attn: Taylar Reid

PO Box 506

Newcastle NSW 2300

Email: treid@emmconsulting.com.au

Kind regards,

Taylar Reid

M 0428 280 542
[l T 024907 4828

- Connect with us

NEWCASTLE | Level 3, 175 Scott Street, Newcastle NSW 2300
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Please consider the environment before printing my email.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain
confidential information. Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose,
distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the intended recipient.



Victoria Mietchen

From: Philip khan <philipkhan.acn@live.com.au>

Sent: Tuesday, 14 September 2021 2:12 PM

To: Taylar Reid

Subject: RE: E210732 6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA - Invitation to Register

Attachments: Public Liability Kamilaroi 2021 to 2022.pdf; ICARE workers comp. insurance Kamilaroi

Yankuntjatjara Working Group 2021.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated outside of the Organisation.

Hi Taylar,

Thank you for informing us that EMM Consulting will be involved in an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment at 6
John Street, Berry Bay &,that you are inviting Aboriginal organisations to register, if they wish too be involved in the
community consultation process.

As a senior Aboriginal person for the past 50yrs, | actively participate in the protection of the Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage throughout the Sydney Basin, & particularly throughout Western Sydney, on behalf of Kamilaroi
Yankuntjatjara Working Group | wish to provide to you my organisation’s registration of interest.

| wish to be involved & participate in all levels of consultation/project involvement. | wish to attend all meetings,
participate in available field work & receive a copy of the report.

| have attached a copy of Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working group’s Public Liability Insurance & Workers
Compensation certificate.

Our Rates - $100 per hour, $400 half day & $800 full day (Exc. GST)

Our RAPS have up to 15yrs Cultural Heritage experience in — field work which involves manual excavation (digging),
sieving , identifying artefacts, setting up transits, setting up equipment, packing equipment, site surveys & attending
meetings.

Should you wish me to provide further information, please do not hesitate to contact me on 0434545982 or
Stefeanie on 0451068480.

Kind Regards
Phil Khan

KAMI AR @ ISYANKUNTIATIARA
WORKINGIGROUR

l;\j > ‘ ‘ %\:W#;i‘

Ph: Phil Khan - D434 545 982
78 Forbes 5t, Emu Plains NSW 2750 Ph: Stefeanie - 0451 068 480
ABN 26 637 314 384 philipkhan. acn a live.com.au

Sent from Mail for Windows 10



From: Taylar Reid
Sent: Friday, 10 September 2021 10:43 AM

Cc: Taylar Reid
Subject: E210732 6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA - Invitation to Register

Hello,

EMM Consulting on behalf of Stannards Marine Pty Ltd is seeking to identify Aboriginal organisations or Aboriginal
persons who hold knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or
Aboriginal places in the project area, 6 John Street, Berry Bay within the North Sydney Local Government Area
(LGA).

Please see attached an invitation to register.

If you wish to register your interest as an Aboriginal party your registration must be in writing (letter, fax or email)
and include:

. your name/organisation;
o appointed representative; and
o current contact details (postal address, email, telephone number/s).

EMM is seeking to engage all future correspondence with registered Aboriginal parties (RAPs) via email. This method
is considered the most reliable, cost-effective, and timely manner for consultation. As such, EMM requests your
agreement to undertake the consultation via email as the official method of contact. A simple response in writing
stating ‘l agree to be contacted by email as the main source of consultation’ is requested.

This information must be received by Taylar Reid (see contact details below) by close of business on Friday 24
September 2021.

6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA

¢/o EMM Consulting Pty Ltd

Attn: Taylar Reid

PO Box 506

Newcastle NSW 2300

Email: treid@emmconsulting.com.au

Kind regards,

Taylar Reid

M 0428 280542
T 024907 4828
: ! Connect with us
NEWCASTLE | Level 3, 175 Scott Street, Newcastle NSW 2300
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Please consider the environment before printing my email.
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain
confidential information. Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or

2



are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose,
distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the intended recipient.



Victoria Mietchen

From: Phillip Boney <Waarlan12@outlook.com>

Sent: Wednesday, 15 September 2021 5:28 PM

To: Taylar Reid

Cc Taylar Reid

Subject: Re: E210732 6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA - Invitation to Register

| CAUTION: This email originated outside of the Organisation.
Hi Taylar,

Phil Boney of Wailwan Aboriginal Group here. | would like to register my group for this project and any field works of
this project.

My representative will me myself, Phil Boney.
My contact details are as followed:

Email: Waarlan12@outlook.com

Phone: 0492213073 and 0474422690

I look forward to hearing from you. Thank you.

Regards, Phil Boney
Wailwan Aboriginal Group

Get Outlook for iOS

From: Taylar Reid <treid@emmconsulting.com.au>

Sent: Friday, September 10, 2021 10:43:26 AM

Cc: Taylar Reid <treid@emmconsulting.com.au>

Subject: E210732 6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA - Invitation to Register

Hello,

EMM Consulting on behalf of Stannards Marine Pty Ltd is seeking to identify Aboriginal organisations or Aboriginal
persons who hold knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or
Aboriginal places in the project area, 6 John Street, Berry Bay within the North Sydney Local Government Area
(LGA).

Please see attached an invitation to register.

If you wish to register your interest as an Aboriginal party your registration must be in writing (letter, fax or email)
and include:

o your name/organisation;
. appointed representative; and
s current contact details (postal address, email, telephone number/s).

EMM is seeking to engage all future correspondence with registered Aboriginal parties (RAPs) via email. This method
is considered the most reliable, cost-effective, and timely manner for consultation. As such, EMM requests your
agreement to undertake the consultation via email as the official method of contact. A simple response in writing
stating ‘| agree to be contacted by email as the main source of consultation’ is requested.

1



This information must be received by Taylar Reid (see contact details below) by close of business on Friday 24
September 2021.

6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA

¢/o EMM Consulting Pty Ltd

Attn: Taylar Reid

PO Box 506

Newcastle NSW 2300

Email: treid@emmconsulting.com.au

Kind regards,

Taylar Reid

4

NEWCASTLE | Level 3, 175 Scott Street, Newcastle NSW 2300

M 0428 280 542
T 024907 4828
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Please consider the environment before printing my email.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain
confidential information. Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose,
distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the intended recipient.



Victoria Mietchen

From: Vicky slater <wurrumay@hotmail.com>

Sent: Friday, 24 September 2021 11:13 AM

To: Taylar Reid

Subject: RE: EOI-E210732 6 John Street. Berry Bay

Attachments: Workers Comp - Certificate of Currency.pdf; Certificate of Currency Public Liability.pdf; Mollie

Saunders_Reference.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated outside of the Organisation.

Good Morning Tara
Wurrumay Pty Itd would like to register for the above project.

Wurrumay Pty Ltd

89 Pyramid Street

Emu Plains NSW 2750

E: WURRUMAY@HOTMAIL.COM
M: 0421077521

Site Officer Mollie Saunders.

Attached Insurances & Mollie Saunders Work References of her experienced in Culture & Heritage.

Kind regards

Vicky Slater
Director
Wurrumay PTY-LTD

| would like to pay my respects to the traditional owners of this country; the elders past and present as well
as future. Their knowledge and cultural heritage are just as important for all Australians living today. We
honour their lore; the spiritual connection they have to their country and so proudly share with all people.



Victoria Mietchen

From: Butucarbin Heritage <butuheritage@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, 24 September 2021 11:54 PM

To: Taylar Reid

Subject: Re: E210732 6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA - Invitation to Register
Attachments: John Street EOI- EMM.docx

| CAUTION: This email originated outside of the Organisation.

Hi Taylar,
Please see attached.

Kind regards,
Lowanna

On Fri, Sep 10, 2021 at 10:43 AM Taylar Reid <treid@emmconsulting.com.au> wrote:

Hello,

EMM Consulting on behalf of Stannards Marine Pty Ltd is seeking to identify Aboriginal organisations or Aboriginal
persons who hold knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and/or
Aboriginal places in the project area, 6 John Street, Berry Bay within the North Sydney Local Government Area
(LGA).

Please see attached an invitation to register.

If you wish to register your interest as an Aboriginal party your registration must be in writing (letter, fax or email)
and include:

. your name/organisation;
. appointed representative; and
. current contact details (postal address, email, telephone number/s).

EMM is seeking to engage all future correspondence with registered Aboriginal parties (RAPs) via email. This
method is considered the most reliable, cost-effective, and timely manner for consultation. As such, EMM requests
your agreement to undertake the consultation via email as the official method of contact. A simple response in
writing stating ‘l agree to be contacted by email as the main source of consultation’ is requested.

This information must be received by Taylar Reid (see contact details below) by close of business on Friday 24
September 2021.

6 John Street, Berry Bay ACHA



c/o EMM Consulting Pty Ltd
Attn: Taylar Reid
PO Box 506

Newcastle NSW 2300
Email: treid@emmconsulting.com.au

Kind regards,

Taylar Reid

M 0428 280 542

T 024907 4828
. Connect with us

NEWCASTLE | Level 3, 175 Scott Street, Newcastle NSW 2300
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Please consider the environment before printing my email.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain
confidential information. Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose,
distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the intended recipient.

Lowanna Gibson

Project Manager for Butucarbin Cultural Heritage
B.A Archaeology/Anthropology USYD

Juris Doctor UTS



BUTUCARBIN ABORIGINAL CORPORATION
PO Box E18, Emerton NSW 2770

28 Pringle Road, Hebersham NSW 2770

Ph: 9832 7167 Fax: 9832 7263
koori@ozemail.com.au

ABN: 83535 742 276

24" September 2021

To whom it may concern,
On behalf of Butucarbin, 1 would like to register for the consultation in relation to the project
at 6 John Street, Berry Bay.

About Butucarbin

Butucarbin Aboriginal Corporation is a successful not for profit community organisation that
was established in 1989 to provide Community Development, Education and Training to
organisations and individuals in the Blacktown and Penrith LGA’s of Western Sydney. The
organisation has won many awards for outstanding service delivery over the past 23 years.
The latest being our Executive Officer Jennifer Beale being a finalist in the 2014 NSW
Australian of the Year awards.

Due to the changes in funding for Aboriginal organisations and for Butucarbin to continue
the service that they have been providing, the organisation has developed an Aboriginal
Cultural Heritage Assessment business. All profits go back into the organisation to provide
services to the community. As community workers we believe it is our duty to involve the
Aboriginal community of Western Sydney in this work, as it enables the community to be
involved in decision-making in relation to their culture and therefore, promotes self-
determination.

Butucarbin is a contemporary example of cultural heritage in that it is a product of the 1970’s
resettlement program and self-determination policy (see, Aboriginal Community Controlled
Organisations). Due to this resettlement policy, there are generations of Aboriginal people
who have been born in Western Sydney and have been raised in the Mount Druitt
Community (which has the highest Aboriginal urban population in Australia) and thus, this is
where their connection lies. Ultimately, our cultural connection lies in our community work
and assistance to the people of wider Western Sydney.

In conclusion, we also believe it is essential to pass on knowledge from generation to
generation. Butucarbin provides cultural knowledge to the wider community through
Aboriginal Cultural workshops and community development programs.



Previous experience

We have participated in projects with such companies as, Extent, Niche, Kelleher
Nightingale, Artefact, AMBS, Virtus Heritage, Navin Officer, Curio and Biosis. This work
has involved activities such as, site-walkovers, surface collections, ACHA reviews and
excavations.

When on site, our workers were on time, professional and participate in all tasks set for them.
It is essential for our community members to participate in Aboriginal Community
Consultations and other cultural work as we believe it is of the utmost importance that
cultural heritage skills and knowledge are passed on to our younger Aboriginal generations.

Overall, our team is highly skilled and has over ten years’ experience in cultural heritage
assessment field work. Currently, our team consists of several skilled field officers. We
ensure there is diversity amongst our workers in that we do not discriminate against gender
and age, as it important to gain insight into cultural heritage from varying perspectives.

Schedule of Rates
In the event Butucarbin is selected for fieldwork or site meetings, please consider our rates.
Ultimately, Butucarbin can negotiate fees however, our standard fee is $120 per hour.

Our rates are as follows:

Consultation Meetings/site inspection : $120 - $480 + expenses
Fieldwork: $120.00 per hour

Perusal and comment of reports: $120.00 per hour

Mileage Allowance: 0.75 cents per kilometre

Pursuant to section 3.4, ‘the proponent may reimburse Aboriginal people for any
demonstrated reasonable out-of-pocket expenses directly incurred in order to participate in
the consultation process.” An example of ‘a demonstrated reasonable expense’ could be the
‘documented loss of wages caused by the need to take time from paid employment to
participate in meetings’ or travel expenses. Ultimately, Butucarbin’s consultation rate
includes $120 per hour + reimbursed expenses.

If you require further information, you can contact Jennifer Beale on 0409924409 or
Lowanna Gibson on 0458537666.

Yours Sincerely,

Lowanna Gibson

Project Manager for Butucarbin Cultural Heritage
B.A Archaeology/Anthropology USYD

Juris Doctor UTS



Victoria Mietchen

From: Taylar Reid

Sent: Friday, 1 October 2021 2:49 PM

To: heritagemailbox@environment.nsw.gov.au; metrolalc@metrolalc.org.au

Cc: Alice Spizzo; Alan Williams; Kristy Hodgkinson; Alan Williams

Subject: E210732 6 John Street, Berry Bay Notification of Registered Parties

Attachments: E210732_AgencyRequest.pdf; E210732_InvitationtoRegister_V1.pdf; EMM Consult Digi
Tearsheet,jpg

Hello,

As previously advised, EMM is undertaking the Aboriginal heritage investigations for a proposed floating dry dock
(FDD) within Berry’s Bay at 6 John Street, McMahons Point within the North Sydney LGA. As part of these
investigations, a formal notification process to identify the interest of local Aboriginal individuals and/or
organisations in accordance with Heritage NSW guidelines was undertaken. This expired on 24 September 2021.

In accordance with Section 4.1.6 of the Heritage NSW consultation guidelines, please find a list of the Aboriginal
individuals/organisations who are registered in the project below, and the notification documentation attached.

Kind regards,

Taylar Reid

> M 0428 280 542
[l T 024907 4828
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Please consider the environment before printing my email.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain
confidential information. Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose,
distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the intended recipient.
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Victoria Mietchen

From: Taylar Reid

Sent: Tuesday, 28 September 2021 5:45 PM

Cc: Taylar Reid

Subject: 6 John Street, Berry Bay Methodology Letter
Attachments: E210732_Methodology_V1.pdf

Dear Registered Aboriginal Party,

Thank you for registering your interest in the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the proposed
development at 6 John Street, McMahons Point within the North Sydney Local Government Area (LGA).

Attached to this email is a letter which outlines the proposed assessment methods for the ACHA. The letter includes
information about the project itself and the design plans, as well as our proposed methods for undertaking survey
within the project area. | would appreciate if you could please review the letter and let me know your thoughts or
comments, if any. If you would like to make us aware of any cultural knowledge about the project area and its
cultural value to you that would be appreciated.

Your response would be greatly appreciated, and please feel free to send any information or feedback to me via
email, post or phone. As outlined in the letter, if you could provide any comments by COB 26 October 2021, that
would be ideal.

Any questions, please let me know.

Kind regards,

Taylar Reid

: M 0428 280 542
‘g T 024907 4828
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Please consider the environment before printing my email.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain
confidential information. Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose,
distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the intended recipient.
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28 September 2021 Level 3, 175 Scott Street
Newcastle NSW 2300

T 02 4907 4800
E info@emmconsulting.com.au

www.emmconsulting.com.au

Re: 6 John Street, Berry Bay - Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment - project information and
assessment methodology

1 Introduction

Thank you for your registration in the Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment of 6 John Street, McMahons
Point, North Sydney local government area (hereafter the ‘study area’; Figure 1.1 and Figure 2.1). Stannards
Marine Pty Ltd is proposing to install a floating dry dock (FDD) at the study area. The proposed installation was
submitted to North Sydney Council (NSC) as an integrated development application (DA) (#03/2018) in March
2019 and following rejection by NSC is now being contested in the Land and Environment Court (LEC)
(2021/00063136). One of the unresolved requirements outlined in the statement of facts and contentions was the
need to consider the impacts to Aboriginal heritage by the proposed development. Subsequently, EMM
Consulting Pty Ltd (EMM) has been engaged by Stannards Marine Pty Ltd to undertake an Aboriginal cultural
heritage assessment (ACHA) for the project.

This document is provided in accordance with sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Consultation Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010), which sets out the Aboriginal consultation
requirements for the project.

The aims of this letter are to:

. provide an overview of the project and how it will be assessed;

. provide background on the project and investigations to date;

. establish the purpose and aims of the Aboriginal consultation process;

. seek information about any Aboriginal cultural heritage values associated with the project and how

they may affect, inform or refine the project and/or assessment methods;

. seek information on any cultural activities (such as fishing and hunting) that has historically and/or is
actively being undertaken in the project area;

. identify any culturally appropriate protocols that registered parties wish to be adopted during the
information gathering process (eg protocols during field survey, or handling of culturally sensitive
information); and

. present a draft of the intended assessment methods for your review and comment.

This letter presents information on the project and describes a draft ACHA method for your review and
comment. We welcome your written feedback at your earliest convenience, and no later than
26 October 2021.

At this time, we propose to conduct all consultation via teleconferencing, e-mail or phone due to the social
distancing rules from the COVID-19 outbreak. However, where feasible, we would meet in person

E210732 E210630 | Methodology | v1 1



(face-to-face meetings), and would ensure appropriate protocols are in place as per government health
advice at that time. We would like to hear from your organisation on this to ensure that you are able to
contribute knowledge to the project and have the opportunity to be involved, whilst ensuring we comply
with up-to-date social distancing requirements.

For reference, the proponent contact is: Kristy Hodgkins, Director, Hampton Property Service (PO Box 954,
Edgecliff, NSW 2027; T: 02 9386 7009; E: kristyh@hamptonpropertyservices.com.au

EMM is working on the proponent’s behalf, and all queries should be directed through EMM. Feedback can
be provided to: Alan Williams, EMM Consulting Pty Ltd, 20 Chandos Street, St Leonards, NSW 2065; T: 02
9493 9500; E: awilliams@emmconsulting.com.au

E210732 E210630 | Methodology | v1 2
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2 Project information

2.1 Project overview

Stannards Marine proposes to demolish existing water-based jetty structures, remove a small number of
established submerged piers and establish a floating dry dock (FDD) (Figure 2.1).

The FDD would facilitate the maintenance and repair of maritime commercial vessels up to 750 tonne in association
with the existing boat building and repair facility.

The FDD is proposed to be based entirely on Berry’s Bay, with no impact to the adjacent marina envisaged. A small
number of submerged piers, largely in the locations of those proposed for removal would also be required. Based
on this, it is considered that impacts to tangible cultural material is unlikely, with the ACHA focussing on
intangible/cultural values.

The approval pathway will be dictated by the outcomes of current LEC process. If approved, it is probable that the
consent authority would be the NSC under Division 4.1 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. As
such, the requirements of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 will remain in effect, with harm to cultural
materials (if present) requiring an Aboriginal heritage impact permit (AHIP) from Heritage NSW.

2.2 Previous investigations

To date, there has been no Aboriginal heritage investigations for the project. A previous maritime
archaeological assessment has been undertaken that primarily focussed on historical shipwrecks. It did not
identify or document any Aboriginal cultural materials.

Initial desktop information accrued as part of the ACHA has included a review of environmental and
archaeological data to allow a model of potential cultural materials for the project area to be developed
(Figure 1.1). Port Jackson has been subject to numerous previous academic and cultural heritage
management studies over last several decades, most notably Attenbrow (1990, 1993, 1995, 2002). These
demonstrate that cultural materials are dominated by middens and rockshelters — caves or overhangs that
contain various art and/or deposits such as shell and stone artefacts. A search of the Heritage NSW database
surrounding the project area, identified 105 previously documented sites of which 44% are rockshelters and
37% are middens (Figure 1). None of these sites are within the project area with the nearest being a cluster
of sites at Waverton Park and Ball’s Head Reserve; and all primarily rockshelters and/or middens. While the
entire project area is currently submerged, and such sites may have been present prior to sea-level rise about
7,000 years ago (Dougherty et al. 2019; Williams et al. 2018), an archaeological maritime investigation of the
site did not indicate any sandstone outcropping or steep relief that may suggest the potential for rockshelters
to have been present (Comber Consultants Pty Ltd 2018). Submerged midden sites would be hard to
determine given the natural formation of shell beds, and to date investigation of underwater cultural material
has had limited success (eg AAJV 2020; Benjamin et al. 2018).

There is also limited post-Contact evidence of past activity occurring within the project area. Numerous early
Europeans made general observations about Aboriginal people living along the banks of Port Jackson, and
describe spear-making, fishing from shore and boats, and making line and shell hooks. However, there is no
specific description that can be linked to Berrys Bay. In the late 19t Century, there is a brief reference in the
Sydney Morning Herald (23 November 1878, p.6) to Aboriginal people occupying the foreshore of Berry’s
Bay, but in the context of a suggested relocation to Goat Island, and hence little further information on where
within the bay is provided. During the 1890s, many of the Aboriginal people along the north shore were
relocated to the La Perouse reserve (Hoskins 2019).
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3 Aboriginal stakeholders and consultation to date

EMM initiated the consultation process in September 2021 and identified eight Registered Aboriginal party
(RAP) organisations and/or individuals through formal notification as part of the Heritage NSW consultation
requirements.

