Independent Planning Commission - Review of the
Recommendation to list the curtilage extension of the Varroville
Homestead
Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust – Outline of Submissions

A. Summary of Submissions
1. The Heritage Act 1977 (NSW) (the ‘Heritage Act’) contains a legislative
framework providing for:
a. the procedure and considerations to be made by the NSW Heritage
Council (the ‘Heritage Council’) before making a recommendation for
the listing of an item on the State Heritage Register;
b. the considerations to be made by the NSW Heritage Minister prior to
directing a listing on the State Heritage Register;
c. the effect of listing on the Sate Heritage Register and the exemptions
from these effects that can be applied to a heritage listing.
2. The Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust (the ‘CMCT’) and its consultants
have identified that the Heritage Council’s statement of heritage significance and
OPP Study upon which it is based lack the requisite rigour, factual basis and
supporting specialised expertise such that these are inappropriate to form the
basis for a recommendation for a listing on the State Heritage Register or long
term heritage management.
This lack of the requisite rigour, factual basis and supporting specialised
expertise in the Heritage Council’s statement of heritage significance and the
OPP study upon which it is based result in a recommendation to list an extended
curtilage around Varroville far in excess of what can properly be justified as
being of Sate Heritage Significance or required to conserve Varroville heritage.
The CMCT respectfully submits that a greatly reduced curtilage based on a more
rigorous review of heritage significance is appropriate and should be considered.
3. The CMCT was not in possession of the part publically funded OPP study during
the consultation and public notification period leading up to the making of the
Recommendation and to this day is not in possession of a copy of the full study.
This has prevented the CMCT from submitting a critical appraisal of the OPP
Study prior to the making of the Recommendation which constitutes a denial of
procedural fairness in a legislated process that could result in the encumbrance
of CMCT Lands with a heritage listing.
4. The listing of an extended Varroville curtilage as proposed by the
Recommendation will render the CMCT Lands incapable of reasonable or
economic use.
The CMCT Lands have specifically been planned and designated for use as a
cemetery by the Campbelltown Local Environment Plan 2015 (the ‘LEP’) in
accordance with the CMP and that use as been proposed by the CMCT in a
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development application currently before the Independent Planning Commission
(the ‘IPC’).
The CMCT respectfully submits that any listing on the State Heritage Register of
an extended curtilage around Varroville across CMCT Lands should include site
specific exemptions from the restraining effect of the heritage listing so as to
allow the CMCT Lands the subject of the listing to be used as a cemetery in
accordance with the CMP as planned for in the LEP and proposed in the DA.
5. The listing of an extended curtilage around Varroville as proposed by the
Recommendation will have a significant financial impact on the CMCT as it will
prevent the reasonable and economic use of the CMCT Lands as a cemetery as
planned for in the LEP and proposed in the DA. The CMCT respectfully submits
that the listing of an extended Varroville curtilage as proposed by the
Recommendation will cause the CMCT undue financial hardship.
The CMCT further submits that to reduce financial hardship, any listing on the
State Heritage Register of an extended curtilage around Varroville across CMCT
Lands should include site specific exemptions from the restraining effect of the
heritage listing so as to allow the CMCT Lands the subject of the listing to be
used as a cemetery in accordance with the CMP as planned for in the LEP and
proposed in the DA.
Once it is known what site specific exemptions from the restraining effect of any
heritage listing are to be applied, the CMCT submits that the proper and required
assessment as to whether the heritage listing will cause the CMCT undue
financial hardship can be undertaken.
B. Introduction
6. On or around 28 September 2017 the Heritage Council and the Office of
Environment and Heritage (the ‘OEH’) made a recommendation under section
32(2) of the Heritage Act to the NSW Heritage Minister to list on the State
Heritage Register a proposed extension to the curtilage around the state
heritage listed item known and ‘Varroville’ (SHR No. 00737) (the
‘Recommendation’).
7. Varroville is located on Lot 21 in DP 564065, also known as 196 St Andrews Rd
Varroville NSW (‘Varroville’).
8. The CMCT is the registered proprietor of Lot B in DP370979, Lot 22 in
DP564065 and Lot 1 in DP218016, also know collectively as 166 – 176 St
Andrews Rd Varroville NSW (the ‘CMCT Land’). The CMCT Land adjoins and
surrounds Varroville Estate as can be seen in Figure 1 below.
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report to the NSW Heritage Minister within three months as required by section
31(1A) of the Heritage Act and regulation 21 of the Heritage Regulations 2012
(NSW) (the ‘Regulations’).
11. This hearing by the IPC panel is part of the Review.
C. The Role of the IPC
12. Section 36 of the Heritage Act details the role of the IPC following a request by
the NSW Minister for Heritage pursuant to section 34(1)(b) of the Heritage Act to
review a matter is as follows:
36 Independent Planning Commission
(1) At a review conducted by the Independent Planning Commission each of the
following is entitled to appear before the Commission either personally or, unless
otherwise provided by the regulations, by an Australian legal practitioner or agent:
(a) an owner, mortgagee or lessee of land to which the proposed listing will
apply or of land on which is situated the building, work or relic (being a relic that
is attached to or forms part of land) that will be subject to the proposed listing,
(b) an owner of a relic (not being a relic that is attached to or forms part of
land) or moveable object that will be subject to the proposed listing,
(c) the council of the area in which the item or precinct concerned is situated,
(d) the Heritage Council,
(e) the Secretary of the Department of Premier and Cabinet or a nominee of
the Secretary,
(f) any other person with the leave of the Commission.
(2) At the conclusion of the review, the Independent Planning Commission is to
provide a report in writing to the Minister containing a summary of the submissions
made to the review, the findings of the Commission with respect to those
submissions and a recommendation as to how those submissions should be dealt
with. The Minister is to make copies of the report available to the public after the
Minister decides whether or not to direct the listing.

13. In accordance with section 36(1)(a) of the Heritage Act the CMCT has been
invited to, and appears, before the IPC Panel to make submissions on the
Recommendation and calls on its consultants including heritage, landscape
architecture, planning and valuation experts to make those submissions.
14. As directed by section 36(2) of the Heritage Act, at the conclusion of the IPC’s
review of the matter, it is to provide a report to the NSW Minister for Heritage
containing a summary of the submissions made to the review, the findings of the
Commission with respect to those submissions and a recommendation as to how
those submissions should be dealt with.
D. Heritage Council Recommendations
15. The process leading to the formulation of a recommendation to list on the State
Heritage Register is provided for in section 33 of the Heritage Act as follows:
33 Procedure before recommendation for listing
(1) Before making a recommendation for the listing of an item on the State Heritage
Register, the Heritage Council must follow this procedure:
(a) the Heritage Council is to give notice that it is going to consider
whether or not to recommend the listing of the item concerned (a notice of
intention to consider listing):
(i) by written notice given to each person that it considers to be an
affected owner or occupier (except in the case of the listing of a
precinct), or
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(ii) in the case of the listing of a precinct, by notice published in a
manner that the Heritage Council is satisfied is likely to bring the
notice to the attention of affected owners or occupiers and of
members of the public, and
(b) within 14 days after notice of intention to consider listing is given under
paragraph (a) (i), the Heritage Council is to cause a notice of intention to
consider listing to be published in a manner that the Heritage Council is
satisfied is likely to bring the notice to the attention of members of the
public in the area in which the item is situated, and
(c) a notice of intention to consider listing is to invite submissions on the
listing and is to specify a date as the closing date for the receipt of
submissions (being a date that is at least 14 days after notice under
paragraph (a) (ii) or (b) was first published) and the manner in which
submissions may be made, and
(d) the Heritage Council is to consider the submissions that are received
before the closing date for receipt of submissions and is to decide within 30
days after that closing date whether or not to recommend the listing, and
(e) the Heritage Council is to give notice of its decision in the same
manner as it is required to give notice of its intention to consider listing
under paragraph (a) and is also to give notice to the council of the area in
which the item is situated and to each of the persons who made
submissions that were considered, and
(f) if the decision of the Heritage Council is to recommend the listing, the
Heritage Council is to make that recommendation to the Minister within 14
days after notice is given of the decision under paragraph (e).
(2) Without limiting the submissions that can be made for the purposes of this
section, any of the following submissions can be made:
(a) a submission that the item the subject of the proposed
recommendation should not be subject to listing on the State Heritage
Register by reason that it is not of State heritage significance,
(b) a submission that the item the subject of the proposed
recommendation should not be subject to listing on the State Heritage
Register by reason that its long-term conservation is not necessary,
(c) a submission that the item the subject of the proposed
recommendation should not be subject to listing on the State Heritage
Register by reason that listing would render the item incapable of
reasonable or economic use,
(d) a submission that conservation of the item the subject of the proposed
recommendation could not be achieved without causing undue financial
hardship to the owner, mortgagee or lessee of the item or the land on
which the item is situated.
(3) The Heritage Council must not make a decision to recommend the listing of an
item on the State Heritage Register unless it considers that:
(a) the item satisfies more than one of the criteria approved as referred to
in section 4A for determining whether an item is of State heritage
significance, or
(b) if it satisfies only one of those criteria, the item is of such particular
significance that it should be listed.
(4) Without limiting any other matter it may consider in determining whether to
make a recommendation, the Heritage Council may consider the following (whether
or not any submissions are made under subsection (2)):
(a) whether the long-term conservation of the item is necessary,
(b) whether the listing would render the item incapable of reasonable or
economic use,
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(c) whether the listing would cause undue financial hardship to the owner,
mortgagee or lessee of the item or the land on which the item is situated.

16. As stated by Molesworh AJ in Millers Point Community Assoc. Incorporated v
Property NSW [2017] NSWLEC 92 (‘Millers Point’) at [101]:
[T]he Heritage Council’s recommendation will follow: first, the mandatory exercise
required by s 33(3) (which is that the Heritage Council considers the building to
meet the criteria for determining State heritage significance); and secondly, the
Heritage Council’s consideration of the optional considerations set out in s 33(4). It
is to be noted that the optional considerations set out in limbs (a), (b) and (c) of s
33(4) are identical to the considerations in limbs (b), (c) and (d) set out in s 32(1).

17. As was the case in Millers Point, the Heritage Council received submissions
concerning a potential listing of an extended curtilage around Varroville and as
stated in Millers Point at [101] ‘the consideration of those submissions, which
necessarily means the content or substance of those submissions, becomes a
mandatory task for the Heritage Council: s 33(1)(d).’
18. The CMCT through its consultants will make both oral and written submissions to
the IPC panel, which will be outlined below, on the Recommendation, and in
particular on the requirements of sections 33(1)(d), 33(3) and (4) of the Heritage
Act including the assessment required by section 33(3)(a) that the extended
curtilage satisfies more than one of the criteria approved as referred to in section
4A of the Heritage Act for determining whether an item is of State heritage
significance.
E. Consideration of the NSW Minister for Heritage Before Directing a Listing
on the State Heritage Register
19. Section 32 of the Heritage Act prescribes the considerations to be made by the
NSW Minister for Heritage before directing a listing on the State Heritage
Register as follows:
32 Minister can direct listing on State Heritage Register
(1) The Minister may direct the listing on the State Heritage Register of a place,
building, work, relic, moveable object or precinct that the Minister considers is of
State heritage significance, but only if the Heritage Council has recommended that
the item be listed and the Minister has considered the following:
(a) the recommendation of the Heritage Council that the item should be
listed,
(b) whether the long-term conservation of the item is necessary,
(c) whether the listing would render the item incapable of reasonable or
economic use,
(d) whether the listing would cause undue financial hardship to the owner,
mortgagee or lessee of the item or the land on which the item is situated.
(2) The Heritage Council may make a recommendation to the Minister that an item
be listed on the State Heritage Register at the request of the Minister, on the
Heritage Council’s own initiative or at the request of the owner of the item
concerned or the council of the area in which the item is situated.
(3) A listing in respect of an item can be expressed to apply (and if so expressed
does apply) to:
(a) if the item is a building—the curtilage of that building or the site of that
building, being the curtilage or site specified or described in the listing, or
(b) if the item is a work or a relic that is attached to or forms part of land—
the site specified or described in the listing of that work or relic.
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20. Should the NSW Heritage Minister be minded to pursue a listing of an expanded
curtilage around Varroville on the State Heritage Register, two requirements
under section 32 of the Heritage Act are enlivened and as stated in Millers Point
at [90] these are:
(1) the requirement to reach a concluded view that the building is of State heritage
significance and (2) the requirement to consider the matters in s 32(1). (In this
regard, the Minister may seek assistance by requesting the Planning Assessment
Commission to review the matter – s 34(1)(b)).

That the NSW Heritage Minister is satisfied that the extended curtilage is of
State Heritage Significance is a threshold check conditioning the power of the
Minister to direct a listing and only after passing that threshold is the Minister to
consider the matters set out in sections 32(1)(a) – (d) of the Heritage Act: Millers
Point at [89] and [105].
21. The CMCT through its consultants will make both oral and written submissions to
the IPC Panel on whether the proposed extended curtilage is of Sate Heritage
Significance and on items 32(1)(a) – (d) of the Heritage Act and these will be
outlined below.
F. State Heritage Significance
22. Section 41 of the Heritage Act defines the meaning of heritage significance as
follows:
4A Heritage significance
(1) In this Act:
State heritage significance, in relation to a place, building, work, relic, moveable
object or precinct, means significance to the State in relation to the historical,
scientific, cultural, social, archaeological, architectural, natural or aesthetic value of
the item.
local heritage significance, in relation to a place, building, work, relic, moveable
object or precinct, means significance to an area in relation to the historical,
scientific, cultural, social, archaeological, architectural, natural or aesthetic value of
the item.
(2) An item can be both of State heritage significance and local heritage
significance. An item that is of local heritage significance may or may not be of
State heritage significance.
(3) The Heritage Council must notify the Minister of the proposed criteria for the
making of decisions as to whether or not an item is of State heritage significance
and of any proposed change to the criteria. If the Minister approves the criteria or
any proposed change, the Minister is to cause notice of the criteria or any change to
be published in the Gazette.
(4) The Heritage Council must use only criteria published in the Gazette under this
section for the making of decisions as to whether or not an item is of State heritage
significance.

23. In April 1999 the criteria for the making of decisions as to whether or not an item
is of State heritage significance were published in the NSW Government Gazette
and the criteria are as follows:
a. an item is important in the course, or pattern, of NSW's cultural or natural
history 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
b. an item is important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics and/or a high
degree of creative or technical achievement in NSW
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c. an item has strong or special association with a particular community or
cultural group in NSW for social, cultural or spiritual reasons
d. an item has potential to yield information that will contribute to an
understanding of NSW's cultural or natural history
e. an item possesses uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of NSW's cultural
or natural history
f. an item is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class
of
 NSW's cultural or natural places
 cultural or natural environments.

24. The CMCT through its consultants will make both oral and written submissions
to the IPC Panel on whether the proposed extended curtilage is of Sate
Heritage Significance and these will be outlined below.
G. Exemptions from Restraining Factors Resulting from Listing on the State
Heritage Register
25. Section 57 of the Heritage Act details the effect of listing on the State Heritage
Register, including work prohibited on, to or in a listed item and the power of the
Minister to grant exemptions to these restraining factors. Relevantly, section 57
of the Heritage Act provides as follows:
57 Effect of interim heritage orders and listing on State Heritage Register
(1) When an interim heritage order or listing on the State Heritage Register applies
to a place, building, work, relic, moveable object, precinct, or land, a person must
not do any of the following things except in pursuance of an approval granted by the
approval body under Subdivision 1 of Division 3:
(a) demolish the building or work,
(b) damage or despoil the place, precinct or land, or any part of the place,
precinct or land,
(c) move, damage or destroy the relic or moveable object,
(d) excavate any land for the purpose of exposing or moving the relic,
(e) carry out any development in relation to the land on which the building,
work or relic is situated, the land that comprises the place, or land within
the precinct,
(f) alter the building, work, relic or moveable object,
(g) display any notice or advertisement on the place, building, work, relic,
moveable object or land, or in the precinct,
(h) damage or destroy any tree or other vegetation on or remove any tree
or other vegetation from the place, precinct or land.
…
(1B) Subsection (1) does not apply to anything that is exempted from the operation
of this Part by a heritage agreement.
…
(1D) Subsection (1) does not apply to anything that is exempted from the operation
of this Part by a conservation management plan (within the meaning of section 38A)
endorsed by the Heritage Council.
(2) The Minister, on the recommendation of the Heritage Council, may, by order
published in the Gazette, grant an exemption from subsection (1) or such of the
provisions of that subsection as are specified in the order in respect of the engaging
in or carrying out of such activity or class of activities by such person or class of
persons in such circumstances as may be so specified. The Minister’s power under
this subsection extends to apply in respect of interim heritage orders made by
councils.
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(3) A council may, by order published in the Gazette, grant an exemption from
subsection (1) or such of the provisions of that subsection as are specified in the
order in respect of the engaging in or carrying out of such activity or class of
activities by such person or class of persons in such circumstances as may be so
specified. Such an exemption has effect only in respect of an interim heritage order
made by the council concerned.

26. Consideration of the application of exemptions from the restraining factors
including those contained in section 57 of the Heritage Act are also relevant for
any consideration as required by section 32(1)(d) of whether a listing would
cause undue financial impact to the owner of the land the subject of the listing:
Millers Point [132] – [136]. The Second Reading Speech of the Heritage
Amendment Act 2009 (NSW), which introduced s 32 of the Heritage Act in its
current form, confirms the Legislature’s intention that the Minister ‘consider a
range of broader planning and economic issues’ before directing a listing on the
State Heritage Register: Millers Point at [131].
27. The CMCT through its consultants will make both oral and written submissions to
the IPC Panel on exemptions from these restraining factors including site
specific exemptions, the use of conservation management plans and the
potential financial impact of a listing of the extended curtilage on the State
Heritage Register and these will be outlined below.
H. Outline of CMCT Submissions
State Heritage Significance
28. The CMCT consultants have identified a serious weakness in the rigour
displayed in the preparation of the Heritage Council’s formal heritage
assessment which forms part of the Recommendation, and upon which the
Recommendation is based, such that the State Heritage Significance of the
proposed extended curtilage is overstated.
29. The heritage assessment relies on its entirety on the assessment in the Curtilage
Study Varro Ville dated May 2016 co-ordinated by Orwell and Peter Phillips on
behalf of the current owners of Varroville (the ‘OPP Study’). Many of the
heritage values claimed in the OPP Study are not proven by hard documentary
or physical records, expert opinion or are derived from generalised or
exaggerated connections to historical references, assumed facts of material that
is a best speculative.
30. The heritage assessment does not mention or appear to have considered other
studies on Varroville submitted to the Heritage Council including the 2015 URBIS
Conservation Management Plan entitled ‘Conservation Management Plan,
Varroville Estate: 166–176 St Andrews Road, Varroville’ dated October 2015
(the ‘CMP’) as required by section 33(1)(d) of the Heritage Act: Millers Point at
[101].
31. The result is that virtually all of the text in the Recommendation is quoted without
comment or question from the OPP study which demonstrates a significant
imbalance in the process undertaken by the Heritage Council in formulating the
Recommendation. It is inappropriate for the Recommendation to be based on a
heritage assessment which is based on opinions and unproven conclusions that
do not appear to have any supporting factual rigour or specialised expertise.
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32. The CMCT was not in possession of the OPP study, which was in part publically
funded by a $10,000 Heritage Council grant, during the consultation and public
notification period leading up to the making of the Recommendation and to this
day is not in possession of a copy of the full study. The current owners of
Varroville have actively hampered access to the OPP study since its completion.
This has prevented the CMCT from submitting a critical appraisal of the OPP
Study to the Heritage Council during consultation and public notification period
leading up to the making of the Recommendation which in totality constitutes a
denial of procedural fairness, especially where the outcome could encumber the
CMCT Lands with a heritage listing.
33. The overstatement of the State Heritage Significance of the proposed extended
curtilage in the Recommendation sees a proposed extended curtilage far in
excess of what can be properly justified as being of State Heritage Significance.
The CMCT therefore does not agree that the extended curtilage proposed by the
Recommendation is of State Heritage Significance.
34. In addition, there is an unexplained inconsistency between the area of heritage
significance identified in the OPP Study and that to be included in extended
curtilage proposed by the Recommendation. The extended curtilage in the
Recommendation is for the most confined entirely to CMCT Land and ignores
the surrounding 280 hectares of the original land grant for the Varroville Estate.
On its face, the presence of this inconsistency and targeting of CMCT Land
supports the contention that the basis for the extended curtilage proposed in the
Recommendation is not Sate Heritage Significance, rather it is an attempt
apparently campaigned for by the current owners of Varroville to defeat the
CMCT development application proposed use of the CMCT Lands for a lawn
cemetery.
35. Accordingly, CMCT respectfully submits that the Recommendation including the
heritage assessment should not be considered as the basis for any heritage
listing or long term heritage management. In any event, the extended curtilage
proposed by the Recommendation should not be listed as it reaches far beyond
what can properly be justified as being of State Heritage Significance.
36. A more rigorous review of heritage significance is required so that a more factual
and balanced capture of the state significant aspects of the potential expansion
of the Varroville curtilage can be detailed in a revised statement of heritage
significance that can form the basis of any recommendation to list an expanded
curtilage.
37. CMCT consultants have developed an alternative statement of heritage
significance and this is the start of the more rigorous review of heritage
significance required to form the basis of any recommendation to list an
expanded curtilage around Varroville.
38. CMCT consultants have undertaken extensive expert research and analysis of
heritage significance on the CMCT Lands both during the preparation of the
CMP and subsequently including that by Florence Jaquet and Dr Richard Lamb,
CMCT consultants.
39. That research identifies remnant vineyards, outbuildings and the carriageway as
being of heritage significance and these items could be contained in a greatly
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reduced extension of the curtilage around Varroville proposed. That reduced
curtilage is the area bounded in yellow in figure 3 below:

Figure 3 – Extract from the CMP

Long-term conservation of the curtilage is necessary
40. The CMCT consultants are of the view that the long term conservation of the
Varroville heritage significance is necessary. However, this must be guided by a
proper and thorough understanding of the heritage significance.
41. For the reasons given above on state heritage significance, and in particular that
the Recommendation is based on a statement of heritage significance that lacks
the requisite rigour and factual basis to properly identify heritage significance,
the CMCT respectfully submits that the Recommendation, including the
statement of heritage significance, are not capable of providing guidance for the
long term conservation of Varroville heritage on CMCT Lands.
42. For the reasons detailed above on state heritage significance, the alternative
statement of heritage significance developed by the CMCT consultants and the
CMP provide a more appropriate basis for guiding the long term conservation of
Varroville heritage significance on CMCT Lands.
Reasonable or economic use
43. If the extended Varroville curtilage as proposed by the Recommendation is listed
on the State Heritage Register then the section 57(1) of the Heritage Act
restraining factors will render the CMCT Lands incapable of reasonable or
economic use.
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44. The CMCT Lands have specifically been planned and designated for use as a
cemetery in accordance with the CMP by clause 7.8A of the LEP which provides
as follows:
7.8A Use of certain land at 166–176 St Andrews Road, Varroville
(1) This clause applies to land at 166–176 St Andrews Road, Varroville, being Lot
1, DP 218016, Lot B, DP 370979 and Lot 22, DP 564065.
(2) Development for the purposes of a cemetery is permitted with development
consent, but only if the consent authority is satisfied that:
(a) the development will complement the landscape and scenic quality of the site,
particularly when viewed from surrounding areas including the Campbelltown
urban area, “Varro Ville” (homestead group at 196 St Andrews Road, Varroville)
and the Hume Highway, and
(b) the development will not adversely affect the visual or physical qualities of the
site, and
(c) the development will cause minimal effect on the existing landform and
landscape, and
(d) the site will also include a publicly accessible passive recreation space, and
(e) the development will be carried out in accordance with the conservation
management plan titled “Conservation Management Plan, Varroville Estate: 166–
176 St Andrews Road, Varroville”, dated October 2015, and the supplementary
information relating to the plan provided by letter by Urbis on 22 August 2016,
published on the website of the Department of Planning and Environment.
Note. Clause 7.7 (3) restricts development on part of the land to which this clause
applies to development for the purposes of a lawn cemetery.

45. The amendment of the LEP which resulted in the insertion of clause 7.8A on 20
February 2017 followed the unanimous determination by the Sydney West Joint
Regional Planning Panel (the ‘JRPP’) on 9 September 2016 that the LEP should
be amended to permit the CMCT Lands to be used as a cemetery. Relevantly,
the reasons for the determination included that:
a. the JRPP is satisfied that there is sufficient demand for further cemetery
space to serve the needs of both the Campbelltown LGA and the Greater
Macarthur area now and into the future and that provision of more affordable
burial plots through a new public cemetery will be of public benefit;
b. the JRPP believes that the proposed proposal has been specifically designed
such that it will not harm the area’s visual, cultural and environmental
qualities and will act to protect these values in perpetuity;
c.

the JRPP considers the proposal includes particular statutory provisions
which will ensure that future development occurs in an appropriate manner
and, particularly, that such development must be consistent with the
approved Conservation Management Plan;

d. in the opinion of the JRPP, the proposal will generally have no adverse
impacts on adjoining uses nor on the natural and built environment; and
e. the JRPP is satisfied with the analysis of the heritage impact and finds it
satisfactory.
46. With use of the CMCT Lands as a cemetery clearly planned for and set out in the
LEP, the reasonable use of CMCT Lands as a cemetery is clearly a reasonable
use of the CMCT Land. That use was proposed by the CMCT in the development
application 3293/2017/DA-C lodged with Campbelltown City Council in or around
October 2017 (the ‘DA’). On 4 June 2018 the Hon Anthony Roberts MP referred
the DA to the IPC for assessment pursuant to section 2.4 of the Environment
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Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (NSW). The IPC is yet to conduct its
assessment of the DA.
47. The listing of an extended Varroville curtilage across CMCT Lands as proposed
by the Recommendation would render the part of the CMCT Lands incapable of
that reasonable use. In addition, such a listing would be contrary to, and
undermine, the recent rezoning review process making it otiose.
48. The extended Varroville curtilage as proposed by the Recommendation extends
across some 60% of the CMCT Lands. CMCT consultants have determined that
the heritage listing as proposed by the Recommendation would result in a 65%
reduction in the CMCT Land available for burial plots, which in turn reduces the
number of burial plots by 67%, which in turn shortens the supply period of the
proposed cemetery from 110 to 52 years.
49. The CMCT has been operating cemeteries in Sydney for 150 years and together
with its consultants submits that fundamental to the operation of a cemetery is the
ability to provide a supply of new burial plots over several generations. This longterm supply of burial plots allows families, communities and religious groups to
meet the demand for burials to be accommodated, in close proximity, over
extended periods. The reductions resulting from the extended curtilage as
proposed by the Recommendation detailed above remove the essential long-term
supply period of the proposed cemetery thereby rendering the CMCT Lands
incapable of the planned for reasonable use as a cemetery.
50. The reductions resulting from the extended curtilage as proposed by the
Recommendation detailed above also have a financial impact which reduces the
expected revenue generated through burial plot sales over the expected supply
period by some $214 million (present value). The expected revenue generation is
modelled not only to ensure the upkeep and maintenance of the proposed
cemetery, but also allows the CMCT to provide affordable lower priced burial
plots to lower socio-economic communities.
51. The financial impact and removal of the essential long-term supply period of the
proposed cemetery resulting from the extended curtilage as proposed by the
Recommendation put the fundamental operation of the proposed cemetery into
question thereby rendering the CMCT Lands the subject of the listing incapable
of economic use. This impact is detailed in the written submissions by CMCT
consultants to the IPC.
52. Accordingly, the CMCT respectfully submits in relation to the reasonable and
economic use of the CMCT Lands that any heritage listing of an extended
Varroville curtilage across CMCT Lands should include the exemptions from the
section 57(1) of the Heritage Act restraining factors detailed by CMCT
consultants so as to allow the CMCT Lands the subject of the listing to be used
as a cemetery in accordance with the CMP as planned for in the LEP and
proposed in the DA.
Undue financial hardship
53. As detailed above, the listing of an extended Varroville curtilage on the State
Heritage List as proposed by the Recommendation will render the CMCT
incapable of reasonable or economic use.
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54. The Heritage Council and OEH is aware of the impact a heritage listing of an
extended Varroville curtilage could have on the use of the CMCT lands as
planned for in the LEP and proposed in the DA. Notwithstanding this awareness,
the Heritage Council or OEH has not undertaken or grappled with the financial
hardship on the CMCT that will result from the extended curtilage as proposed
by the Recommendation.
55. As held in Millers Point at [141], consideration of whether heritage listing of an
item would cause undue financial hardship on the owner of that item ‘necessarily
calls for a balancing exercise: to compare the merits of listing [an item] against
any established financial hardship cause to the owner by the listing’.
56. In the absence of that balancing exercise, it is not possible for the
Recommendation to have considered whether the listing proposed by the
Recommendation would cause undue financial impact on the CMCT. Further, in
the event that the NSW Heritage Minister is minded to pursue a listing on the
State Heritage Register, the balancing exercise will need to be undertaken as
required by section 32(1)(d) of the Heritage Act.
57. On this the CMCT respectfully submits that the listing of an extended Varroville
curtilage as proposed by the Recommendation will cause the CMCT undue
financial hardship. The CMCT further submits that the balancing exercise can
only be properly undertaken with the CMCT in the context of a consultation on
exemptions from the section 57(1) of the Heritage Act restraining factors so that
the impact of the proposed listing on the use of the CMCT Lands can be known.
14 January 2019

Ben Salon
Mills Oakley Lawyers
T:
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Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust Submission to the Independent
Planning Commission Review of the Recommendation to list the
curtilage extension of the Varroville Homestead
When it comes to preservation of Heritage Property there would be few institutions in Australia who are more
experienced at the preservation of historic property than the Catholic Church. The Catholic Metropolitan
Cemeteries Trust (CMCT) an agency of the Catholic Archdiocese of Sydney have been managing
cemeteries in Sydney for over 150 years .We are the owners of this land at 166-176 St Andrews Road,
Varroville which has been suitable zoned in the LEP for Campbelltown for Cemetery purposes . What better
way to preserve an open landscape than to develop a botanic Cemetery on the site that will remain in place
forever and for the first time in its history will be opened up for public use.
For the record I confirm an extended curtilage to include parts of our estate that could properly be regarded
as being if State Heritage Significance is still supported by my organization on the condition that site specific
exemptions be adopted prior to any listing occurring which will allow the development of a cemetery to
proceed in accordance with the planning controls gazetted for the site in the Campbelltown LEP including the
approved CMP which is comprehensive and respectful of the history of the site. Our Conservation
Management Plan recommends a generous and appropriate extension to the existing SHR Listed VarroVille
house which captures items of significance such as the remnant vineyard , outbuildings and carriageway
which CMCT will voluntarily spend substantial amounts restoring . CMCT supports the minimum curtilage
depicted in yellow on page 123 of our Conservation Management Plan prepared by the eminent Stephen
Davies Director of URBIS Heritage division and recently retired Chairman of the Heritage Council. Our CMP
and the Orwell and Phillps report have been peered reviewed by the eminent Historic Architects Graham
Brookes and Historian Sue Rosen and their findings in relation to the recommendations are at odds with
what’s being proposed.
Over recent times , we have become increasingly concerned with the position of the OEH and the Heritage
council when advised that site specific exemptions would not form part of any curtilage extension prior to
gazettal which was contradictory to previous undertakings . Through a letter to Mr Tim Smith and Pauline
McKenzie dated 15 June 2018 my organization withdrew its support for the proposed curtilage extension
being promoted by OEH and the principle objector to the Cemetery Development Ms Kirkby and Mr Gibbs
the current occupants of Varroville House .
CMCT has for the past 5 years been developing a very sympathetic development working collaboratively
with the relevant planning authorities . CMCT put this proposal forward in direct response to the critical
shortage of burial space in Metropolitan Sydney to ensure that the cemetery needs of the Greater Sydney
community which is fast running out of cemetery space . Our services extend to all faith groups including the
Jewish and Muslim communities that have as little as 5 years of internment space remaining in Metropolitan
Sydney cemeteries. We have worked in close collaboration with Government agencies as well as many faith
groups representing a large percentage of Sydney’s population who all support this Cemetery Development .
Many of these groups have made submissions objecting to the curtilage extension proposed which is
motivated by individuals who seek to sanitise the land for future cemetery use and compromise the viability
of the cemetery proposal .

The extensive time associated with identifying and acquiring the site, intricate landscaping design including
heritage planning together with securing planning approvals and physical construction of the cemetery
buildings means that the proposed heritage curtilage in its current form at Varroville will result in certain faith
groups not having adequate internment space in the future to bury the dead if the Commission supports this
curtilage proposal .
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At a procedural level we are particularly concerned with the conflicting views and lack of transparently by the
NSW Office of Environment and Heritage regarding the proposed curtilage application and their
unwillingness to disclose with us the full contents of their investigations of the site and liaise with us
appropriately as land owners.
We would point to the heritage study undertaken by Geoffrey Britton and Orwell and Phillips, which we
understand has largely been used to inform the OEH/Heritage Council assessment currently before the IPC
which has not been made publicly available. No other specialist input was sort and our CMP has been
ignored by the Department in this recommendation . I also point out to the Commission CMCT own just 29%
of the original 1000 acre land allocation which was the original Varroville estate and the proposed Heritage
Curtilage recommendation ignores the surrounding 700 acres. Yet the OEH seeks to encumber 60% of our
site and none of the surrounding land in multiple ownership . This begs the question WHY is our site the
only part of the original Varroville estate of historical significance requiring an extended heritage curtilage
listing.
There are inconsistencies with the historical elements identified in the proposed curtilage. By way of example
the curtilage seeks to encumber a chain of dams on the western side of the site although there are a number
of dams on adjoining properties which the Orwell and Phillips report maintain are of more historical
significance yet are excluded from the cutrtilage listing . OEH would have us believe the dams on our site
are of historical significance and therefore must be included in the curtilage extension, this is not true.
Cherry Jackaman a former owner of Varroville is quoted on page 28 of the Orwell and Phillips curtilage
report that she and her husband Morris “added the Western Dams on St Andrews Road for Dairy Pasture
purposes in 1950’s . Peter Thompson the 80 year old son of the former owner of part of the Varroville site
who still retains a major landholding at the end of St Andrews Road confirms that these dams are not of
th
historical significance and confirms these dams were constructed by the Jackamans in the mid 20 century.
Sue Rosen a prominent historian confirms that no dams were present in this vicinity in 1917 based on
Military maps and recordings . These inaccuracies have been repeatedly ignored in documents and
submission by Geoffrey Britton and the occupants of Varroville house who maintain the dams are of historic
significance as our certain views from Varroville House over these dams , which is a fallacy. When people
tell a untruth often enough uninformed people start believing the myth. Let’s be honest this curtilage proposal
is all about destroying the cemetery DA.