The following RAPs have responded to communication undertaken by EMM:
. Al Indigenous Services Pty Ltd;
. Butucarbin Aboriginal Corporation;

. Didge Ngunawal Clan;

. Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group;
. Metro Local Aboriginal Lands Council;

. Ngambaa Cultural Connections;

. Wailwan Aboriginal Group;

. Wurrumay Pty Ltd.
4 Assessment methodology

4.1 Legislative context

As a project assessed under Division 4.1 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, the assessment
is being prepared in accordance with the requirements of Heritage NSW guidelines:

. Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011);
. Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents (DECCW 2010);

. Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (DECCW 2010).

4.2 Overview

The purpose of the assessment is to identify and manage the Aboriginal cultural heritage values of all areas
that will be affected by the study. In summary, this will involve.

. consultation with the Aboriginal stakeholders to identify socio-cultural values of the project area and
places of special significance that should be considered;

. a search of the AHIMS register for records of previously registered Aboriginal sites;

. a review of past Aboriginal heritage reports covering the study area;

. environmental landscape analysis to identify past Aboriginal resources and suitable occupation areas;
. synthesis of background research to develop a predictive model of Aboriginal site location;
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. field investigation to validate the findings of the desktop and identify any previously undocumented
cultural material. This would include surface inspection and may extend to test excavations of areas of
archaeological interest;

. an assessment of significance for Aboriginal cultural heritage values in the project area (with input
from the registered Aboriginal stakeholders);

. an impact assessment of how the project will affect Aboriginal cultural heritage values in the project
area; and
. development of management recommendations based on the results of the assessment and input

from registered Aboriginal stakeholders during the consultation process and particularly from the draft
ACHA review period.

4.2.1 Field investigation

The majority of the project area is within the current Berry’s Bay and therefore under water. As such,
investigation will include the nearby immediate foreshore encompassed by the adjacent marina to both
explore cultural materials that may be in close proximity to the activity; and to discuss the cultural landscape
within which the FDD would be situated. Where possible, surface investigation will occur along the shores
edge any accessible parts of the study area, with a key focus on targeting areas of low disturbance. The focus
of the team will be to both investigate soil exposures for extant Aboriginal objects and identify landforms
that have potential for cultural material to be present (either surface or subsurface). All Aboriginal objects
and/or landforms of interest would be mapped and documented using hand-held GPS, photographs, sketches
and written description.

The survey will be undertaken in accordance with Requirements 5 to 10 of the Code of Practice. In summary,
the Code of Practice requires the following general methodology:

. pedestrian survey;
. survey and recording according to survey unit and/or transect;
. recording of beginning and end points of transects or the boundaries of survey units, and the spacing

between survey personnel;

. recording of landform, soil information, land surface, vegetation conditions, visibility and exposure,
and survey coverage;

. recording of any identified Aboriginal sites identified according to Requirements 6-8, and recording of
any identified Aboriginal objects in accordance with Requirements 18-24 of the Code of Practice;

. if any Aboriginal objects and/or sites are identified in the course of the survey, site cards will be
completed and submitted to the AHIMS registrar; and

. in the event of Aboriginal heritage being identified within the project footprint, undertake discussions
on site as to the potential further investigation and/or management of these finds.

At this stage, no test excavations are proposed for the study area.

5 Timeframes

The following indicative timeframes for the works would apply (noting these will be subject to test excavation
requirements and may change depending on health advice relating to Covid-19):
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. distribution of this document to the registered Aboriginal stakeholders: September 2021;
. field investigation of the study area: October 2021;

. distribution of the draft report: November 2021;

. input into recommendations and review of draft report: November 2021; and
. report finalisation: December 2021.
6 What we need from you

In addition to the archaeological evidence described above, Aboriginal heritage incorporates a wide range of
values such as stories, traditions and cultural practices. EMM welcomes advice from the Aboriginal
community about cultural values (which might include archaeological sites or other types of values) relevant
to the project area and its surrounds. EMM is relying on the Aboriginal community for advice on
non-archaeological and intangible Aboriginal values for the study area. We are happy to discuss any
information which you are willing to share and will respect confidentiality where requested.

EMM would appreciate your feedback on the above methodology proposed for the investigation and
assessment of the project area. In responding, please also consider the following questions:

. Are there any other knowledge-holders or traditional owner groups we should be contacting to obtain
cultural information on this area?

. Are there any protocols in relation to community interaction and/or cultural heritage that you would
like adopted during the project?

. Are you aware of any Aboriginal objects, places, sites or stories of cultural significance and/or
importance that you are aware of within the project area? If so, please advise us how you wish them
to be dealt with during the project.

. Are you aware of any past or current hunting/food procurement activities within the project area? Do
you have any views on how these should be managed into the future?

. Is the information you are providing sensitive, gender specific, etc? If so, how would you like the
information you provide to EMM to be managed? Noting that some documentation for the ACHA
process will be required.

. Do you require any further information prior to EMM proceeding with the project?

In your response, can you please also clearly identify who you would like EMM to talk to within your

organisation, and provide contact details for these individuals. Please also ensure your preferred method of
communication (eg telephone call, email, letter, etc) is highlighted for subsequent stages of the project.

7 Closing

We look forward to receiving any response your organisation wishes to make about the proposed method
by 26 October 2021. Your response will be documented and considered in the assessment. Most importantly,
your cultural information is also welcome within this timeframe; but it can also be submitted up until the
completion of the draft ACHA.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions.

Yours sincerely

E210732 E210630 | Methodology | v1 5



Taylar Reid
Archaeologist

treid@emmconsulting.com.au
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Victoria Mietchen

From: lilly carroll <didgengunawalclan@yahoo.com.au>
Sent: Tuesday, 28 September 2021 6:14 PM

To: Taylar Reid

Cc Taylar Reid

Subject: Re: 6 John Street, Berry Bay Methodology Letter

| CAUTION: This email originated outside of the Organisation.

Hi Taylar,

DNC is happy with everything from our end For Berry Bay methodology. Just working with Georgia and Cam, and
they said to say hil
Hope to see you soon

Fully experienced and insured site officers

Kind regards
Paul Boyd & Lilly Carroll
Kind regards
0426823944

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

On Tuesday, September 28, 2021, 5:45 pm, Taylar Reid <treid@emmconsulting.com.au> wrote:

Dear Registered Aboriginal Party,

Thank you for registering your interest in the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for
the proposed development at 6 John Street, McMahons Point within the North Sydney Local
Government Area (LGA).

Attached to this email is a letter which outlines the proposed assessment methods for the ACHA.
The letter includes information about the project itself and the design plans, as well as our proposed
methods for undertaking survey within the project area. | would appreciate if you could please
review the letter and let me know your thoughts or comments, if any. If you would like to make us
aware of any cultural knowledge about the project area and its cultural value to you that would be
appreciated.

Your response would be greatly appreciated, and please feel free to send any information or
feedback to me via email, post or phone. As outlined in the letter, if you could provide any
comments by COB 26 October 2021, that would be ideal.

Any questions, please let me know.



Kind regards,

Taylar Reid

M 0428 280 542

T 024907 4828
. Connect with us
NEWCASTLE | Level 3, 175 Scott Street, Newcastle NSW 2300

-4
b - - i
EMM’S BUSINESS
CONTINUITY PLAN

FOR COVID-19

Please consider the environment before printing my email.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain
confidential information. Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose,
distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the intended recipient.



Victoria Mietchen

From: Philip khan <philipkhan.acn@live.com.au>
Sent: Monday, 11 October 2021 1:09 PM

To: Taylar Reid

Subject: Re: 6 John Street, Berry Bay Methodology Letter

CAUTION: This email originated outside of the Organisation.

Dear Taylar,

Thank you for your methodology for proposed project at 6 John Street, Berry Bay, Improvement Works. The whole
study area and surrounding area is of high significance to us Aboriginal people, for tens of thousands of years the
area has been occupied by Aboriginal people, in turn we have a deep connection to the sky, water ways and land.
The area would have been utilised for daily activities such as camping, hunting, fishing and ceremonial practices etc.
There are water ways within the area that are utilised by Aboriginal people.

Is there a cultural interpretation plan for this project? Ways in which this can be archived is through design, art,
digital displays, apps, native gardens, or landscaping. It is important to incorporate interpretation into you project as
it educates the wider community and our next generations about the traditional owners of the land, a keeping place
should also be sort to house artefacts on country. this is a way in which to close the gap and better our
understanding of one of the oldest continuing cultures in the world.

We recommend further investigation in the form of test excavation, and highly recommend interpretation plan. We
would like to agree to your methodology, and we look forward to further consultation on this project.

Kind Regards
Kadibulla Khan

KAMIFAROIZYANKUNTIATIARA
WORKINGIGROUPR:

O L

Ph: Phil Khan - 0434 545 982
78 Forbes St, Emu Plains NSW 2750 Ph: Stefeanie - 0451 068 480
ABN 26 637 314 384 philipkhan. acn a llve com.au

From: Taylar Reid <treid@emmconsulting.com.au>
Sent: Tuesday, 28 September 2021 5:45 PM

Cc: Taylar Reid <treid@emmconsulting.com.au>
Subject: 6 John Street, Berry Bay Methodology Letter

Dear Registered Aboriginal Party,

Thank you for registering your interest in the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the proposed
development at 6 John Street, McMahons Point within the North Sydney Local Government Area (LGA).



Attached to this email is a letter which outlines the proposed assessment methods for the ACHA. The letter includes
information about the project itself and the design plans, as well as our proposed methods for undertaking survey
within the project area. | would appreciate if you could please review the letter and let me know your thoughts or
comments, if any. If you would like to make us aware of any cultural knowledge about the project area and its
cultural value to you that would be appreciated.

Your response would be greatly appreciated, and please feel free to send any information or feedback to me via
email, post or phone. As outlined in the letter, if you could provide any comments by COB 26 October 2021, that
would be ideal.

Any questions, please let me know.

Kind regards,

Taylar Reid

M 0428 280 542
T 024907 4828

. Connect with us

- : et 1
EMM'S BUSINESS

CONTINWITY PLAN
FOR COVID-19

Please consider the environment before printing my email.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain
confidential information. Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose,
distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the intended recipient.



Victoria Mietchen

From: Taylar Reid

Sent: Tuesday, 12 October 2021 10:04 AM

To: Philip khan

Subject: RE: 6 John Street, Berry Bay Methodology Letter
Hi Phil,

Great thank you for your submission. | have made a note of you recommendations. As the docks and project works
are proposed entirely within the bay itself and are underwater, | do not think test excavations will be conducted.
There will be survey to inspect the area however, and this can be discussed further at that time.

Noted on the cultural interpretation plan as well, great idea and can be discussed further during the survey.

Let me know if you have any questions!

Kind regards,

Taylar Reid

. ‘ M 0428 280 542
g 4 : T 024907 4828

m Connect with us

NEWCASTLE | Level 3, 175 Scott Street, Newcastle NSW 2300

-4
- SN st W
EMM’S BUSINESS
CONTINUITY PLAN

FOR COVID-19 A

Please consider the environment before printing my email.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain
confidential information. Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender inmediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose,
distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the intended recipient.

From: Philip khan <philipkhan.acn@live.com.au>

Sent: Monday, October 11, 2021 1:09 PM

To: Taylar Reid <treid@emmconsulting.com.au>
Subject: Re: 6 John Street, Berry Bay Methodology Letter

CAUTION: This email originated outside of the Organisation.

Dear Taylar,

Thank you for your methodology for proposed project at 6 John Street, Berry Bay, Improvement Works. The whole
study area and surrounding area is of high significance to us Aboriginal people, for tens of thousands of years the
area has been occupied by Aboriginal people, in turn we have a deep connection to the sky, water ways and land.



The area would have been utilised for daily activities such as camping, hunting, fishing and ceremonial practices etc.
There are water ways within the area that are utilised by Aboriginal people.

Is there a cultural interpretation plan for this project? Ways in which this can be archived is through design, art,
digital displays, apps, native gardens, or landscaping. It is important to incorporate interpretation into you project as
it educates the wider community and our next generations about the traditional owners of the land, a keeping place
should also be sort to house artefacts on country. this is a way in which to close the gap and better our
understanding of one of the oldest continuing cultures in the world.

We recommend further investigation in the form of test excavation, and highly recommend interpretation plan. We
would like to agree to your methodology, and we look forward to further consultation on this project.

Kind Regards
Kadibulla Khan

KAMIPAROISVANKUNATIARA
WORKINGIGROUR

78 Farbéd St, Emiu PMlaina NSW 2750
ABMN 36 GFF 314 R4

From: Taylar Reid <treid@emmconsulting.com.au>
Sent: Tuesday, 28 September 2021 5:45 PM

Cc: Taylar Reid <treid@emmconsulting.com.au>
Subject: 6 John Street, Berry Bay Methodology Letter

Dear Registered Aboriginal Party,

Thank you for registering your interest in the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for the proposed
development at 6 John Street, McMahons Point within the North Sydney Local Government Area (LGA).

Attached to this email is a letter which outlines the proposed assessment methods for the ACHA. The letter includes
information about the project itself and the design plans, as well as our proposed methods for undertaking survey
within the project area. | would appreciate if you could please review the letter and let me know your thoughts or
comments, if any. If you would like to make us aware of any cultural knowledge about the project area and its
cultural value to you that would be appreciated.

Your response would be greatly appreciated, and please feel free to send any information or feedback to me via
email, post or phone. As outlined in the letter, if you could provide any comments by COB 26 October 2021, that
would be ideal.

Any questions, please let me know.

Kind regards,

Taylar Reid



M 0428 280 542
T 024907 4828

. Connect with us

NEWCASTLE | Level 3, 175 Scott Street, Newcastle NSW 2300
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Please consider the environment before printing my email.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain
confidential information. Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender imnmediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose,

distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the intended recipient.



Victoria Mietchen

From: Alan Williams

Sent: Tuesday, 19 October 2021 1:34 PM

To: officeadmin@metrolalc.org.au; lilly carroll; cazadirect@live.com; Philip khan; waarlan12
@outlook.com; Kaarina Slater; wurrumay@hotmail.com; butuheritage@gmail.com

Cc: Selina Timothy; Taylar Reid

Subject: 6 John Street, McMahon's Point - ACHA - Site inspection

Attachments: PRO_1530_COVID-19 Fieldwork Protocols - Subcontractors_v1_20210922.pdf, EMM Conditions

of Engagement of Subconsultants_20201130.pdf

Dear All,

Thank you for registering an interest in the Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment for 6 John Street, McMahon'’s
Point. This is the proposed installation of a floating dry dock within the bay and associated with the current boatyard
on the site.

With the easing of COVID restrictions, | would like to propose a site visit. The development is entirely within the bay
itself, so this will primarily be a discussion around concerns of any cultural values or cultural landscape aspects of
the site. In addition to looking at the site itself, I'd like to have a quick look around the other side of the bay, which
gives a better picture of the site and perhaps other interesting cultural heritage in the region (at Balls Head Reserve).

| invite a representative of your organisation to attend in accordance with the below scope and requirements.
Work scope

We require one sites officer from your organisation for up to two days to participate in the site inspection. We
request that your officer has knowledge and/or experience of cultural values associated with the area and/or the
identification of cultural materials (eg stone artefacts, scarred trees, etc); and any cultural knowledge of the site.
The field survey will require walking on uneven terrain in the field.

We are proposing to undertake these works on Wednesday 27 October. | propose to meet at the end of John
Street, McMahon’s Point at 8.30am..

We are authorised to offer payment of up to_ for your representative to participate in the site
inspection, and up to a half day. Please submit your invoice once the fieldwork has been completed to Taylar Reid
and myself, and we will endeavour to get it paid. Our official payment timeframe is 40-60 days | believe, but we
usually can get them organised within 2-3 weeks.

Please ensure your sites officer has all necessary safety gear (steel toecaps, hi-vis, long sleeves/pants, rain jacket,
sun hat, safety glasses/sunglasses) for the site visit.

Requirements and WHS
Please ensure the following has been undertaken/provided:

1. If not already done so, you have reviewed and signed the attached subcontractor agreement. Please advise
us if there are any issues with the contract and we can explore updates/revisions where needed.

2. If not already done so, please ensure that you have provided the necessary proof of insurances to
participate in the on-site activities (including workers compensation or equivalent; and public liability).

3. Please note that the proponent requires all personnel to be double vaccinated to participate. Please ensure
your representative is double vaccinated prior to attending the site inspection and has proof of vaccination
for the EMM representative on-site.



4. Your representative will be subject to a project specific SWMS that includes additional COVID requirements.
This will include the completion of the attached questionnaire. Note undertaking and demonstrating a
negative COVID test within 72 hours of the fieldwork is a requirement of this.

Happy to discuss
Thanks
Al

Dr Alan Williams FSA FRSA MAACAI

/ T 029493 9500
[l M 0438 104 740
D 0294939584

. Connect with us
SYDNEY | Ground floor, 20 Chandos Street, St Leonards NSW 2065

I work flexibly. I'm sending you this message now because it's a good time for me, but do not expect you to read, respond or actic

- ) T
EMM’S BUSINESS
CONTINUITY PLAN

Please consider the environment before printing my email.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain confidential information.
Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or are not the intended recipient, please
notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose, distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the
intended recipient.
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Victoria Mietchen

From: Alan Williams

Sent: Monday, 15 November 2021 9:57 AM

To: Alan Williams

Cc Pamela Chauvel

Subject: 6 John Street, Berrys Bay - ACHA - review and comment
Dear All,

Thank you for your involvement in EMM'’s recent Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment (ACHA) of 6 John Street,
Berrys Bay. As you will be aware, this is the consideration of potential Aboriginal heritage impacts of a proposed
floating dry dock adjacent an existing boat yard in Berrys Bay. We have now completed the draft ACHA report and
are seeking input/feedback from your organisation.

In brief, we conclude that no cultural materials were identified, and we do not expect any significant sites to be
present within the proposed impact footprint (which primarily consists of some 35 sq m of the seabed in Berrys
Bay). Specifically, the most important sites in this region are arguably rockshelters and/or engravings. Our available
information from the seabed encompassed within the project footprint does not suggest that such features are
present. If present, we suggest that cultural materials would consist of isolated or disparate stone artefacts in
disturbed contexts.

Can | please ask your organisation to review the document and provide any input/concerns/issues/comments as
soon as possible. In accordance with Heritage NSW guidelines, we provide 28 days to comment on the document,
with finalisation proposed on 12 December 2021. However, as previously discussed, this project is currently being
contested in the Land and Environment Court, and we have been asked to deliver the document prior to this date.
As such the proponent is willing to offer_to all organisations to prioritise their review and comment of
the report were provided by 26 November 2021.

The report can be downloaded from the below folder:

1 John Street, Berrys Bay

| am happy to send a hard copy for anyone that wants one, please just let me know.
Happy to discuss

Thanks
Al

Dr Alan Williams FSA FRSA MAACAI

: | T 0294939500
(g M 0438 104 740
[ D 0294939584

- Connect with us

SYDNEY | Ground floor, 20 Chandos Street, St Leonards NSW 2065
1
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Please consider the environment before printing my email.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain confidential information.
Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or are not the intended recipient, please
notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose, distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the

intended recipient.



Victoria Mietchen

From: Butucarbin Heritage <butuheritage@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, 25 November 2021 5:10 PM

To: Alan Williams

Subject: Berry's Bay

Attachments: Berry's Bay ACHA comments..pdf

i CAUTION: This email originated outside of the Organisation.

Hi Al,
Please see attached comments.

Kind regards,

Lowanna Gibson

Project Manager for Butucarbin Cultural Heritage
B.A Archaeology/Anthropology USYD

Juzis Doctor UTS



BUTUCARBIN ABORIGINAL CORPORATION
PO Box E18, Emerton NSW 2770

28 Pringle Road, Hebersham NSW 2770

Ph: 9832 7167 Fax: 9832 7263
koori@ozemail.com.au

ABN: 83 535 742 276

25%" November 2021
To whom it may concern,

Butucarbin Aboriginal Corporation agrees with EMM regarding the results (p. 35-41) of the
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment, conducted at 6 John Street, Berry’s Bay, Sydney
NSW.

During the site inspection, Butucarbin’s representative concluded that there were no First
Nations objects or sites within the area. This conclusion coupled with the available
information on the area — which also determines that there are no/limited First Nations
objects, sites, or deposits — determines that the proposed activity - the installation of a
Floating Dry Dock (FDD) - to be undertaken, will not result in any intergenerational or
cumulative loss to material culture and will also not interfere with First Nations intangible
culture.

Furthermore, Butucarbin also agrees with EMM’s recommendations (p. 49-50). In the event

skeletal remains are unearthed, the appropriate legislative Acts should be followed and upon
completion of the extrusion of the mooring piles, underwater inspection should be conducted
to investigate the presence of stone artefacts and shell material.

Yours Sincerely,

Lowanna Gibson

Project Manager for Butucarbin Cultural Heritage
B.A Archaeology/Anthropology USYD

Juris Doctor Candidate UTS



Victoria Mietchen

From: Philip khan <philipkhan.acn@live.com.au>

Sent: Thursday, 18 November 2021 10:04 AM

To: Alan Williams

Subject: Re: 6 John Street, Berrys Bay - ACHA - review and comment

CAUTION: This email originated outside of the Organisation.