I put it to the Commission that this Orwell and Phillips Curtilage report which contains many ambiguities and
a litany of statements prefixed with the words “ possibly” and “maybe” and “could be” was written or should I
say fabricated by certain parties . If ever a report was prepared to arrive at a conclusion by conflicted parties
this is it and the Heritage council and OEH have taken verbatim many of the dubious conclusions contained
in this report and pasted it into a recommendation to this Commission . It is a piece of work that should be
open to and deserves to be criticised especially given the great and far reaching consequences that could
flow from it by way of encumbrance of lands with a heritage listing.
To emphasise my point around the motive behind this curtilage proposal I have attached a series of recent
newspaper articles for the Commission promoted by the principle objectors and occupants of Varroville
House . I will quote you just two headlines that recently appeared in a local newspapers , there are 35
similar articles promoted by the same people .
“Heritage Minister Condemned for failing to act on Curtilage Approval “ …. But here is a better one
‘’ Heritage Listing could scuttle Scenic Hills Cemetery Bid “
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CMCT is an agency of the Catholic Church and have a long and proud history of being custodians of
significant heritage places. Our presence in the cemetery sector, now over 150 years at Rookwood a
Heritage Listed Cemetery is testament to the fact we are experienced managers of state heritage listed
facilities. We feel that through our planning for the new landscaped garden cemetery proposed for Varroville,
there has been a failure by heritage authorities and objectors to acknowledge the significance and financial
commitment our organization is making to open up the Heritage aspects of this site to the public . A proposal
which seeks to celebrate the historical significance of the site through an integrated landscape design
response which is sensitive to the historical aspects of the site which will allow the public access to the site
for the first time in European ownership of the site. Over 30% of the site has been set aside for public
recreation and 60 % of the burial area is a lawn cemetery not unlike an open space botanic parkland. Yet
parties are seeking to misrepresent that.
The proposed development will facilitate the implementation of a management regime that will see the
preservation and restoration of degraded historic outbuildings at considerable cost to our organization as
well as repair to a very degraded landscape that is heavily infested with the noxious African Olive (about
20% of the site ) . This will cost our organization millions of dollars to eradicate and restore. The not for profit
Catholic Trust will invest $50 million in building and landscaping works to create a public facility for all.
Improvements to the current degraded site will deliver a world-class public facility that most will be proud of
and the public can enjoy for the first time for centuries to come.
Our Town Planning and expert Heritage Consultants , Architects and specialist advisors have presented very
strong reasons for rejecting this dubious curtilage proposal. Copies of these reports and arguments have
been provided to the Commission. I would like the Commission to note that these submissions have the full
support and backing of the Catholic Archdiocese of Sydney and most faith groups and government agencies
which have made supporting submissions which should be taken into account when compiling the
Commission’s report and recommendations to the Minister.
This curtilage extension proposed by OEH has been heavily influenced by vested interests seeking to
destroy the financial viability of this cemetery development. A curtilage encumbering 60 % of our site is not
needed to preserve Varro Ville heritage significance . Our Conservation Management Plan and Plan of
Management and proposed sympathetic development adequately ensures the preservation of the relevant
Heritage items on our site such as the outbuildings, remnant vineyard and carriageway entrance and
surrounding landscape . Both the Catholic Cemeteries Trust and the Church has a proven track record of
looking after historic facilities in perpetuity and this facility and location will be no different.
I ask the Commission to disregard the flawed OEH curtilage proposal being promoted by the main objectors
to the Cemetery proposal. The proposed curtilage design over our property is not necessary and
represents a gross overreach.
In closing I can assure the Commission we will respect and preserve the history of this place in perpetuity.

,

Peter O’Meara
CEO
Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust
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Minister condemned for failing
to act on curtilage approval
SEPTEMBER 17 2018 - 2:37PM
Macarthur Advertiser
Jess Layt

Ms Kirkby, who owns and lives at Varro Ville House with her husband, said
she was beyond frustrated with the lack of action.
“I am alarmed and disturbed that a government minister can set such a poor
standard for the community by flouting her own legislation and ignoring her
own advisors,” she said.
“We could be forgiven for feeling we need to have a high profile, be a powerful
developer or live in a Liberal electorate to get recognised.”
Ms Kirkby said she was investigating the effectiveness of the Minister’s office
and would be making a statement in the future.

Region’s burial space is adequate
JULY 3 2018 - 3:06PM
Campbelltown Macarthur Advertiser
Jess Layt

Scenic Hills Association member Jacqui Kirkby is concerned “untrue” reports
of a lack of burial space in Macarthur is deceiving the public.
Ms Kirkby, owner of the historic Varro Ville homestead in Campbelltown’s
pristine Scenic Hills, said rhetoric that south-west Sydney was in need of more
burial space was inaccurate.
Ms Kirkby was concerned with a report recently featured in the Sydney Morning
Herald which detailed state Planning Minister Anthony Roberts’ decision to
delegate consent authority of the Varroville cemetery and another at Wallacia
to the state Independent Planning Commission.
The article referenced a report by cemeteries expert David Harley which said a
lack of cemetery space was “eroding community confidence”.
Ms Kirkby told the Advertiser the state government’s own Metropolitan Sydney
Cemetery Capacity Report, delivered in November last year, proved
there was adequate burial space available in the region.
“As far as we can see, the council was being diligent in requesting more
information for what we regard as a very flawed DA.”
Ms Kirkby said the cemeteries trust made a ‘bad decision’ to buy land in the
Scenic Hills as it was never fit for a cemetery.

Curtilage extension decision five
months overdue
APRIL 2 2018 - 3:02PM
Camden-Narellan Advertiser
Jess Layt

The owner of the historic Varro Ville homestead is furious the NSW
Environment and Heritage Minister Gabrielle Upton has failed to act on a
Heritage Council recommendation to extend the property’s curtilage.
The Heritage Act 1977 requires the minister to make a decision on NSW
Heritage Council recommendations within 14 days. However, Ms Upton has
not yet made a decision on the land surrounding historic house – more than
five months after the recommendation landed on her desk.
Jacqui Kirkby, convener of the Scenic Hills Association and owner of the
historic house, couldn’t understand why no decision had been made to extend
the protected space around her home.
The Catholic Metropolitan Cemetries Trust (CMCT) is developing a cemetry in
the Scenic Hills, around Ms Kirkby’s property, and an extension of the
curtilage around Varro Ville would ensure the homestead’s outbuildings and
agricultural features were not affected by the cemetery.
Ms Kirkby said she wrote to the minister’s office in mid-December to advise
Ms Upton that her decision was already overdue.
“We don’t know why she hasn’t yet made the decision,” she said.
“The listing of Brett Whiteley’s house and garden was advised to her about the
same time as Varro Ville and [that listing] was announced in a full media
event last month, so we can assume that she has a backlog.
“However, if the decision isn’t made within the next weeks, or even worse,
after the (CMCT’s) development application has been decided, then it will
certainly give credence to public perceptions that the process is being
manipulated to favour the Sydney Catholic Archdiocese’s plans for Varroville.”
The Advertiser asked the minister’s office why a decision had not yet been
made.
A spokeswoman said the recommendation was “currently progressing through
the necessary administrative processes”. She also said the CMCT “provided a
submission outlining its support for the proposed Varroville curtilage
extension”.
Ms Kirkby said all she wanted from the minister was her stamp of approval for
the curtilage extension.
“I hope she approves the listing with immediate effect and unconditionally as
recommended in September last year, and that she’s as proud of this act as she
was of the Brett Whitely listing.”

Heritage listing could scuttle Scenic
Hills cemetery bid
Wednesday, 8 November, 2017
South West Voice

Kirkby and Gibbs nominated the land for listing on May 23 last year based on
a study they commissioned from Orwell & Peter Phillips.
Peter Phillips, an internationally recognised conservation architect, had written
the original Conservation Management Policy Report for Varro Ville in 1992
when it was owned by the National Trust.
The landscape analysis was carried out by Geoffrey Britton who co-authored
Campbelltown Council’s Visual Study of the Scenic Hills in 2011, used as
input to the 2015 Local Environment Plan.
The new curtilage study was part-funded by a heritage grant from the NSW
Heritage Council.
“After the CMCT bought the land, it became clear that if we didn’t do
something the land would be lost,’’ the owners said.

Land around Varroville Homestead
recommended for heritage listing
November 8, 2017 6:17pm
Macarthur Chronicle Campbelltown
Daniel Zautsen,

Ms Kirkby and Mr Gibbs, in a statement, said the development
application failed to take into account the recommendation for
heritage listing.
“If the CMCT was genuine about wanting to protect heritage it
wouldn’t be rushing to get its cemetery approved before the minister
even considers the advice,” the statement said.
“During the listing process, the CMCT objected to a large part of its
land being included in the curtilage, the part where it wants to put its
buildings, this was an admission that it couldn’t or didn’t want to be
bound by heritage considerations.
“Its objection has left the historically significant Bunbury Curran Hill
out of the listing and puts at risk the visual and historic link between

the hill range and the homestead and other buildings, considered
critical by the heritage study supporting the listing.”
4 July 2017
Jacqui Kirkby left another online comment on this Macarthur Advertiser article that is
unrelated to the MMP project.
http://www.macarthuradvertiser.com.au/story/4759509/atheism-on-the-rise-asnumber-of-catholics-and-anglicans-fall/?cs=1185#disqus_thread
Jacqui Kirkby, Varroville • 16 hours ago
The Catholic Church's behaviour regarding the Varroville Cemetery shows that it has
learned nothing from the broader lessons coming out of the Royal Commission. Its
insensitivity to the concerns of ordinary people and its blatant disregard for proper
process and the truth are a small portion of the problem. It's a boys' club that takes no
notice of what women in particular have to say, including its own nuns. Sorry isn't
enough. It needs a cultural overhaul.
21 February 2017
http://www.dailytelegraph.com.au/newslocal/macarthur/massive-cemetery-for-scenic-hillsat-varroville-one-step-closer/news-story/487b008b052fd8d19bf5a9e9488654b3
>
> Jacqui Kirkby comment:
>
> The Church's well-oiled PR machine and paid lobbyists ran a Trump style campaign to push
through this dubious proposal of little merit on a poorly chosen site. It needed little scrutiny
to see through the spin and half truths. So why did the community not win? This came
within weeks of the release of the findings of the Royal Commission into Institutional
Responses to Child Sexual Abuse where the Catholic Church (accountable for two thirds of
the claims) had shown it was unable to govern itself, according to its victims. So why would
the state government not take more care to look at the community's claims about the
process and facts surrounding this proposal? How can this give any hope to communities
when there is such obvious ongoing collusion between Church and State.
>
>
> Jacqui Kirkby
>
> Scenic Hills Association

136,000-plot cemetery moves one step
closer
February 20 2017 - 1:39PM
Campbelltown Macarthur Advertsier
Ben Chenoweth and Jess Layt

Head of the Scenic Hills Association Jacqui Kirkby – who lives at the historic
Varroville House in the middle of land included in the development – said she was not
surprised by the decision.
“We thought that they would approve it,” she said.
“It’s not all said and done with yet, this is just the approval for the LEP (rezoning) ,
they’ve still got to get the DA through yet.
“We’ll be fighting this every step of the way. The department’s (media) release was a
Trump-style release that was full of false and misleading information.”
Ms Kirkby said the site was “too important to turn into a cemetery”.
She said the Trust’s choice of location for the cemetery was poor and demonstrated
the incompetence of Catholic Church.

The Scenic Hills Association has
vowed to continue the fight against a
proposed cemetery
September 26, 2016 1:05pm
Macarthur Chronicle Campbelltown
Daniel Zautsen,

The Scenic Hills is so beautiful and it’s a pleasure to look at, it’s worth
fighting for,” Ms Kirkby said.
She said the association was exploring options to oppose the
development.
“We’re looking at what can be done,” she said, “We have several
options but we’re not prepared to disclose them yet.”
Ms Kirkby said the Scenic Hills had been a hot potato for several
years.
“People have been fighting over the Scenic Hills for a very long time.
There’s always been someone wanting to build something,” she said.
“We’re not opposed to development by any stretch and we’d be happy
to work with someone who wanted to ensure the heritage of the
region is assured but that is just something that hasn’t happened
here.”

At war with the Catholic
Church
16 Sep 2016

Ben Chenoweth

In terms of opponents, they don’t get much bigger than the Catholic Church.
But Jacqui Kirkby doesn’t care.
The owner of Varroville House – a heritage-listed cottage set among the
rolling green hills in Macarthur’s Scenic Hills – didn’t pick the fight, but
she “sure as hell” won’t back down.
For years Ms Kirkby, her husband Peter Gibbs, nearby residents, local MPs
and the Campbelltown Council have led the fight against a 136,000-plot
cemetery in the hills which would effectively surround her quiet rural property.
It would also permanently change the landscape of the hills which act as a
natural border between Campbelltown and Camden.
This week, Ms Kirkby was dealt a major blow after the applicant for the
cemetery – the Metropolitan Catholic Cemeteries Trust – successfully had the
land rezoned to accommodate the proposal.
The blow may have floored Ms Kirkby, but in typical fashion, she got straight
back up.
“We feel like we’ve been flattened and knocked down – but we haven’t been
knocked out,” Ms Kirkby said.
“We may have lost the battle but we sure as hell won’t lose the war.
“We are certainly not giving up the fight.”
In many respects it’s unfair fight.
When it comes to size, the Catholic Church are the heavy weight champions.
And when it comes to dollars, Ms Kirby can’t compete with the church’s
coffers.
Still, she remained undeterred.
“It is daunting taking on the Catholic Church, but they are counting on us
feeling that way,” she said.
“I think we should stand up to them.
“People think we are mad but we don’t have any choice.”

It’s not only the church that Ms Kirkby is fighting with, she also has the state
government firmly in her sights.
The trust, while run by the church, operates on behalf of the state
government.
And it’s the planning process, put in place by that same government, that Mrs
Kirkby has taken a exception to.
“We had legal advice that said we had made a case for the cemetery not to go
ahead,” she said.
“But it was clear the process was corrupted.
“No one can avoid that conclusion.
“This decision has serious implications for the democratic process … and it’s
totally undermined any confidence in the state government.
“(People) must have a room temperature IQ to think this proposal is OK.”
Ms Kirkby said there were several legal options she could explore to appeal
the decision, however, they were limited.
A development application for the cemetery will still need to be given the tick
of approval despite the rezoning’s approval.
There is no indication when or if that has been lodged
SHA Website
12th September 2016

Shock as cemetery approval kept secret until after Council elections
The Scenic Hills Association is questioning the influence of the Sydney Catholic Archdiocese
and the many breaches of proper process associated with the rezoning of land last Friday for
a massive 136,000 grave cemetery in the Scenic Hills Environmental Protection Area at
Varroville near Campbelltown.
IF YOU WANT TO SEE HOW 'THE SYSTEM' WORKS, WE RECOMMEND WATCHING
THE FILM IN THE LEFT HAND COLUMN OF THIS PAGE. – link to the movie Spotlight
'The Boston Catholic Archdiocese worked the system to protect their own priests from
scrutiny. Every corner of power was infiltrated to protect the Church - and it's a TRUE STORY

The fate of the Scenic Hills remains
unknown after cemetery proposal
decision delayed
Tarik Elmerhebe, Macarthur Chronicle Campbelltown
August 26, 2016 4:55pm
Varroville House owner and Scenic Hills Association (SHA) spokeswoman
Jacqui Kirkby said the cemetery would destroy the views of the landscape
from her historic and State Heritage-listed property. “This panel has not
visited Varroville House and so you have no idea about the impact of this.”

Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries
Trust buys land without planning
approval for 136,000-plot cemetery
Kimberley Caines, Macarthur Chronicle Campbelltown
February 15, 2016 2:03pm

“The planning process in NSW is in total disarray,” association
spokeswoman Jacqui Kirkby said.
“The State Government just keeps changing the rules, allowing
developers to make profit windfalls from zoning changes that haven’t
gone through a proper assessment process.
“No-one buying property in this state can rely on their 149 certificates
anymore. No-one is safe.

Locals opposed to proposed
cemetery in Macarthur's Scenic
Hills
FEBRUARY 15 2016 - 9:17AM
Camden Narellan Advertiser
Ben Chenoweth

Jacqui Kirkby, the owner of the heritage-listed Varroville House and member
of the Scenic Hills Association, has been the most vocal critic of the cemetery
and spear-headed the latest campaign titled, “Grazing not Graves”.
“Campbelltonians regard the Scenic Hills as iconic, giving them their sense of
place and identity.

“No matter how the church paints the picture, there’s no way to conceal that
it’s a cemetery. It’s for the dead, not the living.”
17 December 2015
Jacqui Kirkby • 2 hours ago
What a terrible way to treat the former farm of such important colonial figures as
Captain Charles Sturt (famous explorer of the 1830s), Judge Alfred Cheeke - who
bred the first official winner of the AJC Derby at Varro Ville in the 1860s, and
James Raymond - NSW's first Postmaster General who made a 'world first' when
he introduced pre-paid postage here in 1838. It is even more disgraceful when
you consider that the first owner of the estate was Dr Robert Townson, the MOST
EDUCATED person in NSW when he arrived here in 1807. How disgusted would
he be with the UNEDUCATED, cultural insensitivity of this proposal to turn Varro
Ville into Macarthur's Disneyland for the Dead!
In 2014 the NSW Heritage Council advised the Heritage Minister to put an Interim
Heritage Order over ALL this land stating that it was of POTENTIAL STATE
HERITAGE SIGNIFICANCE. Was the Minister under pressure from the Catholic
Church when he refused to sign it? Was he under similar pressure when he
appointed the Catholic Cemeteries Trust's consultant to the NSW Heritage
Council while this proposal was being considered? The National Trust has also
protested to the government because ALL this land's been on its heritage register
since 1976. Why is the Trust's heritage consultant able to wield more power than
the National Trust and the Minister's own advisory council?
The Catholic Church has an appalling record for its treatment of heritage, and an
even more appalling record for abuse of power. This seems to be an example of
both.

Scenic Hills cemetery one step
closer
By Ben Chenoweth
June 22, 2015, 4:30 p.m.

A controversial 136,000 plot cemetery in Campbelltown’s Scenic Hills is one
step closer.
Despite strong opposition from the community and Campbelltown Council, the
NSW Planning and Environment department passed the Catholic Cemeteries
Trust’s proposal through its gateway process.
That means it will now proceed to public exhibition.

The department made the anouncement on Monday without informing Jacqui
Kirkby of the Scenic Hills Association — owner of the heritage-listed Varroville
House that would eventually be surrounded by the vast necropolis.
Instead it was up to the Advertiser to tell Mrs Kirkby.
‘‘This is something that will destroy me and my husband,’’ she said.
‘‘I don’t know where we go from here — we are being destroyed.
‘‘The gateway process is a totally corrupt process and the [Planning] Minister
[Rob Stokes] knows that.
‘‘He stood in parliament and condoned it [before being appointed planning
minister] and now he’s the minister he has the capacity to do something about
it but he hasn’t.
‘‘Once they proceed to public exhibition we are wasting our time engaging
consultants and putting in submissions because the decision has already
been made.
‘‘This is not a fair process.’’
In a statement, the department said it ‘‘takes community views into account
when making decisions’’.

Scenic Hills Association call for open
forum on the proposed 136,000-plot
cemetery
April 19, 2015 12:00am
Kimberley Caines,
Macarthur Chronicle Campbelltown

“We feel the council needs to really demonstrate that its truly against
the cemetery because we are getting mixed messages,” Ms Kirkby told
the council last week.
“We’ve been blindsided and shut-out of the process right from the
beginning.
“The community consultation should include an open forum where
there can be debate. Our preference is that the whole plan is
rejected.”

Ms Kirkby said there was not a demand for cemetery space in the
Macarthur region.
“It will be 30 years before we run out of cemetery space,” she said.
“This is not a time of desperation.”
17 February 2015
Our Scenic Hills are worth saving
Campbelltown Macarthur Advertiser
Jeff McGill
Jacqui Kirkby, of the SHA, said the ridgelines were too iconic to be
converted into grave sites – a “boot hill”.

Campbelltown Council to decide on
Scenic Hills cemetery proposal
March 5, 2014 4:18pm
Amanda Partridge,
Macarthur Chronicle Campbelltown

“If this goes through, it’s the end of the Scenic Hills,” she said.
“The Heritage Council has said in their submission ... that their view
was that the land should not be rezoned and we should keep the
planning controls to protect Varroville.
“They are the government agency that decides whether they can
achieve the objectives of protecting the site and they say with this
proposal they can’t do it.
“That should be the end of it.”

Proposed cemetery could
"destroy" Scenic Hills
AUGUST 29 2013 - 11:40AM
Campbelltown Macarthur Advertiser
Anne Tarasov

Varroville resident Jacqui Kirkby says a 136,000-plot cemetery proposed for
the Scenic Hills could destroy the area's environmental and heritage value.
"This is a historically significant area, which needs to be protected and this
kind of development is completely inappropriate," Ms Kirkby said.

Ms Kirkby, who owns and lives in Varroville House with husband Peter
Gibbs, said the cemetery was like all of the other plans which have been
proposed for the Scenic Hills over the years.
"This is just another development, another money-making venture and once
the rezoning is done and the development is approved, they will be able to do
anything they want," she said.
"They don't care about protecting the environment or the heritage of the area,
they only care about buying up the cheapest land they can to make a profit,"
Ms Kirkby said.
Letter to the editor
18 September 2013

Varroville House owner opposes
neighbouring 136,000 gravesite plan for
Scenic Hills, Varroville
11 September 2013
Macarthur Chronicle Campbelltown
Amanda Partridge
SINCE 1859 the occupants of Varroville House have woken up to the awe of
rolling hills and unique landscapes, but current owner Jacqui Kirkby fears the
morning views will soon be of gravestones.
Ms Kirkby owns the 1859-built Varroville House in the Scenic Hills, which could in
future years be engulfed by 136,000 gravesites, if a rezoning plan from the Catholic
Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust is passed by Campbelltown Council.
Last week the Macarthur Chronicle reported the Macarthur Memorial Park proposal,
which would deliver 136,000 graves over 100 years to would help meet the growing
burial needs for the Macarthur and greater Sydney regions.
But for Ms Kirkby, having the cemetery approved would destroy a historical era.
"It would break our hearts if you destroy the heritage and landscape related to this
house," she said.
"On top of that, we will get traffic and noise and we will be unable to move.
"They want to put a fence around us and we are only a 3ha property so it will be like
being in jail."
Ms Kirkby said she didn't want to sell Varroville House, fearing its heritage may not
be preserved.

Comment on article
Jacqui Kirkby • a day ago
Mr O'Meara's comments are both arrogant and ignorant. The views are historic
not just aesthetic and are supposed to be preserved for future generations. We
are custodians of our state's and Campbelltown's heritage here and are putting
our own private money into its conservation. The Board's behaviour is beyond
belief and sets a bad example to others in the community. It will stop at nothing using schools, catholic community leaders, and their lawyers to bully everyone
into submission. At least some Councillors last night had the courage to stand up
to it.

14 January 2019

VARROVILLE IPC – SUMMARY OF RELEVANT DOCUMENTATION
This document provides a succinct summary of the pertinent issues in each of the identified relevant
documents and professional disciplines in relation to the proposed curtilage extension for Varroville.
The documents outlined herein are:


Urbis, 2015 – Conservation Management Plan for Varroville Estate (CMCT land).



Urbis, 2019 – Presentation to the Independent Planning Commission Summary Document.
Heritage Curtilage and Resulting Undue Financial Hardship, Macarthur Memorial Park, Varroville



Graham Brooks & Associates, 2019 – Varroville Expanded Proposal Per Review of Heritage
Assessment, IPC Briefing 14 January 2019



Graham Brooks & Associates, 2019 – Expanded SHR Listing for Varroville Updated Statement of
Significance



Richard Lamb & Associates (RLA), 2018 – Heritage views issues raised in the Orwell Phillips
Curtilage Study.

1.

HERITAGE CURTILAGE

The IPC is required to advise the Minister as to the proposed extension of the Varroville curtilage.
For the heritage listing to be meaningful, it is critical that our understanding of significance is based
upon a thorough and factual accounting of the sites heritage values, informed by physical investigation
and documentary evidence.
Whilst Urbis and the CMCT are supportive of an extension of the curtilage (and indeed pre-empted
this in the 2015 Conservation Management Plan), only part of the site is considered to meet the
threshold for State Heritage significance. Urbis does not support the curtilage as recommended by
OEH and do not consider that it provides an accurate representation of the state heritage values of the
place. Urbis contends that the assessment that underpins the OPP curtilage assessment, and the
resultant curtilage recommended by OEH, as well as the accompanying statement of significance is
flawed.
Urbis authored a Conservation Management Plan for the site (2015) which defined the heritage
significance of the place and component elements in accordance with significance assessment criteria
and gradings of the significance. Elements found to meet the threshold for state significance include
the former outbuildings to the south of the homestead, the former carriageway alignment to
Campbelltown Road, and a portion of the former vineyard trenching, and potentially the archaeological
resource. These elements capture significant built and landscape elements which directly contribute to
the historical understanding of the Varroville Estate and the significance of the cultural landscape as a
whole.
The CMP also identified that the present SHR curtilage was insufficient to recognise and protect the
sites heritage values. CMP policy recommended that the curtilage be extended in accordance with
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one of two options as set out in the CMP (defined as curtilage 1 or curtilage 2). The recommended
curtilage was informed by physical and historical analysis.
Further research has been undertaken since the CMP was completed and this includes work by
Orwell Phillips, Architects, Dr Sue Rosen, historian and a former owner’s oral history. These sources,
for example, provide further important information in relation to the existence and dating of dams on
the property.
As a result of further analysis, the preference and Urbis recommendation is for the adoption of
curtilage 1 (as shown at Figure 2).
As acknowledged in our presentation to the Commission, other elements on the site form part of the
broader grounds, but are not considered to meet the threshold for State heritage listing. For example,
the curtilage was extended specifically to include the western string of dams, adjoining St Andrews
Road, which are not considered to meet the threshold for State heritage significance as they do not
date for the formative period of significance of the place.


Primary research by Historian Sue Rosen has uncovered military maps which confirm that no
western dams were located along St Andrews Road in 1917, 1933 or 1954 (refer to the
attachments at Section 10).



Oral evidence provided by Cherry Jackaman1 and Peter Thompson2 both confirm that the western
dams adjoining St Andrews Road were developed in the mid twentieth century, and have no
relationship to Charles Sturt.

Therefore, the consideration of the additional dams for State heritage listing within the proposed
expanded curtilage, is unfounded and the
As acknowledged above, the CMCT has indicated their support for a form of extension to the State
heritage curtilage for Varroville (SHR 00737) to include part of their land (166 – 176 St Andrews Road,
Varroville). This support is subject to gazettal of SSEs (refer to section 0) which facilitate the proposed
development (3293/2017/DA-C), which has been referred to the IPC for determination. The proposal
under 3293/2017/DA-C complies with the policies of the Conservation Management Plan (CMP) for
the place (prepared by Urbis in 2015), which has been adopted in Clause 7.8A of the Campbelltown
Local Environment Plan (LEP) 2015.
With consideration for the above, we respectfully request the following:
1) That the IPC recommend to the Minister that the extension of the curtilage and proposed statement
of significance are not supported in their current form and further require that OEH review the curtilage
and statement.
If a curtilage extension is gazetted, the minimum preferred curtilage as outlined in the
endorsed/adopted CMP (curtilage 1) should be applied, which contains the identified significant
elements of the former estate which are located on the CMCT land – subject to gazettal of the
required Site Specific Exemptions.
2) In the event that the curtilage extension and statement of significance is recommended to OEH for
approval and listing in its present form, we recommend that the gazettal should not occur without the
necessary site specific exemptions which would facilitate the ongoing use and management of the site
in accordance with the Campbelltown Local Environmental Plan 2015 and specific provisions for the
site as set out in section 7.8. (of the LEP).

1
2

Orwell & Peter Phillips Curtilage Study Report, 2016, p.28
Obtained through face to face meeting with Mr Thompson in 2018
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3.

SITE SPECIFIC EXEMPTIONS

The purpose of Site Specific Exemptions is to identify particular works which may be undertaken,
without requiring additional approval from the Heritage Council, thereby streamlining the approvals
process. These works may have already been assessed to ensure that there will be no heritage
impact (for example, exemption for works which have been separately assessed through a DA
process), or they are extremely minor (maintenance etc).
In recognition of the current development application for the site which is being assessed, Urbis has
provided the Heritage Council of New South Wales with a draft list of Site Specific Exemptions which
would be required for any proposed curtilage extension (Urbis letter 4 December 2018). At its meeting
of 6 September 2017, the Heritage Council “indicated it would consider any proposed site specific
exemptions in line with the DA to ensure exemptions are appropriate to manage the future site’s uses
whilst still maintaining its significance”.3
Should an extended State heritage curtilage for Varroville (SHR 00737) be adopted (being either the
curtilage presently recommended by OEH; curtilage 1 as defined in the CMP and recommended by
Urbis; or a third as yet undefined and revised curtilage), the following list identifies the Site Specific
Exemptions which must be applied to facilitate the long-term conservation of the place and enable
development of the property in accordance with the development proposal 3293/2017/DA-C (in
addition to the existing SSEs for Varroville homestead). The below exemptions were provided to OEH
in correspondence dated 4 December 2018.


Use of Lot 1 DP218016, Lot 22 DP564065 and Lot B DP370979 as a cemetery.



Interments, including placement of ashes, where no new memorial is required.



Erection of memorials consistent with 3293/2017/DA-C.



Construction and maintenance of buildings consistent with 3293/2017/DA-C.



Landscaping and turfing works consistent with 3293/2017/DA-C.



Construction of roads and paths consistent with 3293/2017/DA-C.



Underground Infrastructure services consistent with 3293/2017/DA-C.



Maintenance of any roads, paths, signs, fences, drains and buildings, where maintenance means
the continuous protective care of existing materials.



Manual clearing of paths and drains.



Construction of public art in accordance with the public art strategy for the site prepared by
Florence Jaquet Landscape Architects.



Hand weeding of grave plots.



Mowing of lawns and paths.



Spraying of paths with selective herbicide.



Construction of fencing along St Andrews Road.

3

Heritage Council of New South Wales 2017, DOC17/496224, Recommendation of curtilage revision for State Heritage Listing,
letter
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Poisoning/removal of weeds by careful spot application of herbicide in a manner which will not
affect ornamental or symbolic plantings of remnant native vegetation.



Removal of dead, dying or dangerous trees or tree limbs in cases where there is a public safety
risk.



Remedial tree surgery carried out according to professional horticultural standards.



Suppression of fires in cases of threat to human lives, property or cemetery monuments.



Remediation of dams and waterways as and when required to meet the requirements of the NSW
Office of Water.



Installation of directional signage.



Re-lettering or addition of inscriptions or attachment of stainless steel plaques to existing
monuments.



All works proposed outside of the adopted curtilage.

It is Urbis’ position that the exemptions are critical to the ongoing management of the place. Gazettal
should not occur without the necessary site specific exemptions which would facilitate the ongoing use
and management of the site in accordance with the Campbelltown Local Environmental Plan 2015 and
specific provisions for the site as set out in section 7.8.

4.

URBIS, 2015 – CONSERVATION MANAGEMENT PLAN



Urbis prepared a Conservation Management Plan (CMP) for the Varroville Estate (excluding the
homestead lot) in October 2015 which identifies the significant elements of the Estate which
warrant State heritage listing and provides policy for the ongoing conservation and management
of the site in the context of the proposed cemetery use. The CMP has underpinned the
development of the Macarthur Memorial park proposal and Landscape Plan and Urbis has worked
closely with the CMCT, project architects FJMT and Landscape Architect, Florence Jacquet, to
ensure that the proposal protects and enhances the identified heritage values.



The CMP assessed only the CMCT lands known as 166-176 St Andrews Road, Varroville
comprising approximately 113.37 hectares in an irregular shaped parcel of land. The site
comprises the following lots: Lot 22 in Deposited Plan 564065, Lot B in Deposited Plan 370979,
Lot 1 in Deposited Plan 218016. The CMCT site surrounds and excludes ‘Varroville House’
however incorporates built and landscape elements from the former Varroville Estate.



In February 2017, the CMP was endorsed by Clause 7.8A of the Campbelltown Local
Environmental Plan 2015 following a detailed Planning Proposal and LEP amendment which
permitted the development of the cemetery as a permissible use on the Varroville site.



The CMP advises that long term conservation of these significant elements is necessary, and
recommends an extension to the existing Varroville State heritage curtilage to encompass these
elements, which are currently legally separated from the homestead by land titling.



Having regard for the subsequent research undertaken by Dr Sue Rosen (Historian), the OPP
report which references historical discussions with the former owners, the Jackamans and
interviews undertaken with a former owner, Mr Peter Thomson, our preferred and recommended
curtilage is curtilage 1, as defined in the CMP and as previously recommended to OEH.
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5.

LANDSCAPE CONSERVATION OF THE PLACE THROUGH
REDEVELOPMENT

Florence Jaquet, Landscape Architect, has prepared the landscape masterplan for the site with
consideration for the rural nature of the place, and as a direct response to its heritage significance and
the need to conserve elements of heritage significance on the site. Urbis worked with the CMCT and
FJLA to develop the Landscape Master Plan.
Even though the site was not heritage listed at the commencement of the masterplan design, the
masterplan is based on thorough analyses undertaken which acknowledges the site’s natural,
European and Aboriginal heritage values. The masterplan also aligns with the guidelines and policy of
the Urbis Conservation Management Plan, which was prepared pre-emptively to conserve the heritage
values of the site and inform development of the Macarthur Memorial Park (MMP) and Landscape
Master Plan.
As Florence will outline in her presentation, the vision for the masterplan was to provide a distinctive
landscaped cemetery, that respects the landform on which it is built and which acknowledges the
various site opportunities and constraints (heritage, archaeology, geology, ecology, dams and water
management etc). The heritage values of Varroville provided an opportunity to design something
specific and unique to the place which respects and interprets the colonial and indigenous landscape.
The masterplan identifies, integrates and celebrates elements of heritage significance across the site.
In particular, consideration has been given to the protection and management of the former vineyard
trenching, the original carriage drive, and the Varroville outbuildings to the south of the homestead.
Views and vistas have been carefully considered in detail and the result is a highly modelled scheme
which ensures views and vistas into and within the parkland will maintain a park-like, rural character,
rather than presenting as a cemetery.
The proposal is underpinned by a thorough understanding of the sites significant heritage fabric and
values and therefore minimises risks and potential impacts to the cultural landscape. The proposal
also presents a considerable opportunity from a heritage point of view, with consideration for the
following:


The natural landscape of the place will be conserved in perpetuity through the use of the site as a
landscaped lawn cemetery. The use of native and selected landscaping throughout the site will
ensure that the natural and verdant nature of the place will be maintained in perpetuity, and
therefore an understanding of the landscape significance of the place will be retained.



The scheme provides for the ongoing use, management and conservation of the site, the
landscape and significant components, retaining the rural/ pastoral landscape values.



The proposal provides for the conservation and adaptive reuse of the outbuildings which are in a
perilous state.



The proposal incorporates substantial interpretation of component elements and the site values
including proposed interpretation of the vineyard, the outbuildings, the former drive, indigenous
values, the archaeological resource etc. A key aim of the scheme has been to enrich the design
with as many references to the past history as possible. A detailed strategy has been formulated
as part of the DA process showing a clear commitment on the part of CMCT to acknowledge the
history of the site, interpret it through artwork, displays, signage and design elements for all to
enjoy.



It protects the remaining lot from further subdivision, and there is an opportunity in the future to
reincorporate the house lot, and reverse the current separation of the land titles.
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The proposal leaves a lasting legacy for the community, providing unprecedented site access and
interpretation and allowing a sense of public ownership through the Trust.



The CMCT is an organisation which manages cemeteries on behalf of the Crown. The care of
these cemeteries will extend in perpetuity. From a practical point of view, the proposal provides for
ongoing conservation and maintenance of the site, funded in perpetuity via the ongoing cemetery
use.

6.

GRAHAM BROOKS & ASSOCIATES (GBA), 2018 – PEER REVIEW OF
THE HERITAGE ASSESSMENT

The Peer Review was undertaken by GBA Heritage 21/12/2018.
The Peer Review examines the formal Assessment of Heritage Significance prepared by the Office of
Environment and Heritage contained in DOC 17/496224. The peer review seeks to provide additional
information and analysis to assist the Independent Planning Commission (IPC) in its consideration of
the proposed curtilage extension.
The proposed Statement of Significance is based solely on the Curtilage Study prepared by Orwell
and Peter Phillips (OPP 2016). The Peer Review, and indeed Urbis Heritage and the proponent (the
CMCT) has expressed a concern that the only source of information is the OPP report which was
commissioned for the property owner of Varroville House and further challenges the rigour of the
assessment and veracity of assertions within the OPP report (and reproduced in the OEH Statement
of Significance). The peer review considers aspects or claims of the assessment which appear to be
exaggerated, or which are not supported by the historical record. This includes (but is not limited to)
the following:


Assertions that the vineyard was one of the earliest in NSW and more importantly, that it was
influenced by Roman techniques



The fanciful claim that the early layout of the place (including the 1859 dwelling) was consistent
with the features of an 18th and 19th century English Landscape Park



The inclusion of the northwestern dams (along St Andrews Road) as contributing to the
picturesque composition and a direct expression of the various historic writers



The assertion that Varroville is distinguished by its ability to demonstrate successive residences



The attribution of exceptional value to arguably ephemeral associations



The claim that there is evidence of a planned network of 1830s dams, and the further attribution of
exceptional value to the association of Charles Sturt and the attribution of dams to his period of
occupation, as well as the elevation of this as demonstrative of Sturt as a pioneer of water
conservation



The selective concentration and attribution of values to the central portion of the site



The selective focus on the rural landscape, which does not acknowledge that Varroville has been
regarded as a working (and evolving) enterprise, for more than 200 years.



Attribution of blanket significance to various criteria across the whole of the site (without regard for
the various subdivisions and alterations to the site) and
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The general attribution of “exceptional” level of significance to most of the assessment criteria.