Dear Alan,

Thank you for your updated ACHA for 6 John Street Berrys Bay. The whole study area is of importance to Aboriginal
people, for thousands of years the land has been managed and cared for in a cultural manner. The area would have
been utilised on daily basis before colonisation. Due to coloniastion and dispersion of our land, it saddens us that
the study area has been highly disturbed by the Europeans and from modern construction leaving the land stripped
and disturbed with fil. It has been proven time and time again that fil contains Aboriginal objects, for this reason we
recommend further monitoring of any works where the ground will be further disturbed even if it is out of context
and or not of archaeological potential. Aboriginal people are a continuing culture & one of the oldest cultures in the
world and today we thrive as a minority group. For this reason, we also recommend a cultural interpretation plan
one that complies with the connecting to country framework within design of your project. We highly recommend
this as it is a way moving forward to educate the wider community and a way to pass down culture to our younger
generations, teaching them the ways of the our elders and acknowledging the expertise and achievements in a more
modern out look .

Our people have a deep connection to the land our mother earth, we care for her as she does for us providing
resources, shelter, and a rich environment. There may not be tangible evidence of Aboriginal occupation on this site
but, in saying that we must also think of the intangible and aesthetic aspects that comes along with our culture. We
have creation and dreaming stories that shape the land, sky, water ways and fire. This knowledge system has been
passed down for tens of thousands of years. This should be acknowledged through interpretation and made away to
the wider community, we weren’t just hunter gatherers or savages we are a civilised society, we follow lore and
kinship, we must cancel out the myth of hunter gatherers all together. Moving forward interpretation can be
achieved through native landscaping, digital displays, art, design, edible gardens, sky knowledge, sound scape, water
features, Aboriginal playgrounds, keeping places and much more.

We look forward to working along side you on this project & we agree to your recommendations.

Kind Regards
Kadibulla Khan

KAMIFARGIZYANKUNTIATIARA
WORKINGIGROUR:

S NI

Ph: Phil Khan - 0434 545 982
78 Forbes St, Emu Plains NSW 2750 Ph: Stefeanie - 0451 068 480
ABN 26 637 314 384 philipkhan.acn @ live com.au




From: Alan Williams <awilliams@emmconsulting.com.au>

Sent: Monday, 15 November 2021 9:57 AM

To: Alan Williams <awilliams@emmconsulting.com.au>

Cc: Pamela Chauvel <pchauvel@emmconsulting.com.au>
Subject: 6 John Street, Berrys Bay - ACHA - review and comment

Dear All,

Thank you for your involvement in EMM'’s recent Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment (ACHA) of 6 John Street,
Berrys Bay. As you will be aware, this is the consideration of potential Aboriginal heritage impacts of a proposed
floating dry dock adjacent an existing boat yard in Berrys Bay. We have now completed the draft ACHA report and
are seeking input/feedback from your organisation.

In brief, we conclude that no cultural materials were identified, and we do not expect any significant sites to be
present within the proposed impact footprint (which primarily consists of some 35 sq m of the seabed in Berrys
Bay). Specifically, the most important sites in this region are arguably rockshelters and/or engravings. Our available
information from the seabed encompassed within the project footprint does not suggest that such features are
present. If present, we suggest that cultural materials would consist of isolated or disparate stone artefacts in
disturbed contexts.

Can | please ask your organisation to review the document and provide any input/concerns/issues/comments as
soon as possible. In accordance with Heritage NSW guidelines, we provide 28 days to comment on the document,
with finalisation proposed on 12 December 2021. However, as previously discussed, this project is currently being
contested in the Land and Environment Court, and we have been asked to deliver the document prior to this date.
As such the proponent is willing to offer _ to all organisations to prioritise their review and comment of
the report were provided by 26 November 2021.

The report can be downloaded from the below folder:

Cliohn Street, Berrys Bay

| am happy to send a hard copy for anyone that wants one, please just let me know.
Happy to discuss

Thanks
Al

Dr Alan Williams FSA FRSA MAACAI

o T 029493 9500
A g E M M M 0438 104 740
> D 0294939584

"“ﬂ.. .".'...'ti“ | . Connect with us

SYDNEY | Ground floor, 20 Chandos Street, St Leonards NSW 2065

I work flexibly. I'm sending you this message now because it's a good time for me, but do not expect you to read, respond or actic
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Please consider the environment before printing my email.

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and are only to be read or used by the intended recipient as it may contain confidential information.
Confidentiality or privilege is not waived or lost by erroneous transmission. If you have received this email in error, or are not the intended recipient, please
notify the sender immediately and delete this email from your computer. You must not disclose, distribute, copy or use the information herein if you are not the

intended recipient.



Appendix C

Historical aerial photographs
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Historic Aerial Photograph - 2012

IMAGERY INSIGHT

E——1 Subject area




off
2
3
g
&
2
._S
"
g
3
v
8
&
3
2
R
e
8
3
&
:
3
b
3
&
8
3
8
e
]
2
o
3
g
<
4
2
S
-
5

IMAGERY INSIGHT
Historic Aerial Photograph - 2015
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Appendix D

Archaeological information




D.1 Extensive report

210732 | RP1 | v1

D.2



W
S

GOVERNMENT

AHIMS Web Services (AWS)

Extensive search - Site list report

Your Ref/PO Number : E210732_5km
Client Service ID : 619845

SiteID
45-6-2192

45-6-1369

45-6-0026

45-6-0630

45-6-1267

45-6-3762

45-6-2168

45-6-3077

45-6-1041

45-6-2072

45-6-1511

45-6-3873

45-6-2266

45-6-2966

SiteName
Split Roof Cave;

Contact

Gore Cove;Wollstonecraft;

Contact
Whale Rock (Balls Head)

Contact
Berry Bay Balls Head Reserve; Campbells Cave

Contact

Balls Head Reserve
Contact

Harrington IFS01
Contact

RSYS midden;

Contact
Adderstone Shelter 1 NSC-081
Contact
Crows Nest;
Contact
Iron works cave;Dalton's Iron Store;( duplicate copy of
45-6-2223)
Contact
Berry Island 5;
Contact
Glenview Shelter 2 LCC091

Contact
Gore Cove 6;Wollstonecraft;

Contact
Balls Head shelter NSC-073

Contact

Datum
AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

Zone Easting

Northing Context

Site Status **

SiteFeatures

56 332760 6254430 Closed site Valid Shell : -, Artefact : -

Michael Guider Permits

56 332768 6254203 Closed site Valid Shell : -, Artefact : -

ASRSYS Permits

56 332969 6253770 Open site Valid Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : -

D Earle,Michael Guider,D Lautrec,Mr.Phil Hunt,Aboriginal Heritage Office Permits

56 333224 6253410 Closed site Valid Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : -

W.D Campbell,Michael Guider,Mr.Phil Hunt,Aboriginal Heritage Office Permits

56 333294 6253330

Val Attenbrow,Michael Guider,Aboriginal Heritage Office

56 334178 6251888 Open site

AMAC Group P/L,Mr.Benjamin Streat

56 335190 6253050 Open site Valid
Michael Guider

56 334895 6253940 Open site Valid
Aboriginal Heritage Office

56 332034 6254371 Open site Valid
Mr.R Taplin

56 332050 6253610 Closed site Valid
Val Attenbrow,Michael Guider,Mr.Scott Mann

56 332300 6253900 Open site Valid
Tranby College

56 332394 6255130 Open site Valid
Mr.Phil Hunt

56 332340 6254550 Open site Valid
Michael Guider

56 332879 6253500 Open site Valid

Mr.Phil Hunt,Mr.Phil Hunt,Aboriginal Heritage Office

Open site Valid

Destroyed

Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Artefact: 1

Permits
Artefact: -, Shell : -

Permits
Shell : 1

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Potential
Archaeological
Deposit (PAD) : 1

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Potential
Archaeological
Deposit (PAD) : -,
Shell : -

Permits

SiteTypes Reports
Shelter with
Midden

Shelter with
Midden

Rock Engraving

2885

Shelter with Art

Midden 1809

Midden,Open Camp
Site

Midden

Shelter with Art 1809

Midden

Midden

Report generated by AHIMS Web Service on 06/09/2021 for Pamela Chauvel for the following area at Datum :GDA, Zone : 56, Eastings : 331470.0 - 335470.0, Northings : 6251850.0 - 6255850.0
with a Buffer of 0 meters.. Number of Aboriginal sites and Aboriginal objects found is 105
This information is not guaranteed to be free from error omission. Heritage NSW and its employees disclaim liability for any act done or omission made on the information and consequences of such acts or omission.
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W
S

GOVERNMENT

AHIMS Web Services (AWS)

Extensive search - Site list report

Your Ref/PO Number : E210732_5km
Client Service ID : 619845

SiteID
45-6-2193

45-6-1957

45-6-1237

45-6-1939

45-6-3678

45-6-0825

45-6-2993

45-6-2262

45-6-2968

45-6-2167

45-6-3589

45-6-2101

45-6-3047

45-6-2191

45-6-1232

SiteName

Honeycomb Hole Cave;

Contact

Goat Island Cave;

Contact
Yarra Bay;Captain Phillip Monument;

Contact
MSB Tower;

Contact
Darling Walk Midden

Contact
Myrtle Street

Contact
Greenwich Path 2 LCC 018

Contact

Gore Cove 1;Greenwich;

Contact
Berry Island 12 NSC-076

Contact
Manhole;

Contact
Gore Creek 12 Hand Stencil - LLC 115

Contact

Nameless third visit cave / Gore ck;reserve 2;

Contact
Badangi Reserve Shelter NSC 077

Contact
WB6 Cave;

Contact
Balls Head Unbelievable Cave

Datum
AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders
GDA

Recorders
GDA

Recorders
GDA

Recorders
AGD

Recorders
GDA
Recorders
AGD

Recorders
GDA

Recorders
AGD

Recorders
GDA

Recorders
AGD

Recorders
GDA

Recorders
AGD

Recorders
GDA

Zone Easting Northing Context

Site Status **

56 332760 6254430 Closed site Valid
Michael Guider

56 333010 6252710 Closed site Valid
Michael Guider

56 333294 6253330 Open site Valid
Unknown Author,Mr.Phil Hunt,Aboriginal Heritage Office
56 333640 6252227 Open site Destroyed
Michael Guider

56 333600 6255000 Open site Valid
Comber Consultants Pty Limited,Ms.Jillian Comber

56 334036 6254867 Open site Not a Site
Australian Museum

56 331554 6254060 Open site Valid
Aboriginal Heritage Office

56 332160 6254540 Closed site Valid
Michael Guider

56 332384 6254230 Open site Valid
Mr.Phil Hunt,Aboriginal Heritage Office

56 331650 6254100 Open site Valid
Val Attenbrow

56 331750 6255140 Closed site Valid
Mr.Phil Hunt

56 331750 6255050 Closed site Valid
Val Attenbrow

56 332724 6254310 Closed site Valid
Aboriginal Heritage Office

56 332710 6254460 Closed site Valid
Michael Guider

56 332839 6253390 Closed site Valid

SiteFeatures
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : -

Permits
Aboriginal Resource
and Gathering: 1,
Shell : 1

Permits
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : -

Permits
Shell : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Artefact : -

Permits
Artefact: -, Shell : -

Permits
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : 1

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : -

SiteTypes
Shelter with
Midden

Shelter with
Midden

Midden

Rock Engraving

Not an Aboriginal
Site

Shelter with
Midden

Midden,Open Camp
Site

Shelter with
Midden

Shelter with
Midden

Shelter with Art

Reports

274,102147

102763

1809

Report generated by AHIMS Web Service on 06/09/2021 for Pamela Chauvel for the following area at Datum :GDA, Zone : 56, Eastings : 331470.0 - 335470.0, Northings : 6251850.0 - 6255850.0
with a Buffer of 0 meters.. Number of Aboriginal sites and Aboriginal objects found is 105
This information is not guaranteed to be free from error omission. Heritage NSW and its employees disclaim liability for any act done or omission made on the information and consequences of such acts or omission.
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W
S

GOVERNMENT

AHIMS Web Services (AWS)

Extensive search - Site list report

Your Ref/PO Number : E210732_5km
Client Service ID : 619845

SiteID

45-6-0635

45-6-1615

45-6-3091

45-6-0264

45-6-1513

45-6-2962

45-6-0030

45-6-2102

45-6-0269

45-6-1042

45-6-1039

45-6-2264

45-6-2965

SiteName
Contact
Neutral Bay Ben Boyd Rd

Contact
Bennelong Point

Contact
Bushland Park 1 LCC095

Contact
Berry Island;Gore Cove/Crows Nest;

Contact
Berry Island 2;

Contact
Gore Cove 9 NSC-065

Contact
Dawes Point;Dawes Point Park;

Contact
Sandy crumble Gore creek;reserve 5;

Contact

Shell Park;Sanded Fire Cave;Greenwich;

Contact
Bay Street Park;Crows Nest;

Contact
Crows Nest;

Contact
Gore Cove 3;Greenwich;

Contact
Milray Shelter NSC-072

Contact

Datum

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders
AGD

Recorders
AGD

Recorders
AGD

Recorders
GDA

Recorders

Zone Easting

Northing

Context

Michael Guider,D Lautrec,Aboriginal Heritage Office

56 335034

6254650

Open site

Michael Guider,Aboriginal Heritage Office

56 334800
ASRSYS
56 331470

6252100

6255830

Aboriginal Heritage Office

Open site

Open site

Open site

Open site

Open site

Open site

Closed site

Closed site

Open site

Open site

Closed site

56 332250 6253920
Michael Guider

56 332250 6254050
B Longbottom

56 332379 6254590
Mr.Phil Hunt,Aboriginal Heritage Office
56 334345 6252534
Michael Guider

56 331660 6255020
Val Attenbrow

56 331680 6254120
Michael Guider

56 331790 6254580
Val Attenbrow

56 331852 6254276
ASRSYS

56 332310 6254660
Michael Guider

56 332434 6254650

Open site

David Watts,Aboriginal Heritage Office

Site Status **

Valid

Destroyed

Valid

Valid

Valid

Valid

Destroyed

Valid

Valid

Valid

Valid

Valid

Valid

SiteFeatures
Permits
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : -
Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Potential
Archaeological
Deposit (PAD) : 1

Permits
Grinding Groove : -,
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -

Permits
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : -, Shell :
-, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Potential
Archaeological
Deposit (PAD) : -

Permits

SiteTypes

Rock Engraving

Midden

Axe Grinding
Groove,Rock
Engraving

Midden

Rock Engraving

Shelter with
Midden

Shelter with
Art,Shelter with
Midden

Midden

Midden

Shelter with
Midden

Reports

102763

102201

1809

1809

Report generated by AHIMS Web Service on 06/09/2021 for Pamela Chauvel for the following area at Datum :GDA, Zone : 56, Eastings : 331470.0 - 335470.0, Northings : 6251850.0 - 6255850.0
with a Buffer of 0 meters.. Number of Aboriginal sites and Aboriginal objects found is 105
This information is not guaranteed to be free from error omission. Heritage NSW and its employees disclaim liability for any act done or omission made on the information and consequences of such acts or omission.
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W
S

GOVERNMENT

AHIMS Web Services (AWS)

Extensive search - Site list report

Your Ref/PO Number : E210732_5km
Client Service ID : 619845

SiteID
45-6-2186

45-6-2190

45-6-2764

45-6-2181

45-6-2147

45-6-1901

45-6-2287

45-6-1512

45-6-1268

45-6-0891

45-6-2964

45-6-3880

45-6-2188

45-6-2189

SiteName
WB1 Cave;

Contact
WB5 Cave;

Contact
Caltex 1

Contact T Russell
Waverton Park Cave;

Contact
Ivy Cliff (Waverton Park)

Contact
Long Nose Point 1.;Birchgrove;9 Numa Street;

Contact
Yerroulbin Cave

Contact
Berry Island 3

Contact
Balls Head Reserve;

Contact
Balls Head Reserve 5 Hands Cave

Contact
Milray Midden 1 NSC-071

Contact
Glenview Shelter 1 (LCC0110)

Contact
WRB3 Cave;

Contact
WB4 Cave;

Contact

Datum
AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

GDA

Recorders
GDA

Recorders
GDA

Recorders
AGD

Recorders
AGD

Recorders

Zone Easting Northing Context

56 332640 6254160 Closed site
Michael Guider
56 332660 6254380 Closed site
Michael Guider
56 332845 6253710 Closed site

Site Status **
Valid

Valid

Valid

SiteFeatures

Shell : -, Artefact: -,

Art (Pigment or

Engraved) : -
Permits

Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -

Mary Dallas Consulting Archaeologists (MDCA),Mr.Phil Hunt,Aboriginal Heritage O Permits

56 333130 6253820 Closed site

Valid

Michael Guider,Mr.Phil Hunt,Aboriginal Heritage Office

56 333330 6253860 Closed site

Val Attenbrow,D Earle

56 332000 6253030 Open site
Michael Guider

56 332010 6253210 Closed site
Michael Guider

56 332220 6254000 Open site
Michael Guider,Tranby College

56 333800 6253060 Open site

Valid

Valid

Valid

Valid

Valid

Michael Guider,Mr.Phil Hunt,Aboriginal Heritage Office

56 333139 6253455 Closed site

Valid

Michael Guider,D Lautrec,Mr.Phil Hunt,Aboriginal Heritage Office

56 332424 6254650 Open site

Mr.Phil Hunt,Aboriginal Heritage Office

56 332535 6255195 Open site
Mr.Phil Hunt

56 332640 6254180 Open site
Michael Guider

56 332640 6254190 Closed site
Michael Guider

Valid

Valid

Valid

Valid

Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact: -,
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : -

Permits
Burial : -, Shell : -,
Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -,
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : -

Permits
Shell : -

Permits
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : 1

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits

SiteTypes Reports
Shelter with
Art,Shelter with

Midden

Shelter with
Midden

Shelter with
Midden

Shelter with 1809
Midden

Midden

Shelter with
Art,Shelter with
Midden

Burial/s,Midden 97786

Midden

Shelter with
Art,Shelter with
Midden

Midden

Shelter with
Midden

Report generated by AHIMS Web Service on 06/09/2021 for Pamela Chauvel for the following area at Datum :GDA, Zone : 56, Eastings : 331470.0 - 335470.0, Northings : 6251850.0 - 6255850.0
with a Buffer of 0 meters.. Number of Aboriginal sites and Aboriginal objects found is 105
This information is not guaranteed to be free from error omission. Heritage NSW and its employees disclaim liability for any act done or omission made on the information and consequences of such acts or omission.
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W
S

GOVERNMENT

AHIMS Web Services (AWS)

Extensive search - Site list report

Your Ref/PO Number : E210732_5km
Client Service ID : 619845

SiteID
45-6-2180

45-6-1269

45-6-1271

45-6-0760

45-6-3076

45-6-0270

45-6-3881

45-6-2252

45-6-1037

45-6-2146

45-6-1043

45-6-1510

45-6-1509

45-6-3103

45-6-2187

SiteName

Quarantine Cave;Waverton;

Contact

Waverton Park Waverton

Contact
Lavender Bay Milsons Point

Contact
Neutral Bay;

Contact
Adderstone Shelter 2 NSC-082

Contact
Upper Cliff Road;Northwood;

Contact
Glenview Shelter 3 (LCC0111)

Contact
Gore Creek 10;

Contact

Crows Nest;Greenwich Warf Cave;

Contact

Gore Creek Reserve 7 Gore CReek Reserve

Contact

Crows Nest;Wharf Garden Cave;Bay St Wharf Cave;

Contact
Berry Island 9;Wollstonecraft;

Contact
Berrys Island;Wollstonecraft;

Contact
BADANGI RESERVE SHELTER 1

Contact
WRB2 Cave;

Contact

Datum
AGD

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

Zone Easting
56 332850

Northing
6253335

Context

Closed site

Site Status **
Valid

Michael Guider,Mr.Phil Hunt,Aboriginal Heritage Office

56 333384

6254040

Open site

Unknown Author,Aboriginal Heritage Office

56 334339

6253635

Closed site

Michael Guider,Aboriginal Heritage Office

56 335029

6254545

Open site

Michael Guider,Aboriginal Heritage Office

56 334885 6253945
Aboriginal Heritage Office
56 331504 6255540
Michael Guider

56 332380 6255045
Mr.Phil Hunt

56 331490 6254910
Michael Guider

56 331570 6253720
ASRSYS

56 331660 6254790
Val Attenbrow

56 331740 6254580

Val Attenbrow,Michael Guider

56 332310

6253950

Michael Guider,L Bostock

56 332360

D Morrissey
56 332620

6253980

6254120

Open site

Open site

Open site

Open site

Closed site

Closed site

Closed site

Closed site

Open site

Open site

Aboriginal Heritage Office,Ms.Viki Gordon

56 332640

Michael Guider

6254170

Closed site

Valid

Valid

Valid

Valid

Valid

Valid

Valid

Valid

Valid

Valid

Valid

Valid

Valid

Valid

SiteFeatures
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : -

Permits
Shell : 1

Permits
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : -

Permits
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : 1

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -,
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -,
Burial : -

Permits
Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : 1

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits

SiteTypes
Shelter with
Midden

Midden

Shelter with
Midden

Rock Engraving

Rock Engraving

Midden

Shelter with
Art,Shelter with
Midden

Shelter with
Midden

Burial/s,Shelter
with Midden

Shelter with
Deposit

Midden

Shelter with
Midden

Reports

1809

1809,1911

1809

Report generated by AHIMS Web Service on 06/09/2021 for Pamela Chauvel for the following area at Datum :GDA, Zone : 56, Eastings : 331470.0 - 335470.0, Northings : 6251850.0 - 6255850.0
with a Buffer of 0 meters.. Number of Aboriginal sites and Aboriginal objects found is 105
This information is not guaranteed to be free from error omission. Heritage NSW and its employees disclaim liability for any act done or omission made on the information and consequences of such acts or omission.
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W
S

GOVERNMENT

AHIMS Web Services (AWS)