The peer review has found that many of the claims in the Assessment of Significance were not proven
by hard documentary or physical records, expert opinion, or have been derived from generalised or
exaggerated connections to historical references, assumed facts or material that is at best speculative.
It therefore questions the rigour of the assessment which underpins the statement of significance and
the resultant curtilage recommendation, which is considered flawed. The peer review further notes that
the sole reliance on the OPP Study and the omission of the 2015 Urbis CMP has resulted in an
imbalance in the resultant recommendation.
Key recommendations of the peer review are summarised as follows:


Remove the term “exceptional” throughout the assessment



Undertake a more rigorous review of the statement of significance, having regard for the Urbis
CMP (2015) and



Revise the proposed curtilage expansion to exclude the western dams, which are a product of the
1950s pastoral use by the Jackaman family.

7.

GRAHAM BROOKS & ASSOCIATES (GBA), 2019 – ALTERNATIVE
STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE

The revised Statement of Significance was undertaken by GBA Heritage 7/01/2019.
The revised Assessment of Significance reviews the proposed Statement of Significance prepared by
OEH and has regard for the Urbis CMP (2015) as well as additional research undertaken by Dr Sue
Rosen and other specialised consultants, and oral histories/ interviews undertaken with past property
owners. The additional research has revealed serious deficiencies in the OEH proposed Statement of
Significance (DOC 17/496224) for the proposed expansion of SHR 00737.
The alternative statement of significance (prepared by GBA) responds to a critical need for the
Heritage Council to have available a rigorous and well founded basis for the on-going heritage
management, conservation and development of two adjoining properties that share a common history
and to a large extent, a common heritage.
The alternative statement sets out the primary summary of heritage significance, considering each of
the NSW heritage assessment criteria. The statement moves away from the heavily romanticised
Statement provided by OEH which envisions the site as having been developed in a continuum by the
first 6 successive owners over 40 years and in accordance with ancient Roman writings and the
writings of 18th century English landscape designer Humphrey Repton, and remaining intact as a
landscape park. The alternative statement instead identifies an evolved agricultural and pastoral
landscape, that has been developed and managed by almost 20 owners over a period of 200 years.
The GBA statement considers that it is this evolutionary process across the central portion of the grant
that complements the established significance of SHR 00737 (the 1850s dwelling).
The report recommends that the alternate statement is considered and adopted by the IPC and
included in any recommendations made to the Minister of Heritage as part of any expansion of SHR
00737.
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8.

RICHARD LAMB & ASSOCIATES (RLA), 2018 – HERITAGE VIEWS
ISSUES RAISED IN THE ORWELL PHILLIPS CURTILAGE STUDY



RLA provides a review of the Curtilage Study by Orwell and Peter Phillips (2016) in relation to the
identification and significance of heritage views at Varroville.



RLA identifies the difference between a ‘heritage view’ (one that has been designed to be
experienced and contributes to the significance assessment of the place) and a non-heritage view
(an incidental view, while providing an attribute of the setting, does not contribute to the authentic
values of the item or contribute substantial significance). Lamb categorises views between levels
1-5.



RLA assessed views to and from Varroville homestead (as much as possible having been denied
access to Varroville homestead) and concludes that;





The views east are clearly designed to be appreciated and would have included trenched
areas that may have borne vineyards, one or two dams, of those more likely to be of historical
significance and potential for a future view of the garden vegetation at Denham Court and
Macquarie Field House;



The view south is constrained by decisions made about the location of the outbuildings and
garden landscape;



The view north is primarily from a service wing at the rear of the house, is oblique and not
axial. If the views had been considered critical in relation to the house, the house or the
outbuildings would have been placed differently;



The view west is an incidental view and not of substantial heritage significance;



The [heritage value of the] view of and from the western valley in particular is contested. The
dams in the view were not constructed in the formative period of significance claimed for the
place. They were constructed in the 1960s, are of little significance and do not support claims
of exceptional aesthetic heritage value on the aesthetic criterion.

RLA provides a response to one main thesis of the Orwell Phillips report, this being that the entire
estate was conceived as a British landscape park, a country estate based on Reptonian concepts
of beauty and utility and was also influenced by 15th and 16th century renaissance theories about
the aesthetics of classical villas. RLA argue that this assertion is implausible because;


The grant was and has remained a rural landscape, with the exception of the land inside the
lot boundary of Varro Ville homestead;



There would never have been the resources for an owner of the grant to manage the holding
as a park; and



There is no evidence that widespread management of the estate as a park ever occurred. It is
an outcome of the use of the land for rural uses such as grazing that this use tends to retain
the existing appearance of the land and maintain access to views inward and outward. The
pastoral appearance of the setting is also not confined to the original grant and remains in
evidence on many of the lots into which it has been subdivided and from which it is largely
indistinguishable.
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9.

FINANCIAL HARDSHIP

The submission was prepared by David Blackwell (Director)
The submission addresses the issue of “undue financial hardship” referred to in Section 32 (d) of the
Heritage Act and associated with the proposed heritage curtilage area over a large section of the
Catholic Cemeteries Municipal Trust (CCMT) cemetery site at Varroville.
The analysis and comment is on the basis that the imposition of the heritage curtilage area would
preclude development of burial plots on the heritage curtilage and no site-specific exemptions allowing
development of burial plots on the heritage curtilage would be granted.
The analysis undertaken quantifies financial hardship, in terms of the reduction in total plot sales and
associated revenues. It also identifies the reduced period of available burial plot sales. While operation
on the site may continue beyond the period of sales of burial plots, this extended period of operation
would be at a substantially reduced operation level and would be limited to burials associated with preneed sales, internment of ashes, and second burials in previously used burial plots.
Analysis quantifies the results in terms of loss of total revenue over time and resulting from the
imposition of the heritage curtilage area. Total loss in revenue has also been calculated in present
value terms by applying a discount rate to future projected revenues. This allows comparison of before
and after revenue results in present value dollar terms.
The results of the analysis are tabled below. Reference should be made to the report for further detail.
LOSS OF BURIAL PLOT LAND
Area available for burial plots before heritage
curtilage.

40.0153 hectares of burial plot land.

Area available for burial lots after exclusion of
heritage curtilage.

14.1396 hectares of burial plot land.

Loss

25.8757 hectares of burial plot land being 64.66%
of the original burial plot land.

LOSS OF NUMBER OF BURIAL PLOTS
Plots available for burial plots before heritage
curtilage.

138,455 burial plots

Plots available for burial plots after exclusion of
heritage curtilage.

45,637 burial plots

Loss

92,818 burial plots being 67.04% of the original
burial plots.

PERIOD OF PLOT SALES (Supply Period)
Life of Sales before exclusion of heritage curtilage.
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Life of Sales after exclusion of heritage curtilage.

52 years

Loss of Sales Period.

58 years

LOSS OF SALES REVENUE
Present Value of total sales revenue before exclusion
of heritage curtilage.

$565,000,000 approximately

Present Value of total sales revenue after exclusion of
heritage curtilage.

$351,000,000

Present Value of loss in total sales revenue

$214,000,000 approximately
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10.

APPENDIX – ATTACHMENTS

The following diagrams include the various military maps which confirm that the western dams were
not constructed before 1954.

Figure 3 – Extract of Commonwealth Department of Defence Map, 1917 (approximate location of the subject site
shown outlined in red)
Source: Commonwealth Department of Defence, Call Number MAP G8971.R1 1917
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Introduction
I, Stephen Davies, am a Director in the Heritage team at Urbis Pty Ltd.
I am the former Chair of the Heritage Council of NSW, a role I undertook between December 2015
and December 2018.
Urbis has been involved in this project since 2013 when we were engaged by the CMCT to undertake
a Heritage Assessment. My involvement in the Macarthur Memorial park started prior to my role as
Chair of the Heritage Council and I have always declared an interest in the matter, absented myself
from discussions and in fact meetings on this matter were generally organised without my knowledge.
No business papers relating to this application have been received or read by me.
I worked for the National Trust of NSW when the Varroville Homestead lot was sold to the PearsonSmiths in 1990.
My attitude to the subject application was formed during careful consideration of the potential impact
to the site and the Homestead.
My initial acceptance in a landscape sense was secured after detailed discussion with Florence
Jacquet and her initial studies of the site for potential cemetery use.
Florence will provide a paper at this meeting and so I will not pre-empt her views however suffice to
say that her evaluation of the flora and fauna and understanding of the topography determined the
Masterplan for the site. It effectively provided me with the confidence that the proposal is one which
will provide for the conservation of the site and provide for a suitable setting for the Varroville
homestead. This is supplemented by the recommendation for the extended Curtilage of the
Homestead as included in the CMP, as endorsed by the Department of Planning.
Urbis (and the CMCT) has always acknowledged the significance of the site and we have worked with
the landscape architects and the project team to deliver a highly considered scheme that is
underpinned by the sites heritage values, as defined in the Urbis CMP and subsequent investigations.
The CMP identified that the present SHR curtilage was insufficient to recognise and protect the sites
heritage values. CMP policy recommended that the curtilage be extended in accordance with one of
two options as set out in the CMP (curtilage 1 or curtilage 2). The recommended curtilage was
informed by physical and historical analysis.
Further research has been undertaken since the CMP was completed and this includes work by
Orwell Phillips, Architects, Dr Sue Rosen, historian and a former owner’s oral history. These sources,
for example, provide further important information in relation to the existence and dating of dams on
the property. As a result of further analysis, the preference and Urbis recommendation is for the
adoption of curtilage 1.
The IPC is required to advise the Minister as to the proposed extension of the curtilage before the
panel. The following addresses The Heritage Act – Section 32, parts 1 (a) and (b). Whilst Urbis and
the CMCT are supportive of an extension of the curtilage, only part of the site is considered to meet
the threshold for State Heritage significance and this is not appropriately represented in the proposed
curtilage. It is recommended that the IPC advise the Minister not to list the curtilage in the form
proposed by OEH as Urbis contends that the assessment that underpins the OPP curtilage
assessment, and hence the resultant curtilage and accompanying statement of significance is
flawed.
However, in the event that the panel supports the curtilage and listing in its present form, we request
that the listing be required to be gazetted with the necessary site specific exemptions which would

1

facilitate the ongoing use and management of the site in accordance with the Campbelltown Local
Environmental Plan 2015 and specific provisions for the site as set out in section 7.8.
We will first consider part 1) a) of the Act:
32 Minister can direct listing on State Heritage Register
(1) The Minister may direct the listing on the State Heritage Register of a place, building, work, relic,
moveable object or precinct that the Minister considers is of State heritage significance, but only if the
Heritage Council has recommended that the item be listed and the Minister has considered the
following:
(a) the recommendation of the Heritage Council that the item should be listed,

 It is acknowledged that the Heritage Council has recommended that part of the Varroville Estate
reaches the threshold for State heritage listing.
 The CMCT and Urbis agree that part of the Estate reaches the threshold for State heritage listing.
 Site elements which are considered to the meet the threshold for state listing include the former
outbuildings to the south of the homestead, the former carriageway alignment to Campbelltown
Road, and a portion of the former vineyard trenching. This may also include the potential
archaeological resource (subject to investigation).
 These elements capture significant built and landscape elements which directly contribute to the
historical understanding of the Varroville Estate and the significance of the place as a whole.
 Other elements on the site form part of the broader grounds, but are not considered to meet the
threshold for State heritage listing.
 For example, the western string of dams on the site, adjoining St Andrews Road, is not considered
to meet the threshold for State heritage significance.
 The cultural landscape outside the CMCT recommended curtilage 1 will be protected by the
Landscape Masterplan and Conservation Management Plan, as well as local listing under the
Campbelltown LEP 2015 which affects part of the site.

We consider that the proposed OEH curtilage is flawed as it is based solely upon the OPP report and
excludes other relevant studies including the Urbis CMP and further research. Many of the claims in
the Assessment of Significance were not proven by hard documentary or physical records, expert
opinion, or have been derived from generalised or exaggerated connections to historical references,
assumed facts or material that is at best speculative. We therefore question the rigour of the
assessment which underpins the statement of significance and the resultant curtilage
recommendation. The sole reliance on the OPP Study and the omission of the 2015 Urbis CMP has
resulted in an imbalance in the resultant recommendation.
 For instance, the curtilage was extended by OEH specifically to incorporate the western dams and
to acknowledge supposedly important views from the homestead.
 Oral evidence provided by Cherry Jackaman1 and Peter Thompson both confirm that the western
dams adjoining St Andrews Road were developed in the mid twentieth century, and have no
relationship to Charles Sturt or the supposed network of 1830s dams.

1

Orwell & Peter Phillips Curtilage Study Report, 2016, p.28
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 Further, primary research by Historian Sue Rosen has uncovered military maps which confirm that
no western dams were located along St Andrews Road in 1917, 1933 or 1954.
 Therefore, the consideration of the additional dams for State heritage listed, and therefore inclusion
within an expanded curtilage, is unfounded.

The extension of the curtilage is also based upon unfounded and romanticised claims that suggest the
landscape was developed in a continuum by the first 6 successive owners over 40 years and in
accordance with ancient Roman writings and the writings of 18th century English landscape designer
Humphrey Repton, and remaining intact as a landscape park. The alternative statement instead
identifies an evolved agricultural and pastoral landscape, that has been developed and managed by
almost 20 owners over a period of 200 years. The selective focus on the rural landscape, does not
acknowledge that Varroville has been regarded as a working (and evolving) enterprise, for more than
200 years.
 A visual inspection will verify that the existing landscape is a neglected typical rural/ pastoral
landscape of the 19th/ 20th centuries with no distinguishing features characteristic of known ancient
or English landscape park traditions. None of these supposed attributes occur within the proposed
extension and no analysis or evidence has been provided in the studies of the site.

We therefore recommend that prior to listing, OEH undertake a more rigorous review of the statement
of significance, and revise the proposed curtilage extension, to exclude items which are not
considered to meet the threshold for state listing. This includes the western dams, which are a product
of the 1950s pastoral use by the Jackaman family and hence cannot be seen to contribute to a
colonial cultural landscape. This does not mean that the dams will be removed – they are proposed to
be retained in the masterplan. It is acknowledged that the 1950s dams provide a pleasant vista from
the house, however significance should not be accorded at the state level.
 Recognised view analysis expert Richard Lamb has undertaken a visual assessment of the property
and has concluded that the grant was and has remained a rural landscape, with the exception of the
land inside the lot boundary of Varro Ville homestead. The pastoral appearance of the setting is
also not confined to the original grant and remains in evidence on many of the lots into which it has
been subdivided and from which it is largely indistinguishable. Lamb categorises views and notes
that at the highest level, a genuine heritage view is one designed to be experienced, where the
intention is documented and where the reason for the view being recognised as significant is
supported by the recognition of the values against the relevant heritage criteria. Historical research
should support such views as being authentic heritage views, the locations of which and attributes
of which are determined to be of significance.
 Below that level are views of and between heritage items that exist in the objective sense, but are
incidental. That is, their existence, while providing an attribute of the setting, does not contribute to
the authentic values of the items or contribute substantial significance to the view.
 At a lower level still, on the hierarchy of views that might be claimed to be heritage views, are views
from or in the vicinity of items, the curtilages or settings of items, from which new or non-significant
items are visible. Simply being able to see a heritage item, place or setting, does not make the
view a heritage view. By the same token, being able to see a new, different or novel item of no
current significance, in the context of a heritage item, does not create an impact on heritage values,
unless it can be demonstrated that the acknowledged authentic heritage values of the item at levels
1-3 would be impaired to the detriment of interpretation of the heritage values of the item. (level 5,
or L5).
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 The review should have regard for the Urbis CMP (2015) and further historical analysis, and further
historical analysis.
 It is also considered that the assessment overstates significance for various elements and criteria,
including according exceptional significance to ephemeral associations. This should be extensively
reviewed.
(b) whether the long-term conservation of the item is necessary,
The long term conservation of the site is necessary; however, this must be guided by a thorough
understanding of heritage significance. The proposed cemetery use will facilitate the ongoing
conservation of the site as a cultural landscape, in accordance with the present zoning and as guided
by the Conservation Management Plan and Landscape Management Plan.
The proposal is underpinned by a detailed and thorough understanding of the sites significant heritage
fabric and values and therefore minimises risks and potential impacts to the cultural landscape. There
are also considerable benefits to the scheme from a heritage point of view; with the scheme providing
for the ongoing use, management and conservation of the site, the landscape and significant
components, providing protection of the remaining lot, the potential to include the house lot and
consolidate the site, providing unprecedented site access and interpretation and allowing a sense of
public ownership through the Trust.
 Our client’s proposal for the use of the property as a lawn cemetery and associated open space
areas, is an appropriate use for the site for its unique ability to conserve and maintain the
significance of the Varroville Estate.
 Most importantly, there is no other known use that has the inherent ability to provide funding for
maintenance of the place in perpetuity and which similarly does not impact on the rural/ pastoral
landscape values of the area.
 CMCT is including a number of works and design approaches within the proposal which seek to
conserve and celebrate the significant elements throughout the estate such as the proposed
heritage interpretation of the vineyards and the conservation and adaptive reuse of the outbuildings
which have been left in a dilapidated state of repair. Recent works by the CMCT have stabilised
these buildings in the interim. These buildings are proposed to be conserved and utilised for
interpretation. This will provide a focal point on the site for celebration of the history of the place and
allow the public and other users of the site to understand and appreciate the place.
 The natural landscape of the place will be conserved in perpetuity through the use of the site as a
landscaped lawn cemetery. The use of native and selected landscaping throughout the site will
ensure that the natural and verdant nature of the place will be maintained in perpetuity, and
therefore an understanding of the landscape significance of the place will be retained.
 The proposal brings with it many benefits which will ultimately act to conserve the heritage values of
the Varroville homestead and Estate, including;
o
o
o
o
o

Management and maintenance of the Estate in perpetuity;
Protection of the existing boundaries of the site thereby preventing further future subdivision
and alienation of the land;
Continued management and maintenance of the site’s watercourses and dams;
Provision of continued conservation works to built structures and landscape elements across
the site; and,
Public accessibility to the site allowing for the public to appreciate and experience the place;
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 This proposal should be regarded for what it is, an opportunity to establish perpetual maintenance
and conservation principles for the place, and provide a public benefit through the provision of a
multi-generational cemetery to serve the community and providing for public access.
 Urbis prepared a Conservation Management Plan (CMP) for the Varroville Estate (excluding the
homestead) in October 2015 which identifies the significant elements of the Estate which warrant
State heritage listing and further identifies an appropriate curtilage for extension, which should be
considered for adoption (curtilage 1).
 In February 2017, the CMP was endorsed by Clause 7.8A of the Campbelltown Local
Environmental Plan 2015 following a detailed Planning Proposal.
 The CMP advises that long term conservation of these significant elements is necessary, and
recommends an extension to the existing Varroville State heritage curtilage to encompass these
elements, which are currently legally separated from the homestead by land titling.
 We confirm that an extended State heritage curtilage to include part of the Estate is still supported
by our client, provided that any curtilage extension is supported by Site Specific Exemptions which
will facilitate the proposed development of the site for the purpose of a cemetery and provided that
the extended curtilage appropriately addresses the heritage fabric and values of the site
 We would consider the following Site Specific Exemptions to be appropriate for the site and these
should be included in the event that the listing proceeds. Should the extension be deferred, the
landowner CMCT would be happy to workshop these exemptions with the IPC, the NSW Office of
Environment and Heritage, and the Heritage Council directly to ensure an appropriate gazettal can
occur.
 At its meeting of 6 September 2017, the Heritage Council “indicated it would consider any proposed
site specific exemptions in line with the DA to ensure exemptions are appropriate to manage the
future site’s uses whilst still maintaining its significance”.2
 The following exemptions are requested:
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Erection of memorials consistent with 3293/2017/DA-C.
Construction of roads and paths consistent with 3293/2017/DA-C.
Construction and maintenance of buildings consistent with 3293/2017/DA-C.
Use of vaults and crypts consistent with 3293/2017/DA-C.
Construction of public art in accordance with the public art strategy for the site prepared by
Florence Jaquet Landscape Architects.
Interments, including placement of ashes, where no new memorial is required.
Manual clearing of paths and drains.
Hand weeding of grave plots.
Mowing of lawns and paths.
Spraying of paths with selective herbicide.
Poisoning/removal of weeds by careful spot application of herbicide in a manner which will not
affect ornamental or symbolic plantings of remnant native vegetation.
Remediation of Dam and Waterways as and when required to meet the requirements of the
NSW Office of Water.
Remedial tree surgery carried out according to professional horticultural standards.
Installation of directional signage.
Removal of dead, dying or dangerous trees or tree limbs in cases where there is a public
safety risk.
Suppression of fires in cases of threat to human lives, property or cemetery monuments.
Maintenance of any roads, paths, signs, fences, drains and buildings, where maintenance
means the continuous protective care of existing materials.

2

Heritage Council of New South Wales 2017, DOC17/496224, Recommendation of curtilage revision for State Heritage Listing,
letter
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o

Re-lettering or addition of inscriptions or attachment of stainless steel plaques to existing
monuments.
 These Site Specific Exemptions would be in addition to the standard exemptions applicable to all
State listed heritage items, and of which the IPC is no doubt aware.
Provisions C and D under the Act will be separately addressed.
(c) whether the listing would render the item incapable of reasonable or economic use,
(d) whether the listing would cause undue financial hardship to the owner, mortgagee or lessee of the
item or the land on which the item is situated.
Conclusion
The issue of curtilage is an extremely important matter as it has significant economic impacts, and
moreover, impacts for the heritage process: significance assessment must be factually based and
rigorous to have any meaning and to ensure the appropriate protection of heritage items as well as
managing the process of change. This submission is about authenticity and proven values that provide
the criteria for a state listed area. The argument is not about neighbourhood amenity or a simple
aesthetic preference. The boundary must be based on a rigorous assessment, historical research and
analysis and factual rather than spurious claims.
The CMCT have not shied away from undertaking significant professional analysis of the site or using
highly qualified professionals. They have acted in good faith and sought to do the right thing for the
heritage site and are reliant on the evidence that they receive.
It is my professional opinion that curtilage 1 recommended in the CMP is the most suitable curtilage
for the listing as it is supported by a professional CMP endorsed by the state government and a
masterplan that provides certainty for this site into the future. In fact, it provides the certainty that the
land outside the CMCT boundary, formerly part of the Townson grant, that does not have the
professional scrutiny of this application. We have always acknowledged significance and have worked
with OEH to facilitate the extension, however we remain unconvinced by the conclusions of the OPP
report and subsequent curtilage extension, as this has not been sufficiently supported by hard
documentary or physical records and / or expert opinion.
To conclude, we respectfully request the following:
1) That the panel recommend to the Minister that the extension of the curtilage and proposed
statement of significance are not supported in their current form and further require that OEH review
the curtilage and statement.
2) In the event that the curtilage extension and statement of significance is recommended to OEH for
approval and listing in its present form, we recommend that the gazettal should not occur without the
necessary site specific exemptions which would facilitate the ongoing use and management of the site
in accordance with the Campbelltown Local Environmental Plan 2015 and specific provisions for the
site as set out in section 7.8.
It is reiterated that the CMCT has been through a rezoning/ LEP amendment process to specifically
allow the cemetery as a permissible use on this site.
Regards,

Stephen Davies (Director, Heritage)
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Appendix A
The following diagrams include the various military maps which confirm that the western dams were
not constructed before 1954, as referenced in the above discussion

Figure 1 – Extract of Commonwealth Department of Defence Map, 1917 (approximate location of the
subject site shown outlined in red)
Source: Commonwealth Department of Defence, Call Number MAP G8971.R1 1917
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The Chair
Independent Planning Commission

VARROVILLE PROPOSED EXPANDED SHR
PEER REVIEW OF HERITAGE ASSESSMENT
IPC BRIEFING 14 JANUARY 2019
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1. This Peer Review examines the formal Assessment of Heritage Significance
prepared by the Office of Environment and Heritage, as contained in DOC
17/496224. It seeks to provide additional information and analysis to assist
the Independent Planning Commission in its forthcoming consideration of the
proposed extension of the current SHR listing on Varroville House (SHR
00737), combined with an updated Statement of Significance.
2. It responds to the crucial need for the Heritage Council to have available a
rigorous and well founded basis for the on-going heritage management,
conservation and development of two adjoining properties that share a
common history and, to a large extent, a common heritage.
3. The following documentary sources have been examined as part of this Peer
Review:
•

•

Recommendation of Curtilage Revision for State Heritage Listing,
Heritage Council DOC 17/496224, addressed to the Minister for
Heritage, primarily the section ISSUES – Heritage Significance.
Curtilage Study Varro Ville, May 2016, Orwell and Peter Phillips (OPP
2016)

4. This Peer Review draws from extensive expert research and analysis
undertaken for the preparation of the URBIS CMP 2015 and additional
detailed research by specialised consultants, including Indigenous
archaeological surveys by Artefact, natural and cultural landscape
assessments by Florence Jaquet, detailed historic research by Dr Sue
Rosen and close examination of additional mapping and aerial photography.
Dr Richard Lamb has also completed a detailed Peer Review of the heritage
views and landscape design assumptions contained in OPP 2016.

GBA Heritage
Heritage Consultants
1/71 York St, Sydney
NSW 2000 Australia
T: +61 2 9299 8600
F: +61 2 9299 8711

www.gbaheritage.com

5. This Peer Review has found that many of the “exceptional” heritage values
claimed by the 2016 OPP Curtilage Study, and quoted in the Heritage
Council’s Assessment of Significance submission to IPC, are not proven by
hard documentary or physical evidence or expert opinion, but are simply
derived from generalised or exaggerated claims of connections to historical
references, assumed facts or material that is at best speculative.

Nominated Architect
Graham Leslie Brooks
NSW A.R.B. 3836
GBA Heritage Pty Ltd
Incorporated in NSW
ACN 073 802 730
ABN 56 073 802 730

6. The Assessment of Heritage Significance for the proposed expanded curtilage for Varroville (SHR
000737) at St Andrews Road, Varroville, contained in the Recommendation of Curtilage Revision
for State Heritage Listing, Heritage Council DOC 17/496224, demonstrates a serious weakness in
the rigour displayed. It relies in its entirety on the assessment undertaken by Orwell and Peter Phillips
(OPP), as contained in their Curtilage Study Varro Ville, May 2016. This Report was “coordinated” by
OPP on behalf of the current property owners.
7. Virtually all of the text in the Heritage Council Assessment of the Criteria, is simply quoted without
comment or question from the OPP Study. It did not mention the well researched analysis and
conclusions of the 2015 URBIS Conservation Management Plan that had been provided to the
Heritage Council. This omission appears to result in a significant imbalance in the processes
undertaken by the Heritage Council in formulating its Recommendation to the Minister for Heritage to
expand the Varroville SHR curtilage.
8. It is inappropriate for the OEH recommended Statement of Significance, being such an important
component of the future heritage management framework, to be based on opinions and unproven
conclusions that do not appear to have any factual rigour or specialised expertise to support them.
9. Considering the exclusive reliance on a single source, this Peer Review questions the “exceptional”
level of significance at a State level that has been ascribed to the proposed extension of the Varroville
SHR for most of the assessment criteria in the Heritage Council recommendation. It should be noted
that the term “exceptional” does not appear in the Statement of Significance for the existing SHR 00737
curtilage around Varroville House. There is no apparent justification for these assessed levels of
significance to now be universally described as “exceptional”.

RECOMMENDATIONS ARISING FROM THE PEER REVIEW
1.

Remove the term “exceptional” from the assessments of all of the Heritage Assessment Criteria.

2.

Review the Updated Statement of Heritage Significance (14 January 2019), prepared by GBA Heritage
with the intention of providing a more factual and balanced capture of the state significant aspects of
the potential expansion of the Varroville SHR 00737 Curtilage.

3.

Consider recommending the adoption of the Updated Statement of Heritage Significance to the
Minister of Heritage as the preferred basis for the long term heritage management of the continuing
evolution of the place under the NSW Heritage Act

4.

Consider revising the currently proposed SHR 00737 curtilage expansion to embrace the curtilage
recommended in the URBIS 2015 Conservation Management Plan.
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PEER REVIEW OF HERITAGE COUNCIL DOCUMENT DOC 17/496224
BACKGROUND
At the request of Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust (CMCT), this Peer Review examines the formal
Assessment of Heritage Significance prepared by the Office of Environment and Heritage, as contained in DOC
17/496224.
It seeks to provide additional information and analysis to assist the Independent Planning Commission in its
forthcoming consideration of the proposed extension of the current SHR listing on Varroville House (SHR
00737) combined with an updated Statement of Significance.
The following documentary sources have been consulted for this Peer Review:
•
•

Recommendation of Curtilage Revision for State Heritage Listing, Heritage Council DOC 17/496224,
addressed to the Minister for Heritage, primarily the section ISSUES – Heritage Significance.
Curtilage Study Varro Ville, May 2016, Orwell and Peter Phillips (OPP 2016)

This Peer Review draws from extensive expert research and analysis undertaken for the preparation of the
URBIS CMP 2015 and additional detailed research by specialised consultants, including Indigenous
archaeological surveys by Artefact, natural and cultural landscape assessments by Florence Jaquet, detailed
historic research by Dr Sue Rosen and close examination of additional mapping and aerial photography.
Dr Richard Lamb has also completed a detailed Peer Review of the heritage views and landscape design
assumptions contained in OPP 2016.

OWNERSHIP HISTORY OF VARROVILLE
In contrast with many family held estates from the Colonial era in NSW, Varroville has been owned by many
different people and for many differing periods:
1809 - 1827
1829 - 1836
1836 - 1839
1839 - 1850
1850 - 1858
1858 - 1859
1859 - 1875
1875 - 1885
1885 - 1906
1906 – 1912
1912 – 1923
1929 – 1946
1946 – 1950
1950
1950 – 1990
1990 – 1992
1992 – 2002
2002 – 2005
2005 -

Robert Townson
Thomas Wills
Charles Sturt
James Raymond
Raymond Family
George Rowe
Alfred Cheeke
Frederick Suttor
Thomas Salter
Reginald Thomas
William Staniforth
George Smith
Arthur Smith
Robert Thompson
Cherry Jackaman
National Trust of Australia
Ken and Virginia Pearson Smith
Vanessa Seary and John Metropolous
Jacqui Kirkby and Peter Gibbs
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PEER REVIEW OF OEH HERITAGE ASSESSMENT IN DOC 17/496224
CRITERION A) – HISTORICAL VALUES
This section of the Assessment references its source as pages 102 and 103 of the 2016 Orwell and Peter
Phillips report (OPP 2016). In fact it quotes word for word virtually the entire text of Section 7.1.1 of that report.
The formal Assessment of the Historical values of the Varroville Estate references no other sources and
provides no independent commentary, expert opinion or analysis. It relies entirely on the text quoted from
Section 7.1.1 of OPP 2016, including the quoted conclusion that:
The former Varroville estate, and particularly the area in the western half of the grant between Bunbury Curran
Hill and Bunbury Curran Creek to be of exceptional historical significance at a State level.
This Peer Review expresses concern that the only source of information and analysis used to assess the
Associational Significance of the Varroville estate is the 2016 Curtilage Study “coordinated” by Orwell and Peter
Phillips on behalf of the current owners of Varroville house. Considering the exclusive reliance on a single
source, this Peer Review questions the “exceptional” level of significance at a State level that has been
ascribed selectively to the central portion of Varroville for this criterion in the Heritage Council recommendation
for the expansion of the Varroville SHR curtilage.
Aspects of the OPP assessment that have been challenged by Dr Sue Rosen, the URBIS CMP or which
appear to be extravagant in their claimed connection with historical events, include the following:
There are a considerable number of
important elements that testify to its
settlement over a period of 200
years but primarily between 1809 to
1870s

Some of the nominated features are of state historical significance
for their association with the development, use and evolution of the
Varroville property. None are of “exceptional” value.

Important site evidence remains of
1810s – 1820s vineyard trenching,
th
early 19 century buildings, 1830s
dams, pre-1850s lines of access and
fence alignments. The fig trees may
also date from the 1850s

While important physical evidence does exist of these features, they
need to be understood in their historic context and in relation to
available documentation.

Varroville continued to evolve over the following 130 years.

The site evidence of vineyard trenching at Varroville is repeated on
the adjacent St Andrews grant to the west as visible on Nearmap
aerial photographs. It was also documented by Peter Phillips as
possibly being on the higher reaches of the Underwood land grant to
the immediate east.
Documentary evidence for Townson’s vineyards relies primarily on
the auction notice (Sydney Gazette 27 October 1829), where
Varroville was promoted as having one of the first vineyards planted
in the Colony. The location and scale of the early vineyards was
never documented by contemporary sources.
There is little documentary evidence of the Varroville vineyards after
a reference in the NSW Calendar and General Post Office Directory
of 1833, where Varroville was celebrated for a garden and vinery,
suggesting that the terracing might have been subsequently used for
other crops. It was mentioned again in the 1876 auction notice after
Cheeke’s death.
Charles Sturt, owner from 1836 to 1839 was known to be attracted to
Varroville for its gardens and orchards. While he had plans to plant a
vineyard at another property in the Hunter Region, that purchase did
not eventuate. Sturt owned other large tracts of land and spent
much of his time as an owner away from the property, including
major inland explorations.
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Research coordinated by URBIS subsequent to the 2015 CMP
suggests that the existing western dams near the St Andrews Road
frontage, which have long been ascribed to Sturt, were not in
th
existence as late as the mid 20 century and appear to have been
constructed by the Jackamans. Peter Phillips 2016 Study (fig 73)
locates the early dams as being well to the east on the subject
property.
The development of any dams on this property cannot be regarded
as being elements of “exceptional” or state significance in their own
right. Every agricultural and pastoral estate across the Cumberland
Plain and beyond needed to develop dams and other water
catchment techniques to survive the relatively dry and unstable
nature of the landscape, which was in sharp contrast to that of
England.
There has been no definitive proof or expert opinion provided that
any of the extant buildings to the south of the main house date from
th
the early 19 century. The 1850 site survey plan indicates a group of
four buildings on a hill, that could equate to the general location of
the current buildings, indicates some archaeological potential.
The pre 1850s access road alignment is still discernable in the
landscape as it climbs the gently sloping topography from the original
entry off the Campbelltown Road.
Internal fence alignments within the grant lands are likely to have
been changed progressively in accordance with the changing uses of
the land over the past 200 years. The perimeter fence alignments for
the southern areas of the grant appear to have been retained. The
northern section has been lost as a result of first major subdivision in
1950 and subsequent development in that area.
This Peer Review makes no comment on the fig trees.
The terracing represents one of the
earliest vineyards in NSW with a focus
on
adapting
ancient
Roman
techniques.

Attempts at wine cultivation commenced in NSW within the first few
years of settlement, including large scale plantings in Parramatta.
A German settler, Philip Shaeffer, with encouragement by Gov.
Arthur Phillip, trialled wine grapes and other crops at his property
called The Vineyard prior to 1795, while an experimental vineyard of
about 8,000 vines was cultivated at the government farm in
Parramatta. Between 1810 and 1820 vine plantings extended
throughout the Cumberland Plane, including at Richmond, Windsor,
Eastwood, Emu Plains and along the banks of the Nepean and
Hawkesbury rivers. Most of the early attempts were unsuccessful,
given the different seasons and climatic conditions, poor quality root
stock, the relative lack of expertise among the English settlers and
the impact of disease. John Macarthur planted a vineyard and
garden as early as 1794 while the first commercial vineyard planted
by the Macarthur family was in 1820.
French and German
contractors were brought to Australia to apply their expertise.
Wine growing efforts across the Cumberland Plain began to be more
successful by the early 1820s.
As a scholar, Townson may have been aware of the Roman writer
Varro. However, it is likely that his efforts relied more on the
contemporary agricultural research in the Colony. Townson was one
of some 30 socially prominent landowners and Colonial citizens who
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purchased James Busby’s Treatise on the Culture of the Vine when it
was published in Sydney in 1824.
It is likely that the Varroville vineyards date from the mid 1820s.
There is no contemporary documentary evidence to actually
establish the location and extent of the vineyards within the Varroville
property.
The vineyards may have been improved during the ownership of
Thomas Wills between 1829 and 1836. Wills, a former Principal
accountant in the Bank of NSW, managed William Redfern’s estates,
probably including the Campbellfields Estate on the eastern side of
Bow Bowing Creek.
The early layout of the place, up to and
including the 1859 house is consistent
th
th
with the features of 18 and 19
century English landscape park.