Extensive search - Site list report

Your Ref/PO Number : E210732_5km
Client Service ID : 619845

SiteID
45-6-2961

45-6-1270

45-6-0906

45-6-3882

45-6-2967

45-6-2672

45-6-2267

45-6-2152

45-6-2096

45-6-1266

45-6-3166

45-6-2762

45-6-0519

45-6-1809

45-6-0628

SiteName
Balls Head Midden NSC-058
Contact

Waverton Park Waverton

Contact
Waverton Park

Contact

Gore Creek 11 (LCC 003)
Contact

5 Hands Shelter B NSC-074

Contact
Shed Cave - Birchgrove

Contact
Gore Cove 8 Wollstonecraft

Contact
Gore Creek Reserve 6 Gore Creek Reserve

Contact
Choked up cave /Gore ck reserve 1;

Contact

Berry Island;

Contact

BERRY ISLAND 13. NSC090
Contact

Coal Loader 1 (Balls Head)

Contact
Moores Wharf

T Russell

Contact
Birchgrove

Contact

Balls Head Reserve Waverton

Contact

Datum
GDA

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

Zone Easting Northing Context Site Status **

56 333239 6253395 Open site Valid
Mr.Phil Hunt,Aboriginal Heritage Office

56 333254 6254040 Open site Valid
Unknown Author,Mr.Phil Hunt,Aboriginal Heritage Office
56 333320 6253813 Closed site Valid
Michael Guider

56 331725 6255260 Open site Valid
Mr.Phil Hunt

56 332134 6253455 Open site Valid
Mr.Phil Hunt,Mr.Phil Hunt,Aboriginal Heritage Office

56 332125 6253425 Closed site Valid
Michael Guider

56 332369 6254600 Open site Valid
Michael Guider,Aboriginal Heritage Office

56 331580 6255040 Closed site Valid
Val Attenbrow

56 331780 6255060 Closed site Valid
Val Attenbrow,K Cutmore

56 332300 6254000 Open site Valid
ASRSYS

56 332459 6254138 Open site Valid
Mr.Phil Hunt

56 332820 6253580 Closed site Valid

SiteFeatures
Shell : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : -

Permits
Shell : -

Permits
Shell : -

Permits
Habitation Structure
01

Permits
Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Non-Human
Bone and Organic
Material : -

Mary Dallas Consulting Archaeologists (MDCA),Mr.Phil Hunt,Aboriginal Heritage O Permits

56 333600 6252200 Open site Valid
R Lampert

56 331380 6252700 Closed site Valid
Michael Guider

56 333129 6253420 Open site Valid

Michael Guider,D Lautrec,Mr.Phil Hunt,Mr.R Taplin,Aboriginal Heritage Office

Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -,
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : -

Permits
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : -
Permits

SiteTypes

Midden

Shelter with Art

Open Camp Site

Shelter with
Midden

Shelter with
Midden

Midden

Open Camp Site

Midden,Shelter
with Art

Rock Engraving

Reports

1809,1911

1809

808

Report generated by AHIMS Web Service on 06/09/2021 for Pamela Chauvel for the following area at Datum :GDA, Zone : 56, Eastings : 331470.0 - 335470.0, Northings : 6251850.0 - 6255850.0
with a Buffer of 0 meters.. Number of Aboriginal sites and Aboriginal objects found is 105
This information is not guaranteed to be free from error omission. Heritage NSW and its employees disclaim liability for any act done or omission made on the information and consequences of such acts or omission.
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W
S

GOVERNMENT

AHIMS Web Services (AWS)

Extensive search - Site list report

Your Ref/PO Number : E210732_5km
Client Service ID : 619845

SiteID
45-6-2251

45-6-3883

45-6-0279

45-6-3341

45-6-0268

45-6-1265

45-6-2265

45-6-2763

45-6-0027

45-6-0811

45-6-2055

45-6-2250

45-6-2263

SiteName
Gore Creek 9;

Contact

Gore Creek 13 (LCC 0116)

Contact
Greenwich;Gore Creek Reserve;Unpainted stair ladder cave;

Contact
Greenwich PSKL 01

Contact

Berry Island;
Contact

Berry Island;Berry Island 6;
Contact

Gore Cove 5;Greenwich;

Contact
Caltex 2

Contact T Russell
Balls Head Berry Island

Contact
Goat Island;Parramatta River;

Contact
Lavender bay 2;

Contact
Gore Creek 8;

Contact
Gore Cove 2;Greenwich;

Contact

Datum
AGD

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

AGD

Recorders

GDA

Recorders

AGD

Recorders
AGD

Recorders
AGD

Recorders
AGD

Recorders

Zone Easting Northing Context
56 331510 6254990 Closed site Valid
Michael Guider
56 331750 6255310 Open site Valid
Mr.Phil Hunt
56 331720 6255070 Closed site Valid

Val Attenbrow,Michael Guider,] Mecader,D Munro
56 331832 6255700 Closed site Valid

Ms.Vanessa Hardy,Cultural Heritage Connections Pty Ltd

56 332320 6254030 Open site Valid
Michael Guider

56 332350 6253800 Open site Valid
Michael Guider,K Murphy

56 332380 6254680 Closed site Valid
Michael Guider

56 332840 6253690 Closed site Valid

Mary Dallas Consulting Archaeologists (MDCA)
56 333214 6253390 Closed site Valid

Michael Guider,Mr.Phil Hunt,Aboriginal Heritage Office

56 333150 6252650 Open site Valid
Elizabeth Rich

56 333890 6253550 Closed site Valid
Michael Guider

56 331610 6255050 Closed site Valid
Michael Guider

56 332230 6254610 Closed site Valid
Michael Guider

Site Status **

SiteFeatures
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Potential
Archaeological
Deposit (PAD) : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -

Permits
Art (Pigment or
Engraved) : -, Shell :
-, Artefact : -, Burial :

Permits
Artefact: -, Shell : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact: -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits
Shell : -, Artefact : -

Permits

SiteTypes
Shelter with
Midden

Shelter with
Midden

Midden

Midden

Shelter with
Midden

Burial/s,Shelter
with Art,Shelter
with Midden

Midden,Open Camp

Site

Shelter with
Midden

Shelter with
Midden

Shelter with
Midden

Reports

1809

1809

Report generated by AHIMS Web Service on 06/09/2021 for Pamela Chauvel for the following area at Datum :GDA, Zone : 56, Eastings : 331470.0 - 335470.0, Northings : 6251850.0 - 6255850.0
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Datum
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GDA
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AGD
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Recorders
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Zone Easting Northing Context
56 333100 6252480 Closed site
Klim Gollan
56 331579 6254015 Open site
Aboriginal Heritage Office
56 331610 6254050 Open site
ASRSYS
56 331690 6255000 Closed site

Val Attenbrow,Michael Guider,Mr.R Taplin

56 332310 6253990 Open site
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Site Status **
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SiteFeatures
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and Dreaming : -
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Valid - The site has been recorded and accepted onto the system as valid
Destroyed - The site has been completely impacted or harmed usually as consequence of permit activity but sometimes also after natural events. There is nothing left of the site on the ground but proponents should proceed with caution.

Partially Destroyed - The site has been only partially impacted or harmed usually as consequence of permit activity but sometimes also after natural events. There might be parts or sections of the original site still present on the ground

Not a site - The site has been originally entered and accepted onto AH MS as a valid site but after further investigations it was decided it is NOT an aboriginal site. Impact of this type of site does not require permit but Heritage NSW should be notified
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This information is not guaranteed to be free from error omission. Heritage NSW and its employees disclaim liability for any act done or omission made on the information and consequences of such acts or omission.




D.2 AHIMS site feature data

i Aboriginal sites

In the AHIMS database, Aboriginal sites are defined in several ways. At the simplest level, sites are recorded as
‘closed’ or ‘open’. Closed sites are associated with rockshelters and include other evidence of Aboriginal occupation
that may be present, such as areas where subsurface Aboriginal objects may occur within the shelter
(‘potential archaeological deposit’ (PAD)), faunal remains, and art on the shelter walls (paintings/engravings). Open
sites are broadly defined and encompass all other types of Aboriginal site features that are located in areas where
there is no rockshelter. The most common open site features found generally include artefacts, grinding grooves,
art, culturally modified trees, and shell deposits (middens) (OEH 2012). The presence or absence of stone artefacts
is often a defining factor in site identification, with almost every site likely to have at least some associated artefacts,
as discard or loss of this most ubiquitous and practically indestructible marker of past Aboriginal visitation.

Any one site (or group of linked sites described as a ‘complex’) can contain several different site features. For
example, a shelter may have art on the walls, artefacts on the floor surface or outside the shelter, and be predicted
to contain faunal remains and further artefacts in the accumulated deposit inside.

A description of terms used to describe different site features known to occur in the vicinity of the study area is
provided in Table D.1. Similarly, there may be places of contemporary significance to Aboriginal people in the region

and that will require consultation with this community to identify.

Table D.1

Site feature

Aboriginal site feature definitions (OEH 2012)

Definition

Aboriginal Previously referred to as mythological sites these are spiritual/story places where no physical evidence of
ceremony and  previous use of the place may occur, eg natural unmodified landscape features, ceremonial or spiritual areas,
Dreaming men’s/women’s sites, dreaming (creation) tracks, marriage places, etc.

Artefacts Objects such as stone tools, and associated flaked material, spears, manuports, grindstones, discarded stone
flakes, modified glass or shell demonstrating evidence of use of the area by Aboriginal people.

Burials A traditional or contemporary (post-contact) burial of an Aboriginal person, which may occur outside
designated cemeteries and may not be marked, eg, in caves, marked by stone cairns, in sand areas, along creek
banks, etc.

Fish trap A modified area on watercourses where fish were trapped for short-term storage and gathering.

Habitation Structures constructed by Aboriginal people for short- or long-term shelter. More temporary structures are

structure commonly preserved away from the NSW coastline, may include historic camps of contemporary significance.
Smaller structures may make use of natural materials such as branches, logs and bark sheets or manufactured
materials such as corrugated iron to form shelters. Archaeological remains of a former structure such as
chimney/fireplace, raised earth building platform, excavated pits, rubble mounds, etc.

Modified tree Trees which show the marks of modification as a result of cutting of bark from the trunk for use in the

(carved or production of shields, canoes, boomerangs, burials shrouds, for medicinal purposes, foot holds etc., or

scarred) alternately intentional carving of the heartwood of the tree to form a permanent marker to indicate ceremonial
use/significance of a nearby area, again these carvings may also act as territorial or burial markers.

Potential An area where Aboriginal objects may occur below the ground surface.

archaeological
deposit (PAD)

The term ‘potential archaeological deposit’ was first applied in Sydney regional archaeology in the 1980s, and
referred to rockshelters that were large enough and contained enough accumulated deposit to allow
archaeologists to predict that subsurface cultural material was likely to be present. Since then the term has
come to include open sites where the same prediction can be made.
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Table D.1 Aboriginal site feature definitions (OEH 2012)

Site feature Definition

Restricted Site information contained in the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System is available only to
certain authorised groups of people, as requested by the Aboriginal community. Detailed information may not
be available in search reports.

Shell An accumulation or deposit of shellfish from beach, estuarine, lacustrine or riverine species resulting from
Aboriginal gathering or consumption. Usually found in deposits previously referred to as shell middens. Must be
found in association with other objects like stone tools, fish bones, charcoal, fireplaces/hearths, and burials. Will
vary greatly in size and composition.

Stone quarry Usually a source of good quality stone which is quarried and used for the production of stone tools.

i Stone artefacts

Aboriginal stone artefacts are an important source of archaeological information because stone is preserved for
long periods of time, whereas organic materials (eg bone, shell, wood, etc) often decay. Stone artefacts provide
valuable information about technology, economy, cultural change through time and settlement patterning. Stone
has also been used for understanding how old a site is (a type of ‘relative’ dating) where direct chronological
methods cannot be employed. A technological sequence for stone artefacts for the region was first described in the
late 1940s by McCarthy (1948) and has since been refined over time into the ‘Eastern Regional Sequence’ (Hiscock

and Attenbrow 1998; 2002).

Table D.2 Summary of key attributes in the Eastern Regional Sequence for the Sydney Region
(Attenbrow 2002: 153-158)

Phase

Time period

Attributes

Capertian
>5,000 years ago

Pleistocene:
pre-Glacial to post-

Glacial

60,000-10,000 years

ago

Early Holocene period
10,000-5,000 years ago

Tools (stone tools with retouch and some usewear).
Flakes produced by free-hand percussion and some limited bipolar flaking.

Retouched flakes on average are larger than Bondaian phased retouched
artefacts.

Principal raw material local tuff/chert but other types also observed
including silcrete, quartz and basalt.

Stone tools of previous period continued.

Small flakes are backed forming Bondi Points which appear in limited
numbers in some areas (although not yet confirmed in Hunter Valley, they
are present in Upper Mangrove Creek at 8500 years ago and Capertee 3 at
7500 BP).
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Table D.2 Summary of key attributes in the Eastern Regional Sequence for the Sydney Region

(Attenbrow 2002: 153-158)

Phase Time period

Attributes

Bondaian Early Bondaian Late Holocene period

5,000 years ¢.5,000-c.3,000 5,000-1,600 years ago
ago to 1788 years ago
AD

Middle
Bondaian,

¢.3,000-c.1,600
years ago

Late Bondaian

¢.1,600 years
agoto 1,788 AD

Backed artefacts often the characteristic tool-type.

Implements and associated debitage made (including Bondi Points,
geometric microliths, Elouera and other retouched flakes) are much
smaller in average size and weight than those from earlier assemblages.
Silcrete, chert and tuff and other fine-grained siliceous material were the
preferred materials for backed artefacts.

Elouera and ground implements (such as hatchets) appear c.4,500-4,000
years ago.

¢.3,500-3,000 years ago; backed artefacts and thumbnail scrapers
increasingly used and produced across the region and higher numbers of
backed artefacts found in coastal locations in particular.

Increasing use of the bipolar percussive technique over free-hand
percussion over time (especially from 3,000 years ago to 1788 AD).
Elouera increase in number. Plain.

Along coast and in sandstone country fewer Bondi Points and geometric
microliths were used.

Unmodified flakes, mainly of quartz, often produced by the bipolar
technique (implements of bone and shell some probably as piercing,
cutting and scraping components in tools and weapons found more often,
but due to non-preservation in earlier levels).

In Cumberland Plain, tool kit continued as earlier (with backed artefacts
until at least 600 years ago) in places where silcrete and chert/tuff were
the dominant raw materials. In these places quartz was a minor
component and bipolar technique used infrequently.

Change around 650 years ago with few backed artefacts being produced.
Increase in ground edged hatchets from c. 1,000 years ago).

Archaeological evidence of processing of plant foods from (c.1,150 years
ago) again due to non-preservation in earlier levels.

Fishing with shell hook & line from ¢.900 years ago.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Stannards Marine Pty Ltd, (the applicant), is seeking to develop berthing facilities for a floating dry dock (FDD) at its wharves
on the western side of Berrys Bay. Noakes Group Pty Ltd is the tenant and would be operating the facility. A requirement of
The Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARS 1166, 31 August 2017), includes the requirement for an
historical archaeological assessment in accordance with the then Office of Environment and Heritage guidelines (now Heritage
NSW).

Comber Consultants were engaged to undertake this historical archaeological assessment and to provide appropriate
management recommendations in accordance with the SEARS requirement. This report assesses the impact of the proposal
on the terrestrial component of Noakes Boat and Shipyard as described in the legal description of the property in Section 1.2,
which contains a concrete slab and brick paving over reclamation and fill.

The archaeological potential of the study area has been assessed as low and that evidence would be below the concrete slab
and brick paving. No archaeological features or relics were recorded on the hardstand. The proposal does not include any
works that will penetrate the concrete and brick hardstand. Therefore, there is no potential for any adverse impacts on any
relics or features that may be present beneath that slab.

However, if any previously unrecorded relics are unexpectedly uncovered, works must stop in the vicinity of that relic and a
suitably qualified and experienced archaeologist must be engaged to assess the significance of the relic and to provide
management recommendations.

A separate maritime archaeological assessment of FDD impacts on the adjacent marine licenced area has been prepared in
accordance with the requirements of the SEARS (Comber Consultants 2021).
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1.2

INTRODUCTION

Background

Stannards Marine Pty Ltd, (the applicant), is seeking to develop berthing facilities for a floating dry dock (FDD) at its
wharves on the western side of Berrys Bay. Noakes Group Pty Ltd is the tenant and would be operating the facility. A
requirement of The Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARS 1166, 31 August 2017), includes the
requirement for an historical archaeological assessment in accordance with the then Office of Environment and Heritage
guidelines (now Heritage NSW).

Comber Consultants were engaged to undertake this historical archaeological assessment and to provide appropriate
management recommendations in accordance with the SEARS requirement. This report assesses the impact of the
proposal on the terrestrial component of Noakes Boat and Shipyard as described in the legal description of the property
in Section 1.2.

A separate maritime archaeological assessment was undertaken by Comber Consultants for the marine licenced
component of the area (Comber 2021). That report assessed potential impacts arising from the proposed installation of
the FDD and removal of portions of the 1993 wharves.

Location
The study area, which is accessed via 6 John Street, McMahons Point, is within Berrys Bay and on the western side of
McMahons Point (Figure 1).

Figure 1: Location map: white polygon is the land based historical archaeological study area. Red polygon location of
area covered by the maritime archaeological assessment.

The legal description of the site is (Figure 2):

1) Lot 987 DP752067 6) Lot B DP 420377
2) Llot2DP 77853 7) Lot1DP 179730
3) Lot1DP 127195 8) Lot2DP 179730
4) Lot 1DP 449731 9) Lot3DP 179730
5) Lot ADP 420377 10) Lot 4 DP 179730
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2.1

2.2

2.3

LEGISLATION

Heritage Act 1977

State Heritage Register

s31 of the NSW Heritage Act 1977 provides for the establishment and maintenance of the State Heritage Register by
the Heritage Council. s32 allows the Minister to direct the listing of an item which is of State heritage significance and
sets out the procedure for listing an item.

Under s57 of the Heritage Act a person must not “demolish, despoil, excavate, alter, move, damage or destroy” an item
listed on the State Heritage Register without a permit under s60 of the Act.

Noakes Boat and Shipyard is not listed on the State Heritage Register.

Relics Provisions NSW Heritage Act, 1977

Division 9: Section 139, 140-146 - Relics Provisions Under Section 139:

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

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

Arelicis described under the Act as:
..any deposit, object or material evidence —

(a) which relates to the settlement of the area that comprises New South Wales, not being Aboriginal settlement;
and
(b) is of State or local heritage significance.

Any item identified as a relic cannot be disturbed without an excavation permit, under s140 of the Act. An excavation
permit forms an approval from the Heritage Council for permission to disturb a relic.

However, as no disturbance is proposed to the hardstand of Noakes Boat and Shipyard and no relics will be disturbed,
a Section 140 permit will not be required.

Environmental Planning & Assessment Act 1979

SEARS 1166 were issued on 31st August 2017. As a key issue, the SEARS requires an historical archaeological assessment
to be undertaken in accordance with the then Office of Environment and Heritage (now Heritage NSW) guidelines. This
historical archaeological report has been written to satisfy the SEARS requirement and is written in accordance with:

- Archaeological Assessments Guidelines (Heritage Office and Department of Urban Affairs and Planning 1996)

- Historical Archaeological Sites - Investigation and Conservation Guidelines (NSW Department of Planning 1993)
- Historical Archaeology Code of Practice, (Heritage Office, Department of Planning 2006)

- Assessing Heritage Significance (NSW Heritage Office 2001).

North Sydney Council Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 2013

Section 5.10 of the LEP details the provisions for heritage protection. Development Consent is required from North
Sydney Council to demolish or alter an item listed on the Heritage Schedule of the LEP, or to demolish or move an
Aboriginal object, except if the work is of a minor nature for the maintenance of the item and would not adversely affect
the heritage significance of the item.

Noakes Boat & Shipyard is listed in the Environmental Schedule of the LEP, as ‘Stannards Bros Shipyard and associated
industrial buildings’ Item No. 10484 and is protected by the provisions of s5.10 Heritage Conservation.
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The objectives of the LEP are:

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

(a) to conserve the environmental heritage of North Sydney Council

(b) to conserve the heritage significance of heritage items and heritage conservation areas, including associated
fabric, settings and views,

(c) to conserve archaeological sites,

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

(2) Requirement for consent
Development consent is required for any of the following:

(a) demolishing or moving any of the following or altering the exterior of any of the following (including, in the
case of a building, making changes to its detail, fabric, finish or appearance):

(i) a heritage item,

(ii) an Aboriginal object,

(iii) a building, work, relic or tree within a heritage conservation area,

(b) altering a heritage item that is a building by making structural changes to its interior or by making changes
to anything inside the item that is specified in Schedule 5 in relation to the item,

(c) disturbing or excavating an archaeological site while knowing, or having reasonable cause to suspect, that
the disturbance or excavation will or is likely to result in a relic being discovered, exposed, moved,
damaged or destroyed,

(d) disturbing or excavating an Aboriginal place of heritage significance,

(e) erecting a building on land:

(i) on which a heritage item is located or that is within a heritage conservation area, or

(ii) on which an Aboriginal object is located or that is within an Aboriginal place of heritage significance,

(f) subdividing land:

(i) on which a heritage item is located or that is within a heritage conservation area, or

(ii) on which an Aboriginal object is located or that is within an Aboriginal place of heritage significance.

(3) When consent not required
However, development consent under this clause is not required if:

(a) the applicant has notified the consent authority of the proposed development and the consent authority
has advised the applicant in writing before any work is carried out that it is satisfied that the proposed
development:

(i) is of a minor nature or is for the maintenance of the heritage item, Aboriginal object, Aboriginal place of
heritage significance or archaeological site or a building, work, relic, tree or place within the heritage
conservation area, and

(ii) would not adversely affect the heritage significance of the heritage item, Aboriginal object, Aboriginal
place, archaeological site or heritage conservation area, or

(b) the development isin a cemetery or burial ground and the proposed development:

(i) is the creation of a new grave or monument, or excavation or disturbance of land for the purpose of
conserving or repairing monuments or grave markers, and

(ii) would not cause disturbance to human remains, relics, Aboriginal objects in the form of grave goods,
or to an Aboriginal place of heritage significance, or

(c) the development is limited to the removal of a tree or other vegetation that the Council is satisfied is a risk
to human life or property, or

(d) the development is exempt development.

(4) Effect of proposed development on heritage significance
The consent authority must, before granting consent under this clause in respect of a heritage item or heritage
conservation area, consider the effect of the proposed development on the heritage significance of the item or
area concerned. This subclause applies regardless of whether a heritage management document is prepared under
subclause (5) or a heritage conservation management plan is submitted under subclause (6).

(5) Heritage assessment
The consent authority may, before granting consent to any development:

(a) onland on which a heritage item is located, or

(b) onland that is within a heritage conservation area, or

(c) onland that is within the vicinity of land referred to in paragraph (a) or (b), require a heritage
management document to be prepared that assesses the extent to which the carrying out of the proposed
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development would affect the heritage significance of the heritage item or heritage conservation area
concerned.
(6) Heritage conservation management plans
The consent authority may require, after considering the heritage significance of a heritage item and the extent
of change proposed to it, the submission of a heritage conservation management plan before granting consent
under this clause.
(7) Archaeological sites
The consent authority must, before granting consent under this clause to the carrying out of development on an
archaeological site (other than land listed on the State Heritage Register or to which an interim heritage order
under the Heritage Act 1977 applies):
(a) notify the Heritage Council of its intention to grant consent, and
(b) take into consideration any response received from the Heritage Council within 28 days after the notice is
sent.
This report contains an assessment of the impact of the proposal on Item No. 10484 and concludes that there will be no
adverse impact on the heritage significance within or in the vicinity of the proposed works.
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HISTORY

A comprehensive history of the study area and its evolution since the early eighteenth century was included in the
Statement of Heritage Impact of Noakes Boat and Shipyard, Berrys Bay (NBRS 2018). That history provides the basis for
this assessment and is not repeated in full in this report. Following is a summary history.

The subject property was part of an allotment within the Blues Point Estate, a part of an 80-acre grant to William ‘Billy’
Blue after whom the southern extremity of McMahons Point, (Blues Point), is named. William Blue, described as possibly
being born in Jamaica, played an important role in the subject area’s early connection with boating services in Sydney
Harbour.

While living at The Rocks, William Blue married Elizabeth, a 30 year old convict, with whom he was to have six children.
The youngest of these, John Blue, eventually inherited a portion of his father’s estate that included the area now
occupied by Noakes Boat & Shipyard. William Blue, with the assistance of his sons, established a fleet of eleven row
boat ferries and Macquarie dubbed him 'Commodore'. (Masson 2012:7; Park 2005). John Blue was the youngest of his
children. He became an alderman of the Borough of Victoria from 1869 until the 1880s. He was also landlord of the "Old
Commodore Inn" in 1850-1866 (NBRS2018:21).

An 1869 map prior to later reclamation work, shows John Street terminating at the bay with two series of steps leading
down to the water’s edge. This is outside of the northern end of the current boatyard. A stone retaining wall is shown
extending along the southern side of John St (Figure 4). (NBRS2018:22-23).

. Blue _ TR
T i e =3 t_ e __ \ 10564
2 47 4‘\ | 6924
JOHN S 2713720

S : 642

o . \
e T L | | | ———— | S
= T T T T R G P 1] 3 64_:‘:

o Blug
BN

Ly

Figure 3: Portion of 1869 Crown Plan showing termination of John St and stone retaining wall (Source: NSW Land & Property
Information, Crown Plan $2-1990a)

In 1882, John Blue subdivided and sold the land he had inherited from his father. Further subdivisions occurred in the
1850 and, from the 1870s Berrys Bay developed into a thriving centre of maritime industry. Boatsheds and wharves
stretched around the foreshores of Berrys Bay from the tip of Blues Point around the head of the bay to Balls Head.
Notable boatbuilders included William Dunn, Walter Ford and William Langford. (NBRS 2018:17)
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A 1926 map (Figure 4) shows the original shoreline as well as the reclaimed land behind a concrete seawall. By 1926,
this land was owned by W L Chambers and occupied by William Dunn. By 1929, further expansion of reclaimed land had
completed the transformation and potential encasement of any archaeological evidence of the former phases of
industrial activity on the subject area (Figure 5). The 1929 map also shows a pathway leading to ‘Public Baths’ at the
northern termination of John Street. These baths were removed in the 1980s (Sean Langman, pers comm 22/10.2021).
Two boat sheds are shown on the reclaimed land, one at the end of John Street and ‘Dunn’s Boat Shed’ at the southern

end of Lot 4.

=
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Figure 4: Portion of 1926 subdivision showing structures at end of John Street, original shoreline & concrete seawall (Source: NSW
Land & Property Information, DP 77853)
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Figure 5: 1929 map showing the public baths next to one boat shed and, to the far right ‘Dunn’s
Boat Shed’ (Source: North Sydney Heritage Centre Stanton Library, LH REF SP 78)
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PROPOSAL

The development proposal is for installation of a FDD at the Noakes Group wharves on the western side of Berrys Bay.
As a floating vessel, the FDD can be moved into the bay to enable the entry of larger vessels. The FDD would then be
brought back to the wharves alongside the shipyard works area.

To facilitate the berthing of the FDD, two existing jetty wharves would be demolished and a third would be shortened
(Figure 6). The removal of these structures would enable the FDD to be berthed close to shore and minimise its profile
within the bay. The removal of these structures has been assessed in the maritime archaeology report (Nutley 2021)
and that assessment is not repeated in this report.

In addition, it is proposed to increase the capacity of the existing waste retention basin (WWTP) (Appendix A) by
increasing its pumping capacity. There will be no increase in the physical size of the basin or the drains leading to and
from the WWTP. No land-based excavations or ground disturbance works are part of the proposal.

This report assesses the potential for the proposal to impact upon the heritage significance of the landward component
of the proposal as shown in Figure 7.

WATER LEASE AREA

REMOVAL OF MOORING
PILES (4)

DISMANTLING AND.
REMOVAL OF EXISTING
JETTY

REMOVAL OF MOORING
PILES (2)

/ EXISTING
DISMANTLING AND REMOVAL / NOAKES BOAT
7 YARD

OF EXISTING JETTY

REMOVAL OF MOORING
PILE (1)

SECTION OF WHARF TO
EE REMOVED

ESSEL TRAVEL ROUTE TO
AND FROM FDD

oy
MeART oy o

ITING DOCK e /
e A& /

7 #

7 4

Figure 6: Proposed site plan. Wharves and mooring piles to be removed in red. Location of FDD in blue (extract from plan by Altis
Architecture 2017)
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Legend
EUS_Land component
— WWTP

Figure 7: Aerial view of the historical archaeological study area (edged in grey), 1875 shoreline and existing WWTP
which is to be expanded (Base map from SixMaps; Georeferenced overlays by Comber Consultants)
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PREVIOUS ARCHAEOLOGICAL STUDY

The previous archaeological assessment on this property was undertaken by Godden Mackay in 1993. The Godden
Mackay report documents archaeological monitoring on the Noakes Boat and Shipyard site during the development of
the current hardstand. It includes observations of excavated areas across a large portion of the site. Excavation to
bedrock was undertaken to depths of 600-800mm in Area 1 at the southern end of the property.

The monitoring included areas 1-9, (Figure 8), and covered locations from the south to the north of the property. In
most areas, the typical observations were of broken up sandstone, sandstone bedrock and twentieth century fill that
was often diesel soaked. Anthropogenic (cultural) material included plastic, broken wood, glass containers, cinter, coke
and numerous pieces of corroded iron, dry press bricks and steel reinforcing’. Elsewhere, there was ‘soot, ash cinter,
coke, along with wood, masses of rusted metal and with considerable amounts of clay and sandstone’. Most excavated
areas were about 600mm in depth (Godden Mackay 1993:2).

SECTIon ,5-;’,&

% APPRORMATE

PesiTions oF
AREAS MoN (TogE

BERRYS BAY — SecTioNS

1 wgip e de susizer v suever
/\/\ MICHAEL WHELAN & ASSOCLATES PTY. LTD. PLIN SHOWING OEFAIL o LEVELS
\/\/ CONSULTING SURVEVORS AT A0 6 JONN STREST Scpars say s

R, ¢ : ’

Figure 8: Map from Godden Mackay’s 1993 archaeological monitoring report showing 9 areas monitored (Dillane 1993:6)

Flgure 52 Sitc Plan showing approximate pasitions of areas monitored and sections,

Area 6 was at the western edge of the site close to the water, where the excavation was 12m x 12m and 4m deep. Two
distinct layers of fill were recorded. The lower layer was similar to elsewhere on the site and the upper layer contained
‘clear and brown glass, plastics, corroded metal and a large amount of worked wooden piles and supports’ (Godden
Mackay 1993:2). The report describes a small section that had three courses of blocks semi-submerged in the water,
with a total of five or six roughly dressed sandstone blocks. The instability of these items prevented them from being
examined in place and they were removed for measuring — each about 400 x 250 x 250mm. The sandstone blocks are
described as running parallel to the shoreline and without differentiation within the deposits on either side (Godden
Mackay 1993:3). They are no longer a feature on the site as these blocks were removed in 1993.

At the northern end of Area 7 the concrete slab had been cut through and diesel-soaked fill included lenses of sandstone
and what was speculated as possible early mortar made with shell lime. It was suggested in the 1993 report that this
may have been vestiges of a pier owned by John Blue. That area was not excavated however and the report noted that
the structure could remain in situ within fill (Godden Mackay 1993:3).
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The archaeological monitoring report concluded that the archaeological strata were of limited value as they consisted
of twentieth century fills that were introduced to increase space for boat building activities. It noted that there had
been extensive cutting back of the natural sandstone cliffs and dumping of sandstone waste into the sea. No structures
that could be definitively attributed to earlier boatyards were identified (Godden Mackay 1993:3).
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6.1

6.2

SITE INSPECTION AND RESULTS

Site inspection
A site inspection was conducted on Saturday 23 October by Mr David Nutley of Comber Consultants in company with
Mr Sean Langman, Managing Director of Noakes Group Pty Ltd.

The site consists of:
e offices at the northern end of the site near the entrance driveway from John Street
e large sheds and vessels undergoing repairs along the eastern perimeter
e an open hardstand providing access through the centre of the site
e vessels undergoing maintenance on the hardstand adjacent to the wharves that extend into the marine
licenced area.

The site inspection was undertaken of the area of hardstand across the full extent of the tenancy occupied by Noakes
Boat and Shipyards. A photographic record was obtained.

Results
The site consists of two forms of hardstand. One contains reinforced concrete slabs and the other is brick paving. No
works are proposed that would require excavation or other disturbance to these areas.

Construction of the existing hardstand was undertaken between 1991-1994. Photographs of these works are shown in
Table 1. They show the introduction of deep layers of fill across most of the site before laying the concrete slab. This fill

was in addition to earlier twentieth century reclamation and fill as detailed in Section 3 and Section 5.

Table 2 contains photographs taken during the site inspection on 23™ October for this report and show the current
appearance of Noakes Boat and Shipyard.

Table 1: Photographs of 1991-1994 works (Source: Noakes Boat and Shipyard Managing Director, Sean Langman)

= i o R\ s
Photograph 1: View to north along site showing extent of

earth works and laying of concrete slab for large, open, work sheds
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Photograph 4: View to south-east of cofferdam piling for new
wharf reclamation

1

New sheds on h

Photograph 8:

walls
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Table 2: Photographs of the study area during the archaeological site inspection (Source: David Nutley)

Photograph 9: Concrete slabs and brick paved areas across
site with grated cover over existing WWTP. View to north-
north-west

Photograph 10: Vehicular entrance and paved area at
northern end of site. Brick paving is onto fill. View to south-
south-west.

Photograph 11: Brick paving and elevated shed beside Photograph 12: Moveable work shed on concrete hardstand
entrance drive at southern end of site

The property contains two stormwater drainage lines and a retention basin (Appendix A). One follows the base of the
excavated sandstone cliffs along the eastern border of the property. The other runs north to south through the centre
of the property and the retention basin (Appendix A, Photograph 9 and Figure 7). There is no proposal to change the
size or direction of the existing drains nor size or location of the retention basin. The capacity of the drainage lines will
be augmented by increased pumping capacity.

During the site inspection the Managing Director of Noakes Boat and Shipyard confirmed that no changes to the existing
hardstand are included in the proposed works.
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7.1

7.2

ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

Archaeological Potential

To undertake an archaeological assessment, it is necessary to assess whether an area contains archaeological potential.
For the purposes of this report “archaeological potential” is the likelihood of a site to contain archaeological deposits
that are protected by the relics provisions of the NSW Heritage Act 1977.

Such an assessment is guided by an understanding of the site as revealed through historical research and a site
inspection. This report contains historical research and the results of the site inspection.

It is useful to identify the level of archaeological potential as low, medium or high. This indicates the level of impact on
the potential archaeological resource and hence the likelihood of intact archaeological deposits remaining. The degree
of archaeological potential does not necessarily equate with the identified level of significance. An area may be mostly
intact but it may be assessed as having minimal heritage significance.

The following definitions of high, medium and low archaeological potential will be used to assess the archaeological
potential of individual items identified through the historical research.

High: A high level of archaeological potential indicates that there is a high probability that the archaeological remains
of a structure or structures are reasonably intact as there have been little or no impact following the demolition of the
known structures.

Medium: A medium level of archaeological potential indicates that there is a medium probability that the archaeological
remains of a structure are partially or mostly intact but there has been some impact on its integrity through later
development.

Low: A low level of archaeological potential indicates that there is a low probability that the archaeological remains
survive as there have been extensive impacts by known later development or works

Assessment of Archaeological Potential

As indicated in section 4.1, there is potential for remnants of John Blue’s stone pier to be present beneath the concrete
slab at the northern end of the site. This item was not excavated during the 1993 monitoring to enable confirmation of
its nature or whether any in situ structural evidence of the pier had survived. (Godden Mackay 1993:3). The
archaeological potential for this pier is low.

There is very little potential for other relics to be present on the property due to the cutting down of bedrock to form
the expanded work area in the late twentieth century. This will have damaged or destroyed any such relics that may
once have existed or displaced them as part of land fill.

In consideration of the history and the results of the 1993 archaeological monitoring of later twentieth century works,
the archaeological potential for the study area is assessed as low.
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8.1

8.2

SIGNIFICANCE ASSESSMENT

Preamble
Significance Assessment is the process whereby buildings, items or landscapes are assessed to determine their value or
importance to the community.

The following criteria have been developed by Heritage NSW and embody the values contained in the Burra Charter.
The Burra Charter provides principles and guidelines for the conservation and management of cultural heritage places
within Australia.

Assessment

Historical

Criterion (a) — an item is important in the course, or pattern, of NSW’s cultural or natural history (or the cultural or
natural history of the local area)

Apart from the possible survival of a portion of John Blues’ stone pier, the site is not anticipated to contain items of an
archaeological nature that would fulfill this criterion at a State or local level of significance.

The site itself is historically significant as a continuing operating, ship building site in Sydney Harbour due to associations
with the John Blue, the Dunn family and Ford family, and the boats and ships built there.

Association

Criterion (b) — an item has strong or special association with the life or works of a person, or group of persons, of
importance in NSW'’s cultural or natural history (or the cultural or natural history of the local area)

Apart from the possible survival of a portion of John Blues’ stone pier, the site is not anticipated to contain items that
would fulfill this criterion at a State or local level of significance.

Aesthetic/Technical

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

Apart from the possible survival of a portion of John Blues’ stone pier, it is not anticipated that the site contains items
of archaeological significance at a State or local level of significance.

Social

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

It is not anticipated that the site contains items of at a State or local level of significance under this criterion.

Research

Criterion (e) — an item has potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of NSW’s cultural or
natural history (or the cultural or natural history of the local area)

Apart from the possible survival of a portion of John Blues’ stone pier, the site is not anticipated to contain items that
would fulfill this criterion at a State or local level of significance.

Rarity

Criterion (f) — an item possesses uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of NSW’s cultural or natural history (or the
cultural or natural history of the local area)

The site would not attain the level of State or local significance under this criterion.

Representative

Criterion (g) — an item is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of NSW'’s
e cultural or natural places; or
e  cultural or natural environments.

or a class of the local area’s
e cultural or natural places; or
e cultural or natural environments
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8.3

The boatbuilding yard on the northern shore of Berry’s Bay is highly representative of activities that once were common
along the north shore and, on this site, represent a continuity of that activity from the nineteenth to the twenty-first
century.

Statement of Significance
Historically important as a continuing operating, ship building site in Sydney Harbour and holding associations with the
John Blue, the Dunn family and Ford family shipbuilding and maintenance services.
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9.1

9.2

IMPACT AND MITIGATION

Impacts
The proposal does not include any disturbance to or below the hardstand.

The archaeological potential of the study area has been assessed as low and that evidence would be below the concrete
slab. In the absence of any works that will penetrate the concrete hardstand on the site adjacent to the proposed FDD,
there is no potential for adverse impacts on any surviving relics or structures that may be present beneath that slab.

Mitigation
As this report has assessed that archaeological relics will not be disturbed by the proposed works, no specific mitigation
measures are required.

However, if any previously unrecorded relics are unexpectedly uncovered, works must stop in the vicinity of that relic
and a suitably qualified and experienced archaeologist must be engaged to assess the significance of the relic and to
provide management recommendations.
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10

SUMMARY

This report assesses the impact of the FDD installation at Noakes Boat and Shipyard on the historical archaeology on
the landward side of the proposal., ie., beneath adjacent hardstand of the property at 6 Johns Street, McMahons Point.
The maritime archaeology has been assessed in a separate report.

The report concludes that, due to disturbances associated with extensive twentieth century developments on the site,
the archaeological potential is low and that such evidence would be located beneath the concrete slab. No excavation
is proposed through the concrete slab. Therefore, this assessment concludes that the proposed works for the FDD will
have no impact on archaeological evidence of earlier wharves or shoreline activities.

No specific mitigation measures are required, however, if any previously unrecorded relics are unexpectedly uncovered,
works must stop in the vicinity of that relic and a suitably qualified and experienced archaeologist must be engaged to
assess the significance of the relic and to provide management recommendations.
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APPENDIX A: PLANS
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1991 stormwater plan by Sinclair Knight
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Stannards Marine Pty Ltd, (the applicant), is seeking to develop berthing facilities for a floating dry dock (FDD) at its
wharves on the western side of Berrys Bay. Noakes Group Pty Ltd is the tenant and would be operating the facility. A
requirement of The Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARS 1166), included an historical
archaeological assessment in accordance with the then Office of Environment and Heritage guidelines (Section 1.2 below).
The applicant engaged Comber Consultants to undertake that assessment and to provide appropriate management
recommendations.

The FDD is a floating platform that would be berthed at the shoreline wharves. No dredging is required to provide that
access. This maritime archaeological assessment has not identified any relics of local or State significance on the seabed.

A separate assessment of impacts on historical archaeological heritage adjacent to the study area for the FDD has been
prepared (Comber Consultants 2021).

This report concludes that:

1. The potential impacts on any relics in the study area is limited to the extraction of existing piles by lifting them
from the seabed. The mitigation measure for that disturbance is an inspection of the seabed by an archaeologist
immediately after extraction of the piles.

2. The ongoing presence of the FDD in the study area, or during movements within the bay would have no impacts
on underwater cultural heritage in Berrys Bay.

3. Except for the mitigation measures identified for extraction of existing piles during reconfiguration of the existing
wharfage, no further mitigation measures are required to protect underwater cultural heritage during
reconfiguration of berthing facilities for the FDD.
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1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

INTRODUCTION

Background

Stannards Marine Pty Ltd, (the applicant), is seeking to develop berthing facilities for a floating dry dock (FDD) at its
wharves on the western side of Berrys Bay. Noakes Group Pty Ltd is the tenant and would be operating the facility. A
requirement of The Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARS 1166), included an historical
archaeological assessment in accordance with the then Office of Environment and Heritage guidelines (Section 1.2
below). The applicant engaged Comber Consultants to undertake that assessment and to provide appropriate
management recommendations.

The investigation was undertaken by David Nutley (Grad.Dip/Marit.Arch., M.B.Env., M.Marit.Arch., M.ICOMOS) with
dive support provided by The Dive Company Pty Ltd with Colin Browne as Dive Supervisor.

Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) guidelines
The OEH guidelines that accompanied SEAR 1166 noted that:

Given the extensive maritime history of the bay, it is highly likely that underwater cultural
heritage relics and possible sites may exist adjacent to or nearby the proposed development
application area.

Table 1 lists the specific issues raised by OEH and identifies the relevant sections where they are addressed:

Table 1: Issues and locations where addressed in this report

Issue raised by OEH Section/s of this report
‘Relics associated with use of the boat building/maintenance and slipway/docks areas | 5
which have been lost or discarded from those facilities’

‘A number of other known wrecks in Berrys Bay which have not been mentioned in 5.2
the DA assessment, which are included on the Maritime Heritage Online website
database.’