This statement appears to derive from a paper written by one of the
property owners. No expert opinion has been presented to verify the
claim. The deliberate establishment of English landscaped parks
took place at a moment in time and under the guidance of a
particular well known design personality. The early evolution of
Varroville by contrast, too place over 50 years and under six
disparate owners.
The early landscaping layout of the place, of which there is little
physical evidence remaining, was more likely driven by the
topography, particularly the entry roadway that rose across the gently
sloping land from the Campbelltown Road where it crossed the south
east corner of his grant.

The basic outline of the original 1000
acre grant largely remains intact.

This is a sweeping statement that does not recognise the presence
of the motorway along what was the Bunbury Curren Creek frontage
of the grant. Nor does it recognise that a large parcel of land was
subdivided from the northern end of the grant in 1950. The northern
end of the former grant has been further subdivided and developed
in subsequent years and is no longer discernible as a component of
a larger rural land grant.

The original grant is an enduring
reminder of the methodical process of
colonial land administration over the
first few decades of European
Settlement of NSW.

There is no comparative analysis of surviving evidence from other
land grants in the locality or the wider Cumberland Plain, many of
which could be celebrated for a similar demonstration of Colonial
settlement patterns. This value is interesting but not “exceptional”.
William Redfern’s estate, Campbellfield, on the other side of Bow
Bowing creek was highly praised by Commissioner Bigge in 1823.

There are likely to be important
European archaeological resources,
including the former house.

The presence of potential archaeological resources is a common
feature for any rural property that has progressively evolved through
many different uses over a period of 200 years. Archaeology is
managed through the Heritage Act. It will be a contributory feature of
the overall site.

The site is “distinguished” by its
potential
ability
to
demonstrate
successive residences on the property

The presence of earlier buildings on the site, whether extant or
remaining only in the archaeological record, is not a feature that
“distinguishes” Varroville from any of the other rural properties across
the Cumberland Plan with 200 years of evolution.

It is a remarkable surviving example of
a surviving rural and pastoral property
so close to Campbelltown.

The only portion of the original grant that can demonstrate this value
is the middle section. The northern and southern sections have been
subdivided and developed. The term “exceptional” cannot be
sustained in this context.
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CRITERION B) – ASSOCIATIONS WITH PEOPLE OF GROUPS OF PEOPLE
This section of the Assessment references its source as page 103 of the 2016 Orwell and Peter Phillips report
(OPP 2016). In fact it quotes word for word virtually the entire text of Section 7.1.2 of that report.
The formal Assessment of the Associational values of the Varroville Estate references no other sources and
provides no independent commentary, expert opinion or analysis. It relies entirely on the text quoted from
Section 7.1.2 of OPP 2016, including the quoted conclusion that:
The former Varroville estate, in its entirety, is of exceptional associational significance at a State level.
This Peer Review expresses concern that the only source of information and analysis used to assess the
Associational Significance of the Varroville estate is the 2016 Curtilage Study “coordinated” by Orwell and Peter
Phillips on behalf of the current owners of Varroville house. Considering the exclusive reliance on a single
source, this Peer Review questions the “exceptional” level of significance at a State level that has been
ascribed to Varroville for this criterion in the Heritage Council recommendation for the expansion of the
Varroville SHR curtilage.
Aspects of the OPP assessment that have been challenged by Dr Sue Rosen, the URBIS CMP or which
appear to be extravagant in their claimed association with historical figures, include the following:
Between 1809 and the 1870s
Varroville had direct and important
associations with a number of
prominent figures in early Australian
society.

Many of these identified associations were relatively ephemeral in
terms of the historic development of the property as part of the wider
course of the history of NSW. They are not “exceptional”. Many of
the nominated people made their primary contributions to society
away from the Varroville property.

Dr Robert Townson, Scholar
Owner 1809 - 1827

Robert Townson was granted 1000 acres at Bunbury Curran, near
Campbelltown in 1809. It was one of many of the grants issued by
the “interim” government that were withdrawn and reinstated by Gov
Macquarie (1810-1821), who backdated them to be effective from 1
January 1810, his first formal day as Governor. Macquarie placed an
embargo on these grants, preventing sale within 5 years and
requiring the land holders to actively develop the land for food
production.
Townson built the first house at Varroville and established an active
farm complex with orchards and a garden. He is credited with also
establishing a large vineyard, thought to be the terraced slopes to
the east of the house that remain visible in the sloping topography.
As part of the confirmations back-dated to 1810, Townson was also
granted 1605 acres in the Hurstville-Mortdale region and a further 75
acres of Georges River front land on Kogarah Bay.
In 1820, as part of preparations for his intended return to England,
Townson advertised his 1605 acres near the Georges River and
1000 acres at Bunbury Curran. His property at Bunbury Curran was
in part described in the promotional sale advertisement as having a
good house and offices, one of the best gardens in the Colony and a
great part of his 1000 acres fenced in and divided into paddocks.
In 1825, Townson was regarded as the first large scale squatter in
the Gundaroo area, being among the first to press the newly formed
Legislative Council for a considerable number of land claims around
Gundaroo, Murrumbateman and Gunning.
Varroville was not Townson’s only property, nor the only focus of his
contribution to the food production of the Colony.
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Gov Lachlan and Mrs Elizabeth
Macquarie
Visited as part of tour November 1810.

The Macquaries passed through the region on one of their first
inspection tours of the Colony, pausing briefly on Townson’s land
and the adjoining St Andrews grant, noting their proximity to Bunbury
Curran Creek.
Macquarie recognised the quality of the land within the two grants for
agriculture but criticised the site proposed by Townson for his future
house. While in the locality the Macquaries also climbed Bunbury
Curran Hill to look over the surrounding landscape.
The Governor’s association with Varroville or Townson cannot be
regarded as important as Macquarie and Townson had a very
difficult relationship. After Macquarie departed Sydney, Townson
developed his many land holdings for agriculture and grazing.

Thomas Wills,
Owner 1829-1836

Wills’ brother-in-law, Dr William Redfern owned several very large
grants on the opposite of the valley, which Wills managed after he
resigned as a accountant at the Bank of NSW.
The claim about him being the instigator of the dam system is at
odds with Townson’s agricultural development of the property, as
advertised for sale in 1829. He may have improved its water
catchment system during his tenure and possibly the vineyards.
None of these activities can be regarded as being of “exceptional”
significance.

Captain Charles Sturt
Owner 1836-1839

Sturt spent little time at Varroville during his ownership, making at
least an eight-month long inland exploration in 1838, leaving his wife
to manage the property. His comments about his upgrading of the
water management capacity of the dams on site may have been in
response to drought in the mid 1830s. Despite boasting of his work
to a meeting in Adelaide, building or upgrading some dams on a rural
property in the Cumberland Plain cannot be regarded as being of
“exceptional” significance.

Post-Master General James Raymond
1839-1850

Little is known about Raymond’s activities at Varroville. He made his
reputation at the Post Office in Sydney and the property might have
been a rural retreat. He commissioned William Weaver to design the
current house, but died before it was realised. He was known to
frequently entertain guests at Varroville.

NSW Supreme Court Justice, Alfred
Cheeke
Owner 1859-1875

Cheeke took over responsibility for the construction of the current
Varroville House (in existing SHR boundary). He established a horse
stud on the property and raced his horses on the flat ground to the
west of the house. His legal reputation would have been made in the
Sydney Courts buildings.
Newspaper advertisements for the sale of Varrovile in 1876,
following Cheeke’s death, promoted the scale and complexity of the
property, including rich grazing land, cleared paddocks, secure
fencing, well watered and sheltered, admirably suited to the breeding
of bloodstock. The detached buildings include overseer’’s and
gardener’s cottages, barns, dairy, cow houses etc. The stabling
comprises chiefly of loose boxes, is very extensive and there are
coach houses.
This description confirms that by at least the 1870s Varroville was
well established as a working rural property with a large collection of
buildings, fenced paddocks and infrastructure.
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Former Colonial Architect
Weaver
Designed house, 1859

William

ACM and Cherry Jackaman
Owners 1950-1990

After he was dismissed as Colonial Architect, Weaver established an
architectural firm, and was joined by a former colleague, William
Kemp. Weaver also designed the major country houses Jervisfield
at Picton and Burrundulla at Mudgee, in addition to Varroville and
many of the large Marine Villas in Hunters Hill.
In 1950. the Jackamans purchased the115 acre central lot from the
recently subdivided Varroville property. They instigated most of what
is currently apparent, including extensive renovations to the 1850s
house, replanted the surrounding garden, pool, gazebo and
developed the modern dam system. They further subdivided their
land into Lots 21 and 22 in 1973, creating the current land parcel
around the historic house but retaining both parcels.
The Jackamans retained ownership of the surrounding Lot 22 (Belen
Investments) until 2007, during which time the site was used in
conjunction with the adjoining Scenic Hills Horse Riding Centre,
which continued until 2010. Lot 22 is now the subject of the
proposed new cemetery.

National Trust of Australia (NSW)
Owner 1990-1992

National Trust classified the historic house and the surrounding Lot
21 in 1973. in 1990 the house and its surrounding lot was purchased
by the National Trust in order to protect its significance. The property
was sold back into private hands in 1992.
A Permanent
Conservation order (No. 737) was imposed on Lot 21 in 1993

CRITERION C) – AESTHETIC VALUES
This section of the Assessment references its source as page 104 of the 2016 Orwell and Peter Phillips report
(OPP 2016). In fact it quotes word for word virtually the entire text of Section 7.1.3 of that report.
The formal Assessment of the Aesthetic values of the Varroville Estate references no other sources and
provides no independent commentary, expert opinion or analysis. It relies entirely on the text quoted from
Section 7.1.3 of OPP 2016, including the quoted conclusion that:
The former Varroville estate, in its entirety, is of exceptional aesthetic significance at a State level.
This Peer Review expresses concern that the only source of information and analysis used to assess the
Associational Significance of the Varroville estate is the 2016 Curtilage Study “coordinated” by Orwell and Peter
Phillips on behalf of the current owners of Varroville house. Considering the exclusive reliance on a single
source, this Peer Review questions the “exceptional” level of significance at a State level that has been
ascribed to Varroville for this criterion in the Heritage Council recommendation for the expansion of the
Varroville SHR curtilage.
Aspects of the OPP assessment that have been challenged by Dr Sue Rosen, the URBIS CMP or which
appear to be extravagant in their claimed aesthetic values, include the following:
The property is of exceptional
aesthetic significance at a State
level.

The material quoted from OPP provides no valid support for this
conclusion. There is no other expert opinion or comparative analysis
to support this statement.

The central section of the former
Townson grant retains its 1809 rural
and pastoral landscape character,
which is now rare in the Cumberland
Plain.

This statement selectively concentrates on the central portion of the
original grant, ignoring the considerable changes that have taken
place on the former northern and southern portions of the original
grant, without recognising that the basic conclusion describes the
“entirety” of the original grant.
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It ignores the variety of subsequent development phases, uses and
purpose built infrastructure as the land responded to different
ownerships and economic opportunities.
There is insufficient comparative analysis to make a claim about
rarity across the whole of the Cumberland Plain.
The setting is especially important as it
represents a rare surviving example in
NSW of an English landscape park.

This fanciful claim is entirely based on a discussion paper prepared
by the current property owner. It looks at a landscape that has
evolved over some 200 years and tries to relate specific aspects
from ancient and historic writers without any proof and without trying
to place the implementation of those ideas into any historical,
ownership, topographical or physical framework.

The picturesque composition of the
landscape extends to the north western
dams.

The same author apparently tries to draw a connection between the
siting of the 1850s house and the views that are available to and
from the side of the house to the post 1950 Jackaman period dams
as being a direct expression of the writings and theories of various
historic European writers. No proof is provided or sustainable. No
expert opinion is referred to.

The homestead is a fine example of the
rural domestic work of Weaver and
Kemp.

The house is not part of the subject extension proposal for SHR
00737 listed curtilage. Weaver’s country houses in Picton and
Mudgee were larger and more impressive than Varroville.
The 1850s house and garden are already contained in SHR 00737.

The property is of exceptional aesthetic
significance at a State level.

There is no valid support for this conclusion in the material quoted
from OPP.

CRITERION D) – SOCIAL VALUES
The Heritage Council Recommendation makes no comment regarding any Social values for Varroville.
This Peer Review concurs with the Heritage Council in this regard. It does not accept the argument put forward
in the Phillips Curtilage Study for Social Values based on the list of contemporary and recent recognition.

CRITERION E) RESEARCH POTENTIAL
This section of the Assessment references its source as page 107 of the 2016 Orwell and Peter Phillips report
(OPP 2016). In fact it quotes word for word virtually the entire text of Section 7.1.5 of that report.
The formal Assessment of the Aesthetic values of the Varroville Estate references no other sources and
provides no independent commentary, expert opinion or analysis. It relies entirely on the text quoted from
Section 7.1.5 of OPP 2016, including the quoted conclusion that:
The former Varroville estate, in its entirety, is of exceptional research potential at a State level.
This Peer Review expresses concern that the only source of information and analysis used to assess the
Research Potential of the Varroville estate is the 2016 Curtilage Study “coordinated” by Orwell and Peter
Phillips on behalf of the current owners of Varroville house. Considering the exclusive reliance on a single
source, this Peer Review questions the “exceptional” level of significance at a State level that has been
ascribed to Varroville for this criterion in the Heritage Council recommendation for the expansion of the
Varroville SHR curtilage.
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Aspects of the OPP 2016 assessment that have been challenged by Dr Sue Rosen, the URBIS CMP or which
appear to be extravagant in their claimed research potential, include the following:
Varroville in its entirety is of
exceptional research significance
at a State level.

No proof or expert opinion is provided to support the claim of
“exceptional value”.

Varroville landscape remains as a
extensive repository of potentially rich
archaeological information of State
value.

Archaeological potential is likely across much of the subject site, given
200 years of agricultural and pastoral use

Archaeological landscape resources
include 1820s vineyard trenching
(extending across to St Andrews),
1810 Kitchen garden, 1830s dam
network, 1850s lines of access and
fencing

Areas of visible evidence, which may not be classified as archaeology,
and are of heritage value.

Building
archaeology
includes
outbuildings and other farm buildings
(1810s to 1850s)

Limited documentary information regarding agricultural and farm
buildings beyond the hilltop cluster of outbuildings.

th

Attribution of dates to vineyard trenching and dams is not proven.

Potential evidence of mid 19 century
horse breeding and horse racing,

The research value of potential surviving evidence on various sections
of the site, may be small after long term agricultural use.

Indigenous archaeology,
possibly disturbed

The cultural values of surviving evidence may be variable after long
term agricultural uses.

although

CRITERION F) - RARITY
This section of the Assessment references its source as page 107 of the 2016 Orwell and Peter Phillips report
(OPP 2016). In fact it quotes word for word virtually the entire text of Section 7.1.6 of that report.
The formal Assessment of the Rarity of the Varroville Estate references no other sources and provides no
independent commentary, expert opinion or analysis. It relies entirely on the text quoted from Section 7.1.6 of
OPP 2016, including the quoted conclusion that:
The former Varroville estate, in its entirety, is of exceptional rarity value at a State level.
This Peer Review expresses concern that the only source of information and analysis used to assess the
Research Potential of the Varroville estate is the 2016 Curtilage Study “coordinated” by Orwell and Peter
Phillips on behalf of the current owners of Varroville house. Considering the exclusive reliance on a single
source, this Peer Review questions the “exceptional” level of significance at a State level that has been
ascribed to Varroville for this criterion in the Heritage Council recommendation for the expansion of the
Varroville SHR curtilage.
There is no known date for the commencement of the vineyard terracing located to the east of the 1850s
Varroville House, that are cited as a major and unique feature of Varroville. In fact there has been no definitive
th
locations identified for any of the 19 century vineyards at Varroville.
An inspection of current “Nearmap” aerial photos reveals evidence of similar terraced land forms to those
claimed by the Heritage Council to be one of the “exceptional” state significant features of the proposed
extension of the Varroville SHR curtilage. For a period after 1912, both Varroville and St Andrews were owned
by William Henry Staniforth. While he used the properties primarily to breed thoroughbred horses, no research
has been undertaken to ascertain if it was Staniforth who created the surviving terraced landscapes on each of
the two properties that are claimed within OPP 2016 as being the creation of Townson in the 1820s..
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Aspects of the OPP assessment that have been challenged by Dr Sue Rosen, the URBIS CMP or which
appear to be extravagant in their claimed rarity, include the following:
The estate is of exceptional rarity
value at a State level

This claim is not supported by a thorough, state-wide comparative
study, or by any direct evidence or expert opinion.

Varroville’s rare features include the
vineyard trenching because of its
unusually extensive area, very early
period and apparent function as a
means of capturing rainwater

This claim is made without any reference to a similar form of land use
on sections of the adjoining St Andrews property, to the immediate
west of Varroville, which is visible on contemporary “Nearmap” aerial
photos.

It is potentially unique in Australia due
to its apparent inspiration directly from
Roman writers.

The use of “potentially” and “apparent” reinforce the tenuous nature of
this statement, for which there is no direct proof or expert opinion
provided.

Its evidence of a planned network of
dams from the 1830s in the face of
unpredictable rainfall.

The claim of rarity is not supported by any comparative study of all the
other rural Colonial estates and farms across the Cumberland Plain,
and other parts of colony, in the period from 1789 to 1840, all of which
were dealing with and responding to the similar dry climactic
conditions of a newly settled continent.

Its evidence of a desirable landscaped
park concept drawn directly from
English examples.

This claim is not supported by a thorough, state-wide comparative
study, or by any direct evidence or expert opinion.

Its evidence of William Weaver’s
knowledge of classic European
country villa planning and design.

This claim is not supported by a thorough, state-wide comparative
study, by any direct evidence or expert opinion.

An important example of surviving
Early Victorian Country house in
NSW.

This claim is not supported by a thorough, state-wide comparative
study, or by any direct evidence or expert opinion.
William Weaver also designed major country houses Jervisfield at
Picton and Burrundulla at Mudgee.