‘Potential impacts to the Sobraon (ex HMAS Tingira) shipwreck. The report containsa | 6.4
1942 image (Figure 73) showing what is probably the wreck of the Sobraon in the
upper reaches/head of Berrys Bay but does not discuss it. The Sobraon had a long
history of mooring and eventual abandonment in this Bay which has not been
addressed as a potential site in the DA application report. These sites are likely to be
of State heritage significance if remains still exist in the area.’

‘What is the exact age of the jetties and wharf structures which are to be demolished 6.3 & Figure 6
and what is their heritage significance.’

‘What is the method of removal of the pier/wharf piles — hence the potential damage | 2, 6.8,9.1,9.2
to heritage sites/relics?”

‘What is the impact of new mooring piles on seabed deposits?’ 2

‘OEH requires either an underwater remote sensing survey or maritime archaeological | 3.2, 3.4, 6.5, 6.8
survey of the seabed in the proposed works area conducted by a suitably qualified
and experienced maritime archaeologist.’

Location
The study area, accessed via 6 John Street, McMahons Point, is within Berrys Bay and on the western side of
McMahons Point (Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Berrys Bay - approximate overlay of study area (Six Maps)

1.4. Aims of this assessment
In assessing cultural heritage in the study area, the aims of this assessment are to:

e minimise loss of and to develop recommendations that will avoid or mitigate adverse impacts on important

aspects of the cultural heritage of the bay
e ensure that, where the UCH cannot be preserved, appropriate investigation, recording and communication

is undertaken
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The development proposal is for installation of a floating dry dock (FDD) at the Noakes Group wharves on the western
side of Berrys Bay. The FDD will be capable of servicing vessels up to 1,000 tonnes in weight. As a floating vessel, the
FDD can be moved into the bay to enable the entry of larger vessels. The FDD would then be brought back to the
wharves alongside the shipyard works area.

To facilitate the berthing of the FDD, two existing jetty wharves would be demolished and a third would be shortened
(Figures 2-3). The removal of these structures would enable the FDD to be berthed close to shore and minimise its
profile within the bay.

The removal of the existing piles would be through full extraction by pulling the piles out of the seabed

No additional mooring piles would be installed for berthing of the FDD.

No dredging would be required to accommodate the FDD. No land-based excavations or ground-engaging works are
proposed as part of the proposal.

/ /
|
{ / WATER LEASE AREA
\.
N\ ) REMOVAL COF MOORING
\ / PILES (4)

DISMANTLING AND.
REMOVAL CF EXISTING
JETTY

REMOVAL OF MOCRING
PLES (2)

DISMANTLING AND REMOVAL
OF EXISTING JETTY

REMOVAL OF MOORING
PILE (1)

SECTION OF WHARF TO
BE REMOVED

VESSEL TRAVEL ROUTE TO
AND FROM FDD

[NING DOCK .

Figure 2: Proposed Site Plan with wharves and mooring piles to be removed in red and the location of the FDD
outlined in blue (extract from plan by Altis Architecture 2017)
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Legend
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f © Current piles to be removed
@ = FDD study area

Figure 3: Aerial view of maritime archaeological study area (red). Jetties to be removed (blue), mooring piles to be
removed (green) (Base map from SixMaps)

Figure 4: FDD berthed at the 1962 era BP Dolphin Wharf on the bank opposite to the current study area in 2015
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3.1.

3.2

3.3.

3.4.

METHODOLOGY

History

A comprehensive history of the study area is included in the recent Statement of Heritage Impact of Noakes Boat and
Shipyard, Berrys Bay (NBRS Heritage July 2018). A maritime archaeological assessment of the proposed Berrys Bay on
the western side of the bay (Nutley, 2014) and an underwater archaeological inspection of that area (Nutley 2017)
also provided background history and comparative data on the seabed within the bay. Those documents have
relevance to the potential cultural heritage that lies submerged within the bay or under reclaimed land along the
shoreline. They also assisted in planning for the underwater archaeological site inspection and the assessment of
archaeological potential.

A 1943 aerial imagery of Berrys Bay was overlayed on the study area to make a comparison with the current
configuration of the wharves that would be demolished. This overlay assisted in determining the age and significance
of those structures.

The NSW Maritime Heritage Database was accessed on 29 October 2018 to identify any known shipwrecks or other
underwater maritime heritage in Berrys Bay.

Nigel Stannard also provided information on the age of the wharves that are to be removed (pers. comm. 22/11/2018).

Remote sensing

A 2016 Multibeam Echo Sounder (MBES) survey by NSW Port Authority was accessed as well as a 1999 side scan survey
of Berrys Bay. The MBES survey covered a portion of the study area but did not extend into the areas between and
under the wharves. The 1999 survey however does cover the whole of the study area.

Consideration was given to undertaking an additional remote sensing survey of the study area. However, given the
limited size of the survey area and information available from the existing remote sensing data, it was determined
that a comprehensive coverage would be achieved through visual inspection by an archaeological diver.

Dive survey

The dive survey was conducted using Surface supplied Breathing Apparatus (SSBA) operating from The Dive Company
work boat Undaunted. The dive included inspections around and beneath each of the wharf structures that would be
demolished as well as the open areas between those wharves and the Noakes Group lease area boundary to the west.
Still photography was taken with a Sony RX100M3 in an underwater housing with wide angle lens. Video footage was
also obtained using a GoPro, also in an underwater housing. For the open areas of the inspection area, the diver swam
in arcs, extending 1m on each arc to achieve full coverage. The area covered by this survey was over 3,000m2 and
extended out to the 10m depth line along the lease area boundary.

Significance assessment
The significance of the potential submerged or buried maritime archaeological evidence was assessed based on:

o the history of the study area in the NBRS Heritage Statement of Heritage Impact

o analysis of existing remote sensing data undertaken in 1999

o an underwater archaeological inspection conducted by the project maritime archaeologist on 1 November 2018
o the standard criteria for significance assessment as endorsed by the NSW Heritage Council
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4.1.

4.2,

4.3.

LEGISLATION

NSW Heritage Act 1977

Historic Shipwrecks in State waters (out to the 3 nautical mile limit) are protected under the provisions of Part 3C of
the NSW Heritage Act 1977 (the Act). Section 47 (1a) of the Act defines an historic shipwreck as the remains of any
ship, and any articles associated with the ship, that has been ‘situated in State waters, or otherwise within the limits
of the State, for 75 years or more’. The shipwreck is then included in the State’s section 49 Register of Shipwrecks.
The Act does not specify that the ship has had to have been wrecked or abandoned for that period of time. A hopper
barge at Saw Millers Reserve, Berrys Bay, has been in NSW State waters for more than 75 years and is therefore a
protected historic shipwreck. Under section 51(a) of the Act ‘A person must not move, damage or destroy any historic
shipwreck otherwise than in accordance with a historic shipwrecks permit’ (ie, a permit referred to in section 139 of
the Act).

Other archaeological relics that are not shipwrecks or associated with shipwrecks, are protected under section 139 of
the Act if they are deposits, artefacts, objects or material evidence that:

(a) relate to the settlement of the area that comprises New South Wales, not being Aboriginal settlement, and
(b) is of State or local heritage significance.

The built heritage below the MHWM in the study area is not listed on the State Heritage Register. The following
provisions therefore relate to relics that are of local or State significance. Relics of local or State significance within
the study area have statutory protection under the Relics Provisions of the Act (as amended in 1999). Section 139 [1]
of the Act states that:

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

All relics protected under Section 139 require a Section 140 Excavation Permit prior to any works that may disturb or
destroy them unless the works are of a minor nature and will have a minimum impact of the relics. Where impacts are
minor or minimal an Exception under the provisions of Section 139 (4). Section 140 Excavation Permits must be
supported by an Archaeological Research Design. The Research Design identifies how the potential archaeological
values of the relics will be investigated, recorded, and how any recovered relics will be conserved.

Under Section 146 the discovery of any relic, (whether through a permit, ‘Exception’ or other means), must be
reported to the Heritage Division/Heritage Council of New South Wales along with details of its location.

No relics of local or State significance have currently been identified within the study area.

Sydney Regional Environmental Plan (Sydney Harbour Catchment) 2005

The Sydney Regional Environmental Plan (Sydney Harbour Catchment) 2005, (Harbour REP), covers all waterways of
Sydney Harbour. The Harbour REP for consideration includes provisions for heritage conservation. The REP includes
planning controls for strategic foreshore sites. The only heritage item in Schedule 4 of the REP that is attached to the
seabed in Berrys Bay is the wreck of a Maritime Services Board Hopper Barge (item 74) on the foreshore to the south
of, and outside of, the study area.

North Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2013 (NSLEP)

Stannard Brothers Shipyard and associated buildings (Noakes Group property) are listed as items of general heritage
on the NSLEP as item 10484. The listing description includes the Lot numbers of the property. It is not clear if the
property boundaries include the jetty structures. These are not ‘buildings’ and are not specifically included in the
description. The Heritage Map (Sheet HER_002A) does suggest that the jetty wharves are included in that listing. The
listing boundary does not include the waters of the bay. The Statement of significance accompanying this listing in the
NSW State Heritage Inventory is:
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One of the most historically important ship building sites in Sydney Harbour due to associations
with the Dunn family and Ford family, and the boats and ships built here. Has technical and
scientific interest for the technologies employed and is an important feature in the development
of the waterfront of Berrys Bay and the urban fabric of surrounding areas.
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5.1.

5.2.

5.3.

5.4.

5.5.

PREVIOUS STUDIES

Statement of Heritage Impact of Noakes Boat and Shipyard, Berrys Bay (NBRS Heritage 2018)
This report provides a comprehensive history of the study area and its evolution since the early eighteenth century.
That history provides the basis for this assessment and is therefore not repeated in this report.

That report concluded that:

The proposal will have no impacts on the visual appreciation or understanding of the cultural
significance of the heritage items in the vicinity, on either the eastern or western sides of Berrys
Bay, due to the distance between the elements as well as the location of the FDD in the Bay with
the items all being land based and generally removed from the site.

The absence of an assessment of impacts on underwater cultural heritage in that report is addressed is this current
report.

Berrys Bay Marina - Maritime Archaeological Assessment (Comber Consultants 2014)

The Berrys Bay Marina assessment identified three shipwrecks in Berrys Bay and several other anomalies that were
examined from remote sensing imagery of the Bay conducted in 1999. Archaeological ground-truthing of one of those
shipwrecks and three other anomalies within that study area were recommended. This was undertaken in 2015 as
detailed below.

Berrys Bay Marina - Underwater Historical Archaeological Assessment (Comber Consultants 2015)

As a result of the 2014 assessment detailed above, an underwater archaeological inspection was undertaken in
October 2015. This confirmed that the shipwreck visible in the 1999 remote sensing data near the former BP wharves
on the western shore of the bay was a hopper barge (Figure 6). This was a relatively intact and rare, surviving example
of a class of vessels that served in the development and maintenance of New South Wales harbours and waterways
in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. It had local significance as an historic wreck under s51 of the NSW Heritage
Act 1977. As a result of the recommendations of in this report design plans were subsequently altered to avoid
impacts.

Potential remains of a World War Two boom defence gate across Berrys Bay were also identified but would not be
impacted by the proposed marina development (Figure 6).

Two other targets that were inspected were items of no heritage significance (Figure 6).

Geotechnical data
Information regarding the results of geotechnical investigations conducted as part of a Preliminary Contamination
Assessment included the following observation from a report by Jacobs Australia (2018):

Previous geotechnical investigations:undertaken at on shore locations across the site indicate the
following general stratigraphy, consisting of fill material (black gravelly sand, sandstone
fragments, ash, timber, fragments of bricks, glass, wire and steel, coarse clayey gravel and silt.
Fill depths ranged from existing ground surface to approximately 5 meters below ground surface
(m bgs). Below the fill material are marine sediments (gravelly sand and silty sand) and residual
soils (clayey sand) underlain by sandstone bedrock. (EIS Page 79)

While inclusions such as bricks, glass, wire and steel are not necessarily significant relics, the presence of such cultural
items within sediments is an indicator for the potential presence of significant relics. The layers of residual soils below
the fill layers is also an indicator of the potential presence of Aboriginal objects dating to the period prior to sea level
rises that inundated Sydney Harbour.

Queens Wharf, Parramatta — Maritime archaeological investigations (Wolfe 1990 & 1992)
In 1992, underwater archaeological investigations in the upper reaches of the Parramatta River included excavations
at Queens Wharf, Parramatta. These excavations established that the concentration of artefacts reduced rapidly as
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5.6.

5.7.

5.8.

distance increased from the edge of the shoreline wharf. The highest concentration was within the first couple of
metres and beyond 8m from the wharf, no artefacts were located (Wolfe 1992:16-19,23).

Clarence River, Grafton — Maritime archaeological investigation (Comber Consultants 2019)

An investigation of the Clarence River at Grafton in 2014 included remote sensing of the width of the river within the
study area and dive inspections of anomalies with potential to be items of underwater cultural heritage. The items of
potential cultural heritage value that were identified in this survey were all located within 10m of the southern
shoreline (Comber Consultants 2019:29).

Queens Wharf, Brisbane— Maritime archaeological investigation (Comber Consultants 2019)
Underwater archaeological excavations in the Brisbane River adjacent to Queens Wharf in 2019 included remote
sensing of the full width of the river and a series of trenches that extended southwards from the northern riverbank.
The northern riverbank had been used for a wide range of industries and sequences of wharves dating from the
nineteenth century onwards. The remote sensing indicated a reduced presence of cultural material away from the
shoreline and this was also evidences in the concentrations of artefacts recovered from the trenches. The trenches
were each 10m in length and placed between 5-10m from the frontages of the former wharves (Comber Consultants
2019:43). While the concentrations partially reflected the dominant direction of the river flow from north-west to
south-east, the majority of artefacts were located towards the northern end of each of the trenches and within 10-
15m of the frontages of the former wharves.

Blackwattle Bay — Maritime Archaeological investigation (Comber Consultants 2020)

Underwater archaeological excavations were undertaken within the southern section of Blackwattle Bay in 2020. As
with the investigations at Queens Wharf Brisbane, this involved a series of 10m trenches extending from the frontages
of earlier wharves as well as beneath the decks of demolished wharves. The pattern of distribution of artefacts in this
study had been affected by the prior extraction of pylons and by the influence of discharges from the large stormwater
drains at the head of the bay. However, as with the studies referenced above, the general pattern again reflected a
rapid fall-off with distance from the wharf frontages. In addition, most items recovered were of materials that had
been carried down the stormwater drain or remnants of the bulk materials that had been loaded and unloaded from
the wharves, ie, coal and blue metal. Samples of worn of boot soles and heels as well as beer bottles from the second
half of the twentieth century were also present. While demolition material from the former wharves was evident,
there was a clear was the absence of discarded tools or equipment associated with the functions of the wharves or
the ships that they serviced. This perhaps reflects the value placed on such items by the owners & users of that
equipment. This finding is also consistent with the materials extracted from the Parramatta River and the Brisbane
River.
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6.1.

6.2.

6.3.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL ANALYSIS OF PREVIOUS STUDIES

Introduction

The following implications for potential underwater cultural heritage within the study area draws upon several
sources. This includes the history of the bay, previous underwater archaeological investigations and sites recorded by
recreational divers.

William Blue (1817 to 1834)

William Blues ferry service was based on the eastern side of Blues Point. Archaeological evidence of his, or his
descendants’ activities around McMahons Point are unlikely to be presence in the study area.

Early boatsheds and wharves

There is potential for evidence of the maritime industry that rapidly developed from the 1870s around the foreshores
of Berrys Bay - including the study area between John Street and Munro Street. The early maritime infrastructure was
located under what is now reclaimed land (Figure 5). Any archaeological evidence in the marine zone will not be in situ
structural remains of those wharves. In addition, the current study area is some 40-55m west of the original shoreline
and outside of the area where concentrations of equipment or debris associated with those earlier activities is likely
to be higher.

The present marina was rebuilt in 1993, (NBRS & Partners 2018, Section 2.2:20). Nigel Stannard confirmed that the
two wharves were built in 1993-94 (Nigel Stannard, pers. comm 22/11/2018). He advised that the ‘Y’ shaped wharf to
the south of the study area was built in the early 1980s but that the working surface was replaced in 1993-94.

An overlay on 1943 aerial imagery of Berrys Bay confirms that the jetties that would be demolished for the FDD were
not present at that time. Jetties and wharves were to the east of the current jetties and within the area now occupied
by the main shoreline hard-stand works area (Figure 6).
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Legend
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Figure 6: 1943 aerial imagery of Berrys Bay

The 1943 aerial imagery, (Figure 6), shows location of present jetties to be demolished (blue), free-standing piles to
be removed (green). None of the structures to be removed were present in 1943. They are contemporary with the
1993 restructure of the marina and shoreline wharf development.

Potential archaeological remains within the study area include ships parts discarded during maintenance, tools,
fastenings, ship-board equipment and equipment from the on-shore works area. Apart from the known shipwrecks
(see below) within Berrys Bay, the current study found no evidence of wreckage from small, craft or the remains of
large vessels that have been broken up.

NSW Maritime Heritage database entries

There is some suggestion that the ex-naval training ship HMS Tingira, renamed Sobraon, was broken up at the head
of the day. The 1943 aerial shows the remains of a large ship that was in this location at that time (Figure 7). By 1942
the Sobraon was described as ‘an eye saw’ and North Sydney Council requested the then Maritime Services Board to
have the hulk removed (NBRA Heritage 2017:17). It is believed to have been at least partly broken up in Berrys Bay
and may be the shipwreck shown in the 1943 aerial photograph. These remains are no longer visible and have either
been fully removed or partially buried beneath Waverton Park.

Other shipwrecks in Berrys Bay that are on the NSW Maritime Heritage Database are:

Site title Description Comment

Unidentified Berrys A survey conducted by Port Authority NSW in 2016 | This site is not an historic

Bay - east side - Yacht 2 | found a submerged wreck on the eastern side of shipwreck, is outside of the study
Berry's Bay. A multibeam survey also recorded this area and will not be impacted by
site on 1 December 2017. the FDD.

Unidentified Berrys This shipwreck lies against the bank of Sawmiller's This is an historic shipwreck

Bay (Hopper Barge 1) Reserve, Berry's Bay. protected under the provisions of
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Sydney Harbour the NSW Heritage Act 1977. It is
located outside of the study area
and will not be impacted by the

FDD.
Unidentified Berrys This shipwreck lies on the seabed and to the north This site is a hopper barge that
Bay (Hopper Barge 2) of Hopper Barge 1 was identified in the 1999 SSS
Sydney Harbour survey of Berrys Bay. It had

previously been inspected by the
author of this report. The site is
outside of the study area and will
not be impacted by the FDD.

Unidentified Berrys A survey conducted by Port Authority NSW in 2016 No details are available on this
Bay - eastern side found a submerged wreck on the eastern side of shipwreck. It is located close to
Berry's Bay. ‘Hopper Barge 2’ below. Its

identity is not known but it is
outside of the study area and will
not be impacted by the FDD.

Unidentified Berrys A survey conducted by Port Authority NSW in 2016 Details of this vessel are unknown

Bay - West Side - Cabin | found a submerged wreck towards the western side | but it is outside of the study area

Cruiser of Berry's Bay. and will not be impacted by the
FDD.

Figure 7: 1943 aerial showing the remains of a large shipwreck about 100m NNW of the study area.
About 1/3 of this wreck would now lie beneath Waverton Park. Blue line shows current northern shoreline.

There is a third hopper barge in Berrys Bay that is not yet on the NSW Maritime Heritage database (Figure 8). This site
appears in the 1999 side scan sonar and was inspected and identified in 2015 (Nutley, 2015).

Remote sensing evidence of cultural material on the seabed
Current information on maritime heritage on the seabed within Berrys Bay is mainly limited to shipwrecks which have
been located through diver searches or side scan sonar (SSS). A 1999 SSS survey indicates that no significant anomalies
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are evident in the deeper waters to the west of the study area (Figure 8). The wrecks of three hopper barges within
the bay were identified in a 1999 SSS (Nutley 2015).

Within the study area the 1999 SSS imagery showed evidence of numerous anomalies among the piles of the wharf
structures. None of these anomalies had the form of a shipwreck. Additional remote sensing would not significantly
contribute to the identification of these items. Due to the limited area to be investigated, the inspection of these
anomalies was more efficiently achieved through a diver-based archaeological survey.

The wrecks of three hopper barges in Figure 8 are circled in blue. A large, unidentified object is visible south of the
study area. This object has not been inspected and is marked on Figure 7 as a ‘Large Fragment’. Other anomalies
previously inspected within the bay by the author are circled in yellow: 1 - Unidentified but possibly the remains of a
spill boom or WWII Boom defence across Berrys Bay; 2 - a collapsed wharf pile; 3 — mooring blocks.

Figure 8: Side scan survey image of Berrys Bay in 1999 (SKM Mertz SSS overlay on Google Earth)

A 2016 Multibeam Echo Sounder (MBES) survey by Port Authority of NSW also shows a relatively barren area between
the Noakes lease area boundary and the wharves and piles that would be removed to accommodate the FDD (Figure
9). No shipwrecks or significant structures are shown within the study area component of that survey. The three
anomalies that appear along the 7m contour in Figure 9 are, from north to south, a rubber tyre (circled in yellow), and
two depressions in the silt (circled in orange).
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6.7.

Legend
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igure 9: Multibeam Echo Sounder (MBES) survey of Berrys Bay
(Information provided courtesy of the Port Authority of New South Wales. Copyright is owned by Port Authority of NSW

Items recorded by recreational divers within Berrys Bay
Most recreational diving activity in the bay has been limited mainly to the south-east of the study area as illustrated
on NSWWrecks.info on Google Maps (Figure 10). These items are not within the study area.

Geotechnical data
As noted in section 5.4, the EIS includes data from the Preliminary Contamination Assessment by Jacobs in 2018. This
identified the presence of some 5m of fill across the site which included items such as bricks, glass, wire and steel.

While inclusions such as bricks, glass, wire and steel are not necessarily significant relics, their presence within
sediments is an indicator for the potential presence of relics protected by the Heritage Act 1977.

The data in the EIS does not provide evidence of the spread or frequency of cultural objects within the fill layer — nor
the source or dating for the presence of that fill. It may be at least partially related to the period of reclamation along
the original foreshore. Additional materials may have originated from items that have fallen from boats or wharves.
While this could potentially date from the earliest European activity within the bay, the data acquired from
archaeological investigations in other estuarine settings suggests that concentrations are closest to wharves and
foreshores and decline rapidly within a few metres of those foreshores and foreshore structures. Asa the earlier
foreshore and early jetties are under reclaimed land some distance east of the study area, it is also expected that
objects related to earlier phases of European occupation will also be predominantly in those earlier near-shore zones.

The layer of residual soils below the fill layers is also an indicator for the potential presence of Aboriginal objects dating
from the period prior to sea level rises that inundated Sydney Harbour.
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Figure 10: Sites of known shipwrecks and other cultural items within Berrys Bay. Both the hopper barge to the west and the
‘Large fragment’ to the south are approximately 100m outside of the study area (NSWWrecks.info 2015)

Conclusions

The history of the bay in the Statement of Heritage Impact (NBRS Heritage 2018) underlines the potential of the study
area to have accumulated early colonial cultural remains associated with the use of the bay for port and maritime
industry activities. There is potential for such remains to include tools, equipment and abandoned obsolete watercraft.
Ship repair and servicing has the potential to be associated with the discard of ship’s components (eg, engines, engine
parts, boilers, propeller.)

Deposits may arise from other sources. These include ship building, ship repairs, the servicing of vessels. Seabed
contamination could have implications for any archaeological investigations. Potential sources of contamination
include the application of anti-foul, leaks during the transfer of oil to and from the former bulk storage tanks in the
bay and from vessels at the Noakes Group site.

From available historic sources, remote sensing records, prior maritime archaeological studies in the Bay and
information from recreational divers, there is no indication that an historic shipwreck is likely to be within the study
area. Any early structures will be along the original foreshore and will not extend into the current study area.

No evidence of a history of dredging in the study area has been located and the absence of this is supported by the
remote sensing imagery. In addition, the geotechnical studies have identified around 5m fill over the site containing
items such as bricks, glass, wire and steel. Therefore, the study area does possess the potential to contain deposits of
small items of cultural heritage relating to the long history of maritime industry.

The underwater archaeological inspection for this project was undertaken to assist in identifying any visible items of
heritage significance that may be impacted by (a) the removal of piles, and (b) the FDD if it was to settle on the seabed
at low tide or misadventure.
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7 SITE INSPECTION

The site inspection identified a wide variety of items. These included:

e Various tyres — often used as fenders

e Bottles —all of recent origin

e [solated girder of 3-4m in length

e Avrole of carpet

e Several pieces of netting

e 5 isolated piles lying across the site. These were unattached to any structure and showed evidence of decay
where they had been broken or been cut off.

e Ladders—1 ‘A’ frame and 3 sections of straight ladders

o ltrestle

e 2 shopping trolleys

e Alength of steel sheet pile

e Sections of scaffolding

e Sections of PVC pipe of approximately 100mm diameter

e Small sections of ferrous pipe up to 2m in length

e Atimber beam ~7m in length and 100mmx100mm in cross section

e A1l5mtimber beam

e Alarge concrete block ~2m x 1.5m x 0.5m. This block had no visible attachment points.

e Several coils of steel and rope cable

e  Miscellaneous scraps of ferrous metal

The majority of the debris was lying close to and under the existing wharves. There was very little debris in the open
water towards the western boundary of the lease area. There was no evidence of a shipwreck or items of local or State
significance. The observed material in the study area was consistent with post-1993 activities associated with the
maintenance of vessels at the marina.
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8.1.

8.2.

ASSESSING SIGNIFICANCE

Preamble

Significance assessment is the process whereby buildings, items, landscapes and archaeological remains are assessed
to determine their value or importance to the community. The significance of an archaeological site can be diminished
by disturbance and removal of elements within the site/deposit that creates a loss of integrity and the ability of the
site to yield archaeological information.

The following criteria have been developed by the NSW Heritage Division and embody the values contained in the
Burra Charter. The Burra Charter provides principles and guidelines for the conservation and management of cultural
heritage places within Australia. It defines ‘cultural significance’ as meaning ‘aesthetic, historic, scientific and social
value for past, present and future generations.” Significance is therefore an expression of the cultural value afforded
a place, site or item.

Assessment of significance

Criterion (a): Historic Significance - (evolution)

An item is important in the course, or pattern, of NSW’s cultural or natural history (or the cultural or natural history of
the local area).

In respect of the maritime heritage, the study area does not meet this criterion.

Criterion (b): Associative Significance — (association)

An item has strong or special association with the life or works of a person, or group of persons, or importance in NSW'’s
cultural or natural history (or the cultural or natural history of the local area)

In respect of the maritime heritage, the study area does not meet this criterion.

Criterion (c): Aesthetic Significance - (scenic qualities / creative accomplishments)

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

In respect of the maritime heritage, the study area does not meet this criterion.

Criterion (d): Social Significance - (contemporary community esteem)

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

In respect of the maritime heritage, the study area does not meet this criterion.

Criterion (e): Technical/Research Significance - (archaeological, educational, research

potential and scientific values)

An item has potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of NSW'’s cultural or natural history
(or the cultural or natural history of the local area)

In respect of the maritime heritage, the study area does not meet this criterion.

Criterion (f): Rarity

An item possesses uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of NSW’s cultural or natural history (or the cultural or
natural history of the local area)

In respect of the maritime heritage, the study area does not meet this criterion.

Criterion (g): Representativeness

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

In respect of the maritime heritage, the study area does not meet this criterion.

Criterion (h): Intactness
In respect of the maritime heritage, the study area does not meet this criterion.
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9.1.

9.2.

9.3.

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Introduction
The wharf piles and free-standing piles that have been targeted for removal are post-1993 do not have significant
heritage value and can be removed.

No relics within the meaning of the NSW Heritage Act 1977 were identified on the seabed. However, due to the long
history of boat building and boat maintenance within the vicinity of the study area, there is potential for relics to be
present in sub-bottom contexts.

Impacts and mitigation
Impacts associated with wharves and piles identified for removal
The piles would be extracted from the seabed by means of a barge mounted lifting rig.

The potential impacts are as follows:

Impacts Mitigation

Extraction of each pile would be accompanied by upheaval of the An inspection of the seabed by an
surrounding sediment. This creates a potential for relics, currently archaeologist following the extraction of
protected in an anerobic environment to be disturbed and to be the piles.

moved into an oxygenated environment, subject to abrasion and
prone to increased rates of deterioration. The level of potential
impact is assessed as moderate.

Impacts associated with the berthing of the FDD in the study area
The FDD is a floating platform that would be berthed at the shoreline wharves. No dredging would be required to
provide that access and no relics have been identified on the seabed that may be impacted.

If the FDD were to settle onto the seabed, the extent of disturbance would be limited to the surface layers. The FDD
is in an area that is a 40-55m distant from any early structures originally along the shoreline and no other significant
structures have been installed within the study area. While it is possible that isolated cultural items may be present
within the 5m of fill, there is a very low potential for surface disturbance to impact on such items due either settling
or dragging of the hull of the FDD along the seabed.

Apart from the archaeological inspection following extraction of piles, no additional mitigation measures are required
to protect underwater cultural heritage from berthing of the FDD.

Conclusions

The following conclusions are the result of:
e the analysis of the history of the site contained in this report
e the results of the visual inspection of the seabed in the study area detailed in this report
e the nature of the proposed works to reconfigure wharfage to accommodate the FDD.

This maritime archaeological assessment of the proposed works concludes that:

1. The potential impacts on any relics in the study area is limited to the extraction of existing piles by lifting them
from the seabed. The mitigation measure is a dive inspection of the seabed by an archaeologist immediately
following extraction of the piles.

2. The ongoing presence of the FDD in the study area, or during movements within the bay would have no impacts
on underwater cultural heritage in Berrys Bay.

3. Except for the mitigation measures identified for extraction of existing piles during reconfiguration of the
existing wharfage, no further mitigation measures are required to protect underwater cultural heritage during
reconfiguration of berthing facilities for the FDD.
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APPENDIX A: PHOTOGRAPHS

Photograph 1: Fallen timber pile 1

Photograph 3: Fallen timber pile 3 near south end of search area Photograph 4: Mixed debris below northern jetty wharf —coil of
steel rope, miscellaneous metal
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I

BT

Photograph 7: Section of rope and miscellaneous metal fragments Photograph 8: Bank stabilisation inshore near northern line of
piles

Photograph 9: Fallen timber pile 4

Photograph 10: Timber pile at north, west extremity of search
area with heavy growth of kelp
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APPENDIX B: HYDROGRAPHIC SURVEYS

a. Hydrographic survey plan — depths — Harvey Hydrographic Surveys 29/11/2017

DISCLAIMER
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ic Survey — Altis 06/12/2017
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C.

Hydrographic survey plan — NSW Port Authority 2016

This information is provided courtesy of the Port Authority of New South Wales. Copyright is owned by Port Authority

of New South Wales.
ny O
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1 Background

The report herein outlines Royal HaskoningDHV’s (RHDHV’s) response to North Sydney Council’s
experts and Colville Marine Pty Ltd. The response herein is specifically in regard to matters relating to
navigation and stability to the extent that it influences navigation. This report should be read in
conjunction with the Noakes Boat and Shipyard Floating Dry Dock Navigation Impact Assessment
(RHDHYV, 2019). Matters relating to navigation from Council’s experts and Colville Marine include the
following:

e Applicant to provide additional cross-sectional detail of the maximum-sized vessels that can be
loaded onto the FDD based on hydrographic survey.

e Applicant to prepare agreed list of operational procedures for the FDD dealing with matters of
timing of operation and stability assessment.

e Applicant to provide details of berthing, lifting and unloading sequences including timing of each
stage and FDD draft at each stage.

e Applicant to provide analysis of annual tidal data identifying monthly loading and unloading dates
to assess operational requirements to delivery monthly cycle.

These matters are addressed in Section 2 to Section 5 herein.

In addition to the above, the report herein also provides at Section 6 a response to the Review of the
Noakes Proposal to use the Floating Dry Dock in Berrys Bay (Colville Marine Pty Ltd, 2021).

2 Maximum vessel size and cross section detalil

Additional hydrographic survey information was collected by Port Authority of NSW on the
20t October 2021. The hydrographic survey is provided in Appendix A. The survey complies with Ports
Australia Class A standards.

An overlay of the FDD in the berthing pocket and loading pocket is provided in Appendix B along with
cross-sections at the critical location/s. The minimum water depth is as follows:

e Berthing pocket: -4.5m CD; and,
e Loading pocket: -3.0m CD.

An assessment of water depths and UKC, based on the revised survey, is provided herein.

2.1 Berth Pocket

The minimum freeboard for a FDD, in accordance with the Department of Defense Standard Practice
Safety Certificate Program for Drydocking Facilities and Shipbuilding Ways for U.S. Navy Ships (MIL-
STD), is 0.3m. For the proposed FDD, this would result in a draft of 2.443m (pontoon depth 2.743m). The
minimum freeboard, with a 1,000t lift, is achievable (Shearforce Maritime Services Pty Ltd, 2016).

The Harbour Master Directions Sydney Harbour and Port Botany (15 February 2021) note that in a berth
box, Under Keel Clearance (UKC) must be a minimum of 0.5m unless otherwise directed. It should be
noted that the Harbour Master Directions were updated following the Navigation Impact Assessment
(RHDHYV, 2019). As such, UKC of 0.5m would be adopted herein.
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Based on the maximum bed level of -3.0m CD, the UKC would be 0.56m at Lowest Astronomical Tide,
which complies with the Harbour Master Directions.

John Butler Design has been engaged to provide an assessment of dynamic movement of the FDD
under wave action.

2.2 Lifting Pocket and Updated Assessment of Vessel Draft

In line with the Harbour Masters Directions, an UKC of 0.5m between the FDD and seabed would be
adopted herein. The waterplane of the FDD, when submerged, is relatively small (wingwalls only). As
such, minimal movement of the FDD due to wave action is expected. John Butler Design has been
engaged to provide an assessment of dynamic movement of the FDD under wave action.

Noakes intends to use concrete keel blocks (keel line to deck) varying in thickness from 300mm to
1200mm.

The water level adopted for submergence of the FDD is 1.3m CD, which is the water level 2 hours either
side of MHWS (1.57m CD) in accordance with the Navigation Impact Assessment (RHDHV, 2019). The
maximum water depth available for submergence of the FDD is 5.8m (water depth at CD [-4.5m CD] plus
tide [1.3m CD]). Since 5.8m is less than the maximum draft of the FDD (8.68m, refer Table 1), the FDD
could not be fully submerged and the vessel draught for loading onto the FDD would be limited by the
available water depth.

Assuming the following dimensions, the maximum vessel draught that could be loaded onto the FDD is
approximately 1.96m:

e Water depth of 5.8m;

e FDD UKC (from seabed to the bottom of the FDD) of 500mm;

e FDD pontoon height of 2.743m;

e Keel block height of 300mm (above the deck of the FDD pontoon. Note that this is the minimum
keel block thickness and maximum vessel draught would decrease if keel block thickness
increases); and,

e Vessel under keel clearance (from vessel to keel blocks) of 300mm. Note that this assumes calm
conditions for loading the vessel.

(Equation: Maximum vessel draft = 5.8m — 0.5m — 2.743m — 0.3m — 0.3m = 1.96m

While this draught would preclude a number of sailing yachts, which typically have a deeper draft,
recreational cruisers and shallow draft commercial vessels could be docked on the FDD.

The FDD does not need to be submerged to the maximum draught when loading and unloading

shallower draught vessels. Loading of shallow draft vessels does not require full submergence of the
FDD and could be undertaken at lower water levels.
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3 List of operational procedures for the FDD dealing with matters
of timing of operation and stability assessment.

The MIL-STD and Design of Marine Facilities Engineering for Port and Harbor Structures (Gaythwaite,
2016) both specify 5 phases of operation of an FDD as follows:

e Phase 1 — Dock at full submergence without vessel. The vessel is floating independently and
the dry dock is in the submerged condition before the vessel bears on the blocks.

e Phase 2 — Partial liftoff. Vessel starts bearing on the blocks and one-half of the vessel's weight
is supported by the floating dock.

e Phase 3 — External waterline at the top of the keel blocks (i.e. vessel keel at water level).

e Phase 4 — Top of pontoon at water level. The water level between the wingwalls is just above
the top of the pontoon.

e Phase 5 — Dock at normal operating draft. Top of pontoon is at or above the minimum
freeboard.

A stability assessment has been undertaken by Shearforce Maritime Services Pty Ltd (November, 2016).
The stability assessment was undertaken in accordance with the MIL-STD requirements. The stability
assessment is provided in Appendix C and includes the following:

1. Buoyancy requirements
(a) The minimum rated freeboard at the lowest point of the pontoon deck of the dock with
the vessel lifted shall be 12 inches (0.305m). The floating dock lifting capacity variation
with docked vessel longitudinal locations is provided in Figure 1. The FDD complies the
requirement of MIL-STD.
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Figure 1: Floating dock lifting capacity variation with docked vessel longitudinal locations (LCG — longitudinal centre of
gravity), Shearforce, 2016.

2. Intact Stability Requirements
(a) Metacentric Height (GM) in the phase of minimum stability shall not be less than 5 feet

03 December 2021

(1.524 m). The limiting curve of docked vessel adjusted vertical centre of gravity (VCG)
vs. dock lifting capacity is provided in Figure 2. The GM for Phase 1, 2, 4 and 5 for a
1000t vessel is provided in Table 1. The FDD complies with the requirement of MIL-
STD.
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Figure 2: Limiting curve of docked vessel adjusted VCG vs.dock lifting capacity (Shearforce, 2016).

Table 1: GM in Phase 1, 2, 4 and 5 for 1000t vessel (Shearforce, 2016).

500

600

700

800

Lifting Capacity (tonnes)

900 1000

Ship | Ballast | Total | VCG | Draught | GM Status
tonne | tonne | tonne m m m
Phase 1 - 3314 4763 3.61 8.68 2.56 | Comply
Phase 2 | 500 2222 4179 4.47 6.10 1.98 | Comply
Phase 4 | 1000 8319 3304 6.26 2.90 373 | Comply
Phase 5 | 1000 308 2773 7.34 2.30 7.90 | Comply

Mote: the adjusted VCG of the docked ship is 5.2m from the pontoon deck

(b) The dock shall withstand the effects of beam winds stated below without heeling more

03 December 2021

than 15 degrees.

The heeling effect from beam wind is provided in Table 2. The FDD complies the

in Phase 5.

requirement of MIL-STD.

NAVIGATION ISSUES RESPONSE

a 100-knot beam wind, when the vessel is fully docked, vessel and dock system

a 20-knot beam wind, when the vessel and dock system is in its minimum-
stability phase.

determine the wind that would cause 15-degree heel when the vessel and dock
system is in its minimum-stability phase.
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Table 2: Heeling from beam winds effect (Shearforce, 2016).

Criteria Requirement | Actual Status
Heel angle under 100 knot beam | Maximum 15 1.68 Comply
wind with ship docked in Phase 5 degree

Heel angle under 20 knot beam wind | Maximum 15 0.24 Comply
with ship dock minimum stability degree

Determine windspeed that would - 155 knots NIA
cause 15-degree heel in minimum

stability Phase

3. Damaged stability and reserve buoyancy requirements.
(a) Side shell and bottom shell damage in fully ballasted and deballasted conditions.

The damaged stability calculations indicate that in both the fully ballasted and deballasted
conditions, the angle of heel due to the shell damage does not comply with the MIL-STD. It
should be noted that the stability assessment assumed damage at the location of a bulkhead
with flooding of 2 tanks (note that the pontoon comprises 12 tanks). To comply with the damage
stability requirements, additional watertight bulkheads could be added to reduce the size of
individual tanks.

The FDD has been modified following completion of the stability assessment. The vertical centre of
gravity of the FDD is expected to be lower due to removal of generators, walkway and redundant upper
deck machinery, including a crane. An inclining experiment is required and the stability assessment is
subject to change once the actual stability data is obtained through the inclining experiment. However,
stability is expected to improve.

4 Details of berthing, lifting and unloading sequences including
timing of each stage and FDD draft at each stage.

An assessment of the timing of operation was included in the Navigation Impact Assessment (RHDHYV,
2019). The time required to complete slewing and loading operations is discussed as follows:

e Slewing of the FDD out into the loading pocket would be completed in approximately 30 minutes.

e Submerging the FDD would be completed in approximately 45 minutes.

e Loading a vessel onto the FDD would be completed in approximately 90 minutes. It is noted that
the time required to unload a vessel would be less than the time required to load a vessel.

¢ Floating the FDD would be completed in approximately 120 minutes.

e Slewing the FDD back into the berthing pocket would be completed in approximately 30 minutes.

e Total 5.25 hours.

In the above assessment, the FDD would be submerged on a flooding tide and floated on an ebbing tide
(i.e. operations timed around high tide). The total ballast in Phase 1 is 3,314 tonnes (refer Table 1),
which equates to ~3,236m? (3,236,000L) of salt water. Note that this assumes a draft of 8.68m, which is
more than the available water depth at the site. The FDD would be submerged to approximately 5.3m
(0.5m UKC and water depth of 5.8m measured 2 hours either side of MHWS, refer Section 2.2). The
volume of water when submerged would therefore be somewhat less. Noakes has advised that the time
required to float the FDD from a 5m draft to a 1.8m draft is approximately 1.5 hours. However, this would
be dependent on the displacement of the vessel to be docked.
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The FDD draft in each Phase of operation is outlined below:

e Phase 1 - limited by water depth and requirement for UKC of 500mm. In accordance with the
assessment in Section 2.2, draft would be 5.3m.

e Phase 2 — draft is approximately equal to Phase 1 less half of the vessel draft (approximately
4.3m).

e Phase 3 — draft equal to the depth of the pontoon (2.743m) plus thickness of keel blocks
(300mm), which is approximately 3.04m.

e Phase 4 —draft is equal to depth of the pontoon (2.743m).

e Phase 5 — draft to maintain at least 300mm freeboard is 2.44m. Note that in accordance with
Table 1, at maximum lift of 1000t, the FDD would be ballasted with 308 tonnes of water to
achieve 300mm freeboard. Depending on the weight of the vessel and ballast, and stability of the
FDD, draft could be reduced and freeboard could be increased. Further assessment by a naval
architect would be required.

5 Analysis of annual tidal data identifying monthly loading and
unloading

An analysis of tidal data has been undertaken based on the forecast high and low tides from 1st January
2021 to 315t December 2024 (4 years of data). The forecast high and low tides have been obtained from
NSW Department of Planning Industry and Environment. The forecast high tides have been filtered to
include forecasted water levels above 1.57m CD (Mean High Water Springs [MHWS]) occurring Monday
to Friday and between 9:30am and 3:30pm. This restricts operation of the FDD to standard working
hours (7am to 6pm) and caters for 2.5 hours either side of MHWS to slew/warp and ballast (of float and
slew/warp) the FDD. It should be noted that:

e the water level adopted in the analysis of maximum vessel draft in Section 2 is based on the
water level two hours either side of MHWS and is therefore consistent with the analysis herein
and includes time to slew; and,

e loading of shallow draft vessels does not require full submergence of the FDD and could be
undertaken at lower water levels.

An analysis of the data presenting high tides exceeding 1.57m CD and occurring on a weekday between
9:30am and 3:30pm is provided in Figure 3. In total, there are 158 days where this criteria is satisfied
(average of 39.5 days per year). However, water levels exceeding MHWS are skewed with higher tides
occurring between November and April. There is a period of 3-5 month each year, typically between
May/June and August/September, when a water level exceeding MHWS is not forecast at a suitable time
of day.

Reducing the target water level for loading vessels to 1.37m CD, as shown in Figure 4, greatly increases
the number of days with suitable water level. In total, there are 342 days where this criteria is satisfied
(average of 85.5 days per year). The maximum vessel draft that could be docked would decrease by
200mm from 1.96m to 1.76m.
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Figure 3: High tides exceeding 1.57m CD and occurring on a weekday between 9:30am and 3:30pm.
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Figure 4: High tides exceeding 1.37m CD and occurring on a weekday between 9:30am and 3:30pm.

6 Response to the Review of the Noakes Proposal to use the
Floating Dry Dock in Berrys Bay (Colville Marine Pty Ltd, 2021).

Colville Marine Pty Ltd, 2021 undertook a review of the Noakes proposal to use the FDD in Berrys Bay.
The review by Colville Marina includes the following main headings:

1. Executive Summary
2. Market forces and the typical docking
3. Seamanship and navigational issues
(a) COLREGS
(b) Slewing, warping and berthing lines
(c) Safe Distances
(d) Wash, waves and wave action
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(e) Lines of approach
(f) Restrictions imposed by the swing basin and lines of approach
(9) Entering the dock
4. Dock Stability
(a) Ballast and deballast operations
(b) The Docking Plan
(c) Analysis of the ballast and deballast operation
5. Under Keel Clearance
(a) Identifying the correct UKC standard
(b) Wave action and the UKC
(c) Identifying the UKC through risk assessment
(d) A Cross Section of the FDD operations
6. Maritime Lease and Consent to Lodge
7. Other Environmental issues
(a) Jacobs Waste Management EIS
(b) Jacobs Water Quality EIS
(c) Jacobs Noise and Vibration Assessment
(d) Jacobs Contamination Reports
(e) Historical Woodleys Contamination Reports
8. Documents Reviewed and References
9. Conclusions

Commentary on each of the headings is provided where applicable. One of the main critiques from
Colville Marine is the guidelines adopted for the navigation assessment. The navigation assessment in
the Navigation Impact Assessment (RHDHV, 2019) was based on:

e AS3962-2001 Guideline for design of marinas; and,
e Harbour Approach Channel Design Guidelines (PIANC, 2014).

The Navigation Impact Assessment (2019) notes the limitation of both guidelines. However, in lieu of
more suitable guideline documentation, these documents have been used as a reference. Alternate
guidelines could be considered including:

1. PIANC Design and Operational Guidelines for Superyacht Facilities (2013);
2. PIANC Guidelines for Marina Design (2016); and,
3. PIANC Design Guidelines for Inland Waterway Dimensions (2019).

These guidelines would not substantially change the navigation impact assessment as the various
guidelines include similar requirements. Indeed, more recent PIANC guidelines specify reduced
navigation widths, which reflects on the improved manoeuvrability of modern vessels.

6.1 Market forces and the typical docking

The response by Colville Marine speculates on market forces and makes a number of assumptions. The
Navigation Impact Assessment (RHDHV, 2019) notes constraints around water depths for operation of
the FDD, which limits the maximum vessel draft that could be docked on the FDD. This limits the
economic benefit of the FDD. However, it does not preclude use of the FDD.
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6.2 Seamanship and navigational issues

6.2.1 COLREGS

The assessment and critique of the interpretation of COLREGS is somewhat irrelevant. The Navigation
Impact Assessment (RHDHYV, 2019) correctly identifies that:

The NSW Marine Safety (General) Regulation 2016 and Marine Safety Act 1998 adopts the
COLREGS and includes minor modifications and additional special rules applicable to NSW
waterways.

The RMS produced the NSW Boating Handbook (RMS, 2016), which is an interpretation of the
law and legislation.

Two key rules in the COLREGS were highlighted in the Navigation Impact Assessment (RHDHV, 2019).
As correctly identified by Colville Marine, all of the COLREGs Part B — Steering and Sailing Rules (Rules
4 to 19) are key to preventing collisions between vessels in sight of one another. However, the NSW
Boating Handbook (RMS, 2016) provide an interpretation of the law and legislation, including the
COLREGsS, in layman terms. For the purpose of a document prepared for public exhibition, it is deemed
preferable to provide a simple explanation of laws and legislation where practical, which the NSW
Boating Handbook (RMS, 2016) and the Navigation Impact Assessment (RHDHV, 2019) provides.

6.2.2 Slewing, warping and berthing lines

Cold move slew is defined in the Navigation Impact Assessment. It means that the FDD is relocated by
moorings lines with the assistance of hand operated capstans (winches). Warping means to move a
vessel by hauling on a rope fixed so a stationary object. Either terminology is acceptable, provided that
the terminology in the Environmental Impact Statement is consistent.

As noted in the Navigation Impact Assessment (RHDHV, 2019), the provided mooring line arrangement
is indicative only and may be altered to suit floating dock winch locations and hardstand bollard locations.
It is understood that additional bollards, leads and capstans may be required. The use of ‘bow’ and
‘stern’ when referring to the FDD has been avoided as the bow and stern of the FDD is not clearly
defined. The term ‘athwartship’ meaning across a vessel was used as a suitable description. Colville
Marine does correctly identify that the Navigation Impact Assessment (RHDHV, 2019) should refer to
‘spring’ line rather than ‘springer’ line.

The cold move slew and mooring line arrangement has been developed in consultation with Noakes. It is
our opinion that the FDD could be readily modified to achieve the cold move slew as proposed. It is
noted that high mooring line loads would be encountered during slewing of the FDD to the lifting location,
particularly at the southern end of the FDD. Infrastructure would need to be designed accordingly.

6.2.3 Safe Distances

Colville Marine highlights Marine Safety Regulation (NSW) 2016 Clause 40, which outlines the safe
distance for ‘towing equipment’ and ‘person being towed'. It is our understanding that the intent of this
clause relates to tow sports such as waterskiing and wakeboarding and ‘towing equipment’ relates to ski
tubes and inflatables. However, ‘towing equipment’ is not clearly defined in the Marine Safety Act 1998 or
Regulation. Regardless, the assertion by Colville Marine that the proposed tow operation/s contravenes
the Regulation because the 60m is not complied with is incorrect as the Regulation states:
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1. The operator of any vessel must ensure that the vessel and any towing equipment and any
person being towed by the vessel maintains—
a. adistance of not less than 60 metres from any persons in the water or, if that is not
practicable, a safe distance and speed.

It is noted that recreational swimming facilities are not provided in the vicinity of Noakes Shipyard and
any person in the water would likely be a diver assisting with the docking operations, who would be
trained and aware of the vessel movement.

Colville Marine notes that the, ‘COLREGS Rule 6 also acts to limit safe distances and speed limits close
to persons in the water or on small craft such as kayaks. There is no discussion in the Navigation
Assessment about how Noakes intend to manage this restriction on the activities of the FDD if or when
the public wharf is constructed?’

The above statement is partially correct in that the COLREGS Rule 6 — Safe Speed specifies that, ‘a
vessel must operate at a safe speed so that she can take proper and effective action to avoid collision
and be stopped within a distance appropriate to the prevailing circumstances and conditions.” The
Navigation Impact Assessment was developed under the assumption that construction vessels

and vessels navigating to and from the FDD would meet all navigation safety requirements, and:

e operate under the control of licensed and experienced Masters;

e operate under the supervision of experienced Noakes Group personnel or representatives from
Noakes Group;

e comply with the requirements of the COLREGS and NSW Marine Safety (General) Regulation
2016 including PANSW Harbour Master directions; and,

e operate in accordance with the Safety Management System prepared for the FDD.

The Navigation Impact Assessment (RHDHV, 2019) notes that there are no passive recreation craft
launching facilities or public jetties at the head of the Bay. Numerous dinghies and kayaks are stored
along the foreshore of Berrys Bay and it is assumed that these craft are primarily used for accessing
moorings. While dinghy or kayak movements in the vicinity of the FDD operations would not be
expected, if it so happened that a boater was too close, the operation/s could be suspended until the
boater had moved away a safe distance.

In regard to the impact on DA Condition 51 — Jetty, Section 5.3 of the Navigation Impact Assessment
(RHDHYV, 2019) addresses this. However, in the absence of a design, location or intent, an impact
statement cannot be completed on this structure. However, the FDD would be operated within the Lease
Boundary at all times and there are not expected to be any impacts on the operation of the proposed
jetty at the end of John Street.

6.2.4 Wash, waves and wave action

Colville Marine notes that, ‘the most likely damaging wave action that will affect the FDD is the case of a
15m vessel entering the bay at high speed and passing down through the point of plane where the wave
propagated will be greatest and where the bow waves directly approach the shoaling ground under the
proposed FDD berthing box.’

The edge of the mooring field is some 400-450m from the proposed location of the FDD.
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As noted in the Navigation Impact Assessment (RHDHV, 2019), the clear width between the defined
mooring areas in Berrys Bay is measured to be 45 to 65m. Further and as noted, the NSW Marine Safety
Regulation 2016 states the operator of a power-driven vessel that is travelling at a speed of 6 knots or
more must ensure that the vessel, and any towing equipment and any person being towed by the vessel,
maintain a distance of not less than 30 metres from any vessel, land, structures and other things or, if
that is not practicable, a safe distance and speed. From a distance of 450m from the site, all vessels are
legally required to be travelling at a speed of 6 knots or less. The wave height assessment in the
Navigation Impact Assessment (RHDHV, 2019) considers the wave height from a cruiser transiting past
the site at a speed of less than 6 knots.

Further to the above, Clause 11 of the NSW Marine Safety Regulation 2016 notes:

(2) The operator of a vessel must not cause wash that damages or impacts unreasonably on—
(a) any dredge or floating plant, or
(b) any construction or other works in progress, or
(c) any bank, shore or waterside structure, or
(d) any other vessel, including a vessel that is moored.

Operating a vessel in a manner that produces excessive wash near Noakes would violate the regulation.
However, the definition of ‘wash that damages or impacts unreasonably’ is ambiguous. The adopted
wave height and period reflects a boat generated wave height that could be readily achieved by all
operators.

The adopted wave height of 0.4m with a period of 4 seconds is considered conservative. Due to the
complexities of wave attenuation, reflection, refraction, diffraction and shoaling, further assessment
through desktop methods is not considered appropriate. If required to refine the design wave height, data
collection in the field would be required. However, a visual observation of the site indicates that it is
protected and additional data collection is deemed surplus to requirements.

John Butler Design have been engaged to undertake a dynamic vessel analysis based on the nominated
wave height.

6.2.5 Lines of approach

Colville Marine contests the assessment of the lines of approach and highlights limitations of the adopted
guidelines, which is noted in the Navigation Impact Assessment (2019) and discussed in Section 6. It
should be noted that AS3962-2001 Guideline for design of marinas has been superseded by AS3962-
2020 Marina Design. There are some subtle differences. However, in general, the guidelines are largely
the same.

Section 4.3.1 and Section 5.1.2 of the Navigation Impact Assessment (2019) note that power assisted
move (assistance form a workboat or similar) would be required for navigation of some vessels, which is
not considered by Colville Marine.

Further, adopting an ‘entrance channel’ width on the approach to the swing basin in accordance with
AS3962, rather than an ‘interior channel’, is deemed acceptable. The ‘interior channel caters for
manoeuvring into fairways and berths, which is not required on the approach to the swing basin at
Noakes.
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The response by Colville Marine does not provide substantiated guidelines or evidence to support the
conclusions.

6.2.6 Restrictions imposed by the swing basin and lines of approach

Colville Marine notes that size of the proposed swing basin shown in Map 2 of the Navigation Impact
Assessment (RHDHV, 2019) should not include any waters in the berthing box alongside the oil terminal.
The swing basin is clear of the marine lease boundary, adjacent to the former oil terminal wharf, which
ensured the swing basin does not encroach on the berth box.

Colville Marine notes that the commercial mooring operated by Noakes would need to be relocated; this
is recognised in Section 5.1.2 of the Navigation Impact Assessment (RHDHV, 2019).

6.2.7 Entering the dock

There are a number of incorrect statements from Colville Marine. These are outlined below:

e Colville Marine notes that an interior channel of 75m provides 37.5m abeam of a vessel on either
side. This is incorrect as it does not consider the vessel beam. Further, the intent of the
navigation channel is to provide space to manoeuvre. Therefore, the space abeam of a vessel
navigating within an interior channel in a marina could reasonably be expected to be less than
5m during manoeuvring or touching a fender for alongside berthing. The assessment to maintain
37.5m abeam of a vessel is excessive.

e Colville Marine notes that the wharf used to cold move slew the FDD presents a danger. This is
consistent with Section 4.3.1 and Section 5.1.3 of the Navigation Impact Assessment (RHDHV,
2019), which notes that fenders would be installed at this location. Notwithstanding, the risk of
navigating past the wharf is similar to manoeuvring into a marina berth.

e Conclusion 3 notes that the lines of approach and the swing basin impose restrictions on free
movement in Berrys Bay. If anything, the swing basin and navigation channel provide space for
the movement of vessels and improves navigability of other vessels. It is recognised that the
swing basin and navigation channel impacts on mooring grounds. However, the only mooring
impacted is a commercial mooring operated by Noakes.

6.3 Dock Stability

The issue of dock stability is indirectly related to the navigation impact. A separate stability assessment
has been completed by Shearforce Maritime Services Pty Ltd (2016) and a dynamic analysis is being
undertaken by John Butler Design.

Provided the FDD is maintained and operated within the limiting conditions identified in the stability
assessments, the risk of a ‘stability incident’ is extremely low. An analogy to this would be the risk of
building collapse or bridge failure provided the structure is not overloaded. Notwithstanding, the risk of a
‘stability incident’ should be included in the Safety Management System. Other risks that could impact
instability and the ability to operate the FDD as planned, such as generator or pump failure, should also
be included in the Safety Management System.

The analysis of ballast and deballast operations does not reflect the water depth assessment in
Section 5.1.5 of the Navigation Impact Assessment (RHDHV, 2020).

03 December 2021 NAVIGATION ISSUES RESPONSE PA2987WMRP211203 13



Open

sthoyal

HaskoningDHV

6.4 Under Keel Clearance

Colville Marine contends that the adopted guidelines for the Navigation Impact Assessment (RHDHYV,
2019) are not applicable. However, alternate guidelines are not suggested or recommended. The
Harbour Master Directions (2021) noted by Colville Marina supersede the Harbour Master Directions in
the Navigation Impact Assessment (RHDHV, 2019). The assessment should consider the guidelines
currently on force and the requirements for UKC in the Harbour Master Directions (2021) are adopted
herein.

Colville Marine makes an incomplete reference to Section 2.1.2.7 of the Harbour Approach Channel
Design Guidelines (PIANC, 2014), noting that an UKC of 1000mm is recommended where the
consequences of touching the bottom is large. This is clarified later in Section 2.1.2.7 where it states,
“UKC should be at least 0.5 m, but could be increased to 1.0 m where the consequences of touching the
bottom is large (e.g. for channels with rocky bottoms)”.

Colville Marine notes that if the FDD touched the bottom during a ballasting or deballasting operation or
as a result of wave action, ‘the consequences of disturbing the contaminated sediment should be
categorised as large’. Compared to say a fuel tanker running aground on a rocky reef, the consequence
of the FDD locally disturbing seabed sediment would be considered low. Nevertheless, as demonstrated
in Sections 2.2 and 5, this is not expected to be an operational outcome.

Colville Marine notes that there is insufficient water depth to operate the FDD to the maximum capacity.
This is not disputed and it is spelt out in Section 5.1.5 of the Navigation Impact Assessment (RHDHV,
2019).

Colville Marine incorrectly assumes that keel blocks have not been included in the Navigation Impact
Assessment (RHDHV, 2019). Section 5.1.5 and Section 5.4 of the Navigation Impact Assessment
(RHDHYV, 2019) calculates the maximum vessel draft that could be docked at the proposed location and
includes an allowance for keel blocks of 300mm as advised by the Naval Architect.

Colville Marine quotes Section 2.16 of the Harbour Masters Directions, which note that, ‘a person
disturbing the seabed, pursuant to section 67ZN of the Ports and Maritime Administration Regulation
2012 (NSW), must seek permission from the Harbour Master via the application form on the Port
Authority website.’ It should be noted that the Ports and Maritime Administration Regulation 2012 has
been superseded by the Ports and Maritime Administration Regulation 2021. Clause 110 - Disturbance
of bed of port states that:

A person must not use drags, grapplings or other apparatus for lifting an object or material from
the bed, or otherwise disturb the bed, of a port specified in Schedule 4 except—

(a) with the written permission of the relevant harbour master, and

(b) in accordance with the conditions of the permission.

Approval for disturbance of the seabed would be required from PANSW for removal of piles and the like.
No other bed disturbance of any significance is expected with the FDD proposal.

6.5 Maritime Lease and Consent to Lodge

There are a number of items highlighted by Colville Marine that would appear to be misleading. However,
a planner would be in a better position to respond. In regard to the Navigation Impact Assessment
(2019), it should be noted that:
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6.6

The FDD is not intended to operate beyond the lease boundary;
The FDD is designed to safely operate with passing traffic; and,
No dredging is proposed as part of the development.

Other Environmental Issues

A number of issues raised by Colville Marine relate to other environmental considerations, which should
be addressed accordingly.

6.7

Conclusions

Response to the conclusions from Colville Marine are provided in red below.

1.

The proposed market for the FDD is to dock ASD tugs and vessels between 35m and 50m in
length. The proposed market identified by Colville Marine is speculative commentary relating to
economics rather than operation. The Navigation Impact Assessment (2019) correctly identifies
a maximum vessel draft for operation.

The proposed warping operation of the FDD from the alongside position to the docking and
submergence position will not work. A fair view, given the location and configuration of the
equipment and the difficulties presented, would be that operator intends to move the FDD using
the assistance of a tug and that the primary use of the capstans will be to handle the vessels
being docked. An indicative mooring line plan is provided in the Navigation Impact Assessment
(2019) demonstrating that the FDD can be slewed. The proponent is aware that additional
bollards, leads and capstans may be required to undertake the cold move slew operation.

The safe channel widths, lines of approach and swing basin are not correct. The lines of
approach and the swing basin impose restrictions on free movement in the bay and the ability to
add moorings in the future. The commercial mooring operated by Noakes will need to be
permanently removed. The swing basins and approach channels required for operation of the
FDD are as per existing with the exception of the commercial mooring operated by Noakes. Free
movement would not be restricted in Berrys Bay. Potentially the proposed navigation
arrangements including the swing basin would improve free movement.

Any vessel over 30m entering the dock in a moderate breeze (15kts) from the south or west
would require one or two tugs to complete the manoeuvre safely. The requirement for power
assisted move (assistance form a workboat or similar) is highly dependent on the type and
propulsion of the vessel to be docked. A vessel fitted with suitable bow and stern thrusters would
not require assistance. Section 5.1.2 of the Navigation Impact Assessment (2019) correctly
identifies that certain vessels would require assistance.

The Navigation Assessment does not assess the risk of a stability incident occurring on the
boundary of the maritime lease that would block the channel or endanger the public. If operated
in accordance with the design conditions, the risk of a stability incident is low. An analogy is the
risk of building collapse or bridge failure if the design load is not exceeded.

Phase 3 of the FDD 4 phases of operation (Table 4) was omitted as it shows the unfavourable
condition of the FDD at the submergence required for a 1000 tonne vessel with a deep draught
where the draught of the FDD at this loading should be around 8.0m. Phase 3 relates to the
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external waterline at the top of the keel blocks (i.e. vessel keel at water level). The draft would be
approximately 3m. John Butler Design have been engaged to undertake a stability assessment
and dynamic movement analysis.

7. The theoretical UKC clearance of 300mm is insufficient to prevent the disturbance of the
contaminated sediment on the seabed. A safe UKC should be determined by assessment of the
actual risk of wave action or a miscalculation in the Docking Plan and using 500mm UKC as the
starting point. The agreed assessed UKC should be referred to the Harbourmaster for consent
according to Harbourmasters Directions 2.16 and 3.2. The Harbour Masters Directions (2021)
supersede the Navigation Impact Assessment (2019). The revised assessment herein adopts
500mm UKC in accordance with the Harbour Masters Directions (2021).

8. There is insufficient depth to operate the FDD safely without disturbing the contaminated
sediments in the seabed in either the alongside position or in the submerged position. The
operator intends to operate the FDD in the deeper water beyond the boundary of the maritime
lease using a tug for assistance to position and hold the FFD in place during the docking. The
FDD is proposed to remain within the lease boundary. There is sufficient water depth to operate
the FDD. However, the maximum vessel draft for docking is limited. This is highlighted in Section<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>