CRITERION G) – REPRESENTATIVE VALUES
This section of the Assessment references its source as page 108 of the 2016 Orwell and Peter Phillips report
(OPP 2016). In fact it quotes word for word virtually the entire text of Section 7.1.7 of that report.
The formal Assessment of the Aesthetic values of the Varroville Estate references no other sources and
provides no independent commentary, expert opinion or analysis. It relies entirely on the text quoted from
Section 7.1.7 of OPP 2016, including the quoted conclusion that:
The former Varroville estate, in its entirety, is of exceptional representative significance at a State level.
This Peer Review expresses concern that the only source of information and analysis used to assess the
Representative Values of the Varroville estate is the 2016 Curtilage Study coordinated by Orwell and Peter
Phillips on behalf of the current owners of Varroville house. Considering the exclusive reliance on a single
source, this Peer Review questions the “exceptional” level of significance at a State level that has been
ascribed to Varroville for this criterion in the Heritage Council recommendation for the expansion of the
Varroville SHR curtilage.
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Aspects of the OPP assessment that have been challenged by Dr Sue Rosen, the URBIS CMP or which
appear to be extravagant in their claimed representativeness, include the following:
The former Varroville estate, in its
entirety,
is
of
exceptional
representative value at a State
level.

This statement cannot be supported. The former Varroville estate, as
granted to Robert Towson in 1810 has been subdivided into
numerous slots and cannot now be considered in its entirety iwith
regard to any of its heritage features.
There is nothing to support the claim that the estate, or any part of it,
is of “exceptional” representative value at a State level.

Varroville
is
an
excellent
representative example of an early
colonial estate within NSW

This claim is not supported by a thorough, state-wide comparative
study, or by any direct evidence or expert opinion.

Its ability to interpret 200 years of
agricultural history through its intact
landscape and buildings

Varroville cannot be characterised as a place with “intact landscape
and buildings”.
The 200 year evolution of Varroville indicates a continuing pattern of
changes in agricultural and pastoral uses and practices, progressive
development of residential and support buildings and infrastructure,
removal of redundant buildings, fence lines and infrastructure, water
management, access, subdivision, neglect, decay and conservation.
There is some capacity for remnant physical features to interpret
documentary information.

Its integral relationship between an
early Victorian era country villa and
the encompassing pastoral landscape

This claim is not supported by a thorough study, or by any direct
evidence or expert opinion.

Its substantial evidence of an English
landscape park

This claim is not supported by a thorough study, or by any direct
evidence or expert opinion.

An extensive example of an early
colonial vineyard

This claim is not supported by a thorough study, or by any direct
evidence or expert opinion confirming the remnant evidence of
vineyard trenching being an “early colonial vineyard”..
It is known that there was a vineyard on the property as early as 1820,
but its location, nature and extent are unknown. Subsequent owners
over the following decades are likely to have continued its
th
development into the middle of the 19 century.
There is physical evidence of a similar form of contour terracing on the
adjoining St Andrews property.

An example of an estate being futureproofed through the implementation of
water conservation strategies

The claim that dam construction at Varroville in the early decades of
th
the 19 century illustrates a special form of water conservation is not
supported by any comparative study of other rural Colonial estates
and farms across the Cumberland Plain, and other parts of colony, in
the period from 1789 to 1840, all of which were dealing with and
responding to the similar dry climactic conditions of a newly settled
continent.
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FINDINGS OF THE URBIS CMP 2015
The Peer Review has identified a serious weakness in the rigour displayed in the preparation of the formal
Heritage Assessment contained in DOC 17/496224, which formed the basis for the proposed formal Statement
of Significance for the expansion of SHR 00737, Varroville estate. It relied almost exclusively on the material
contained in the 2016 Phillips Report and did not mention the URBIS CMP that had been written and provided
to the Heritage Council. It deals with the property now owned by the Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust,
including the land being considered for an expansion of the Varroville SHR 00737 listing. In so doing, the CMP
also examines the relationships between the current SHR curtilage around the 1850s house and the wider
landscape setting of the former Townson grant.
The summarised conclusions of the Heritage Assessment undertaken by the URBIS CMP 2015 are set out
below. Further research since 2015 has questioned some of these conclusions, including the heritage status of
the dams and the presence of a similar vineyard terracing on the adjacent St Andrews grant.
Historical Significance
The cultural landscape of the subject property has historical significance at a State level as a large remnant o
the “Varroville” estate established by Dr Robert Townson from 1812, and further developed by a succession of
subsequent owners. The subject site includes substantial remnants of the 19th century farm complex and
cultural landscape.
Associative Significance
The subject property has strong associations with several individuals and families important in the development
of rural industries in the colony of NSW including agriculture, horticulture, viticulture and stock breeding. Other
occupants were significant figures in exploration, postal services, horse racing and heritage conservation
Aesthetic Significance
The subject site has considerable cultural landscape significance and is of heritage significance at the local
level for its aesthetic values.
The cultural landscape collectively has high aesthetic significance as the setting of the historic colonial
homestead “Varroville” and a rural landscape of the Scenic Hills. The subject property complements and
allows significant views to and from “Varroville” and to the surrounding rural landscape. Significant views and
visual connections are also retained to and from Bunbury Curran Hill and to other properties from the estate,
including Robin Hood farm and Macquarie Fields House, which is visible from the Varroville homestead.
Social Significance
Varroville demonstrates social significance at the local level.
Research Potential
The Varroville is of significance at the local level for its research potential associated primarily with its extensive
potential archaeological resource.
Rarity
The cultural landscape around Varroville has rarity value at a state level as a largely intact setting for an
important colonial homestead and its immediate garden. Varroville is rare as one f the few larger estate
landscapes remaining in the Campbelltown area where the form of the original grant and the former agricultural
use of the estate and its rural landscape character may be appreciated. Although the subject estate has been
excised from the original grant and the main homested, the lack of development throughout this landscape has
allowed Varroville House to retain its original visual and functional curtilage as a farmhouse set in a pastoral
landscape of quality which is now rae in New South Wales.
Representative
The subject site is of significance as a representative example of a pioneering homestead comprising erly
th
colonial structures, remnant 19 century farm, cultural plantings and landscape elements (including the access
road, remnant ground modelling for vineyard terracing and remnant fencing) and remnant woodland.
The outbuildings are representative of the 19th century ancillary famr buildings, characteristic of the period and
utilitarian functions albeit in very poor condition.
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CONCLUSIONS OF THE PEER REVIEW
This Peer Review has found that many of the “exceptional” heritage values claimed by the 2016 OPP Curtilage
Study, and quoted in the Heritage Council’s Assessment of Significance submission to IPC, are not proven by
hard documentary or physical records, expert opinion, or are simply derived from generalised or exaggerated
claims of connections to historical references, assumed facts or material that is at best speculative.
The Assessment of Heritage Significance for the proposed expanded curtilage for Varroville (SHR 000737) at
St Andrews Road, Varroville, contained in the Recommendation of Curtilage Revision for State Heritage
Listing, Heritage Council DOC 17/496224, demonstrates a serious weakness in the rigour displayed. It relies
in its entirety on the assessment undertaken by Orwell and Peter Phillips (OPP), as contained in their Curtilage
Study Varro Ville, May 2016. This Report was “coordinated” by OPP on behalf of the current property owners.
Virtually all of the text in the Heritage Council Assessment of the Criteria, is simply quoted without comment or
question from the OPP Study. It did not mention the well researched analysis and conclusions of the 2015
URBIS Conservation Management Plan that had been provided to the Heritage Council. This omission
appears to result in a significant imbalance in the processes undertaken by the Heritage Council in formulating
its Recommendation to the Minister for Heritage to expand the Varroville SHR curtilage.

WHY THE USE OF “EXCEPTIONAL” IN RELATION TO EACH OF THE HERITAGE
ASSESSMENT CRITERIA ?
Considering the exclusive reliance on a single source, this Peer Review questions the “exceptional” level of
significance at a State level that has been ascribed to the proposed extension of the Varroville SHR for most of
the assessment criteria in the Heritage Council recommendation. It should be noted that the term “exceptional”
does not appear in the Statement of Significance for the existing SHR 00737 curtilage around Varroville House.
There is no apparent justification for these assessed levels of significance to now be universally described as
“exceptional”.
For example, during his first tour of inspection of the locality in November 1810, Gov Macquarie noted that both
Thompson’s and Towson’s farms are by far the finest soil and best pasturage I have yet seen in the Colony; the
grounds are beautiful and bounded by a large creek of brackish water called Bunbury Curran. By comparison,
William Redfern’s estate, Campbellfield, on the other side of Bow Bowing Creek, was highly praised by
Commissioner Bigge in his 1823 Report.
The early historical context of Varroville can be better understood by a footnote to a paper by Norman J
Dunlop, “William Redfern, the First Australian Medical Graduate, and His Times”, published in the Royal
Australian Historical Society JOURNAL AND PROCEEDINGS Vol. XIV, 1928, Part II.
In the “Report of the Commissioner of Inquiry into the State of the Colony of New South Wales, by John
Thomas Bigge: Ordered by the House of Commons to be printed 19 June, 1822, “ we read on pages 140, 141
– “Another fertile district, that of Airds, has been occupied, principally by small settlers of the class of
emancipated convicts, who are proceeding in the same cause of rapid exhaustion of their lands, without regard
to their future means of support… This farm (Redfern’s) and two others in the same district belonging to
remitted convicts form exceptions to the general observations that have been made respecting their system of
cultivation. The farm of Mr. Redfern, though not consisting of good land, has begun to exhibit the improved
system of English husbandry, and reflects credit upon the intelligence and spirit with which the expensive
operation of clearing the land from trees has been conducted.” Again, in that part of the report ordered by the
House of Commons to be printed on March 18, 1823, Bigge tells us: “The estates that are in the best state
of cultivation and exhibit the greatest improvement are those of Mr. Oxley, Surveyor General, Mr. Cox,
Sir John Jamison, Mr. Hannibal MacArthur, Mr. Redfern, Mr. John Macarthur, Mr. Thoresby, and Mr.
Howe.” (My emphasis)
A number of the Varroville owners, particularly Townson and Sturt, in the early19th century and Staniforth in the
th
early 20 century, simultaneously owned multiple properties across New South Wales. References to the
successful production of meat, wool, wheat, vegetables and wine contained in various auction notices are not
specific about which of the particular land holdings of either Townson or Sturt actually produced what
outcomes. None of the historical analyses examined by this Peer Review attempted to quantified these diverse
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outcomes. The appellation “Exceptional” significance seems to be based on the entire productive capacity of
all the lands owned by Townson and Sturt rather than that of Varroville alone.
There is no known date for the commencement of the vineyard terracing located to the east of the 1850s
Varroville House, that are cited as a major and unique feature of Varroville. In fact there has been no definitive
locations identified for any of the 19th century vineyards at Varroville.
OPP 2016 notes in the recommended curtilage map (Figure 73) the establishment of other vineyards on the
adjoining St Andrews (Thompson) estate to the west of Varroville.
An inspection of current “Nearmap” aerial photos reveals evidence of similar terraced land forms to those
claimed by the Heritage Council to be one of the “exceptional” state significant features of the proposed
extension of the Varroville SHR curtilage. For a period after 1912, both Varroville and St Andrews were owned
by William Henry Staniforth. While he used the properties primarily to breed thoroughbred horses, no research
has been undertaken to ascertain if it was Staniforth who created the surviving terraced landscapes on each of
the two properties that are claimed within OPP 2016 as being the creation of Townson in the 1820s..
A review of Army Survey Maps from as early as 1917 reveals that the tributary streams and gullies that feed
into Bunbury Curran Creek are more widespread on the adjoining St Andrews (Thompson) grant than on
Townson’s Varroville estate. Physical and documentary evidence strongly suggests that the existing group of
dams near the St Andrews Road frontage were either installed or extensively upgraded in the 1950s.

A WAY FORWARD FOR VARROVILLE
The 1876 Promotional material for the sale of Varroville, after Cheeke’s death, confirms that by at least the
1870s Varroville was well established as a working rural property with a large collection of buildings, fenced
paddocks and infrastructure. It continued to be used and developed over the next century for horse breeding
and dairy farming.
The Curtilage Study Varro Ville, May 2016, Orwell and Peter Phillips (OPP 2016) blurs the assessment of the
proposed extension of SHR 00737 with the established values already captured by the existing, albeit confined
curtilage (SHR 00737) that surrounds the 1858 Varroville house.
The current selective focus on the unspoilt rural landscape with a few remnant items within the current
proposed expansion of the SHR (00737) boundary belies the fact that the Varroville property has, since 1810,
been regarded by its numerous owners as a working enterprise that has in turn evolved over time.
There is a good case to make that the current focus on the expanded curtilage, as nothing more than a visual
setting for the 1859 house, is the product of the 1973 Jackaman Lot 21 subdivision and subsequent ownership
history of the house within its limited (SHR) curtilage. Such a focus would be a complete denial of the evolving
and productive working history of the wider European landscape that commenced with the 1810 grant of 1000
acres to Robert Townson. It also takes little note of the Indigenous and Natural Heritage of this landscape.
The current development proposal by CMCT for a lawn cemetery on the Varroville property will include a
number of buildings and infrastructure including roads etc across a landscape that has a continuing and
evolving history of use and development over 200 years, with numerous buildings, fenced paddocks and
terraced agriculture.
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RECOMMENDATIONS ARISING FROM THE PEER REVIEW
1.

Remove the term “exceptional” from the assessments of all of the Heritage Assessment Criteria.

2.

Review the Updated Statement of Heritage Significance (14 January 2019), prepared by GBA
Heritage with the intention of providing a more factual and balanced capture of the state significant
aspects of the potential expansion of the Varroville SHR 00737 Curtilage.

3.

Consider recommending the adoption of the Updated Statement of Heritage Significance to the
Minister of Heritage as the preferred basis for the long term heritage management of the continuing
evolution of the place under the NSW Heritage Act

4.

Consider revising the currently proposed SHR 00737 curtilage expansion to embrace the curtilage
recommended in the URBIS 2015 Conservation Management Plan.

GBA HERITAGE PTY LTD

Graham Brooks
Director
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The Chair
Independent Planning Commission

PROPOSED EXPANSION OF SHR LISTING
UPDATED STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE
VARROVILLE, SHR 00737
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1. This Updated Statement of Significance embraces the proposed expansion
of the existing State Heritage Register property known as Varroville House
(SHR 00737) to include a large portion of the central section of Dr Robert
Townson’s 1810 grant of 1000 acres at Campbelltown.
2. It responds to the crucial need for the Heritage Council to have available a
rigorous and well founded basis for the on-going heritage management,
conservation and development of two adjoining properties that share a
common history and, to a large extent, a common heritage.
3. It deliberately does not discuss an actual extent for proposed physical
expansion of the SHR, which is addressed in other expert material submitted
by Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust (CMCT). However, it can readily
apply to whatever format and area is determined by the Commission for
recommendation to the Minister.
4. This Updated Statement of Significance has been prepared by Graham
Brooks, Managing Director of GBA Heritage on behalf of (CMCT). It follows
on from our separate Peer Review (dated 14 January 2019) of the formal
Assessment of Heritage Significance prepared by the Office of Environment
and Heritage (OEH) contained in DOC 17/496224, which forms part of the
material formally submitted to the Independent Planning Commission. That
Peer Review forms part of the overall submission by CMCT.
5. This Updated Statement draws from extensive expert research and analysis
undertaken for the preparation of the URBIS CMP 2015 and additional
detailed research by specialised consultants, including Indigenous
archaeological surveys by Artefact, natural and cultural landscape
assessments by Florence Jaquet, detailed historic research by Dr Sue
Rosen and close examination of additional mapping and aerial photography.
Dr Richard Lamb has also completed a detailed Peer Review of the heritage
views and landscape design assumptions contained in OPP 2016.
6. All this additional expert research over recent months, undertaken on behalf
of CMCT, has revealed serious deficiencies in the Statement of Heritage
Significance (DOC 17/496224) for the proposed expansion of SHR 00737.
As evidenced by the extensive use of quotations and references, that
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Statement was almost totally derived from the Curtilage Study Varro Ville, May 2016, “coordinated” by
Orwell and Peter Phillips (OPP 2016).
7. A considerable amount of the detail contained in the OPP 2016 report and its consequent Heritage
Assessment, was apparently drawn directly from a discussion paper written by one of the current
Varroville owners. There is little or no information in that discussion paper or elsewhere to indicate if
the author of that paper has any expert qualifications or experience of relevance to the undertaking of
that Assessment. The GBA Heritage and Dr Richard Lamb Peer Reviews have criticised the reliance
by DOC 17/496224 on speculative assumptions and unsustainable claims of historical connections.
This is of particular concern as OPP 2016 report and DOC 17/496224 conclude that all of the heritage
values ascribed to the expanded curtilage are of an “Exceptional” level, whereas the existing Statement
for SHR 00737 does not ascribe any such a level of significance.
8. It is inappropriate for the OEH recommended Statement of Significance, being such an important
component of the future heritage management framework, to be based on opinions and unproven
conclusions that do not appear to have any factual rigour or specialised expertise to support them.
9. By adopting the term “exceptional” in relation to each of the formally assessed heritage values, as
promoted in the OPP 2016 Report, DOC 17/496224 blurs the assessment of the proposed extension of
SHR 00737 with the established values already captured by the existing, albeit confined curtilage (SHR
00737) that surrounds the 1858 Varroville house. The formal Statement of Significance for SHR 00737
does not use the term “exceptional” in relation to any assessed heritage value.
10. The current selective focus, contained in DOC 17/496224, on the unspoilt rural landscape with a few
remnant items within the current proposed expansion of the SHR (00737) boundary, belies the fact that
the whole of the Varroville property has, since 1810, been regarded by its numerous owners as a
working enterprise, which repeatedly generated change and evolution over time.
11. This Updated Statement moves away from the narrative contained in DOC 17/496224. It does not
accept that the subject portion of Dr Robert Townson’s 1810 grant of 1000 acres at Campbelltown was
developed as a closely integrated continuum by at least the first six owners over a period of some 40
th
years. Nor does it accept that the resultant mid 19 century remnant pastoral landscape was directly
th
created in accordance with guidance from Classical Roman writers and the 18 century English
Landscape Designer, Humphrey Repton. According to that narrative, the Varroville estate was then
managed over the following century and a half, as a landscaped park and an unspoiled landscape.
12. This Updated Statement identifies an evolved agricultural and pastoral landscape that has seen a wide
variety of physical infrastructure and buildings developed and managed by almost 20 different owners,
over a period of 200 years. Some of this infrastructure, particularly that related to horse breeding and
racing, was removed when the land was largely converted to grazing. This evolutionary process has
retained and respected the core character of the central portion of the topography and landscape that
survives from its Indigenous occupation and the initial development by Townson.
13. It is this evolutionary process across the central portion of the 1810 Townson grant that complements
the established Heritage Significance of SHR 00737, and is of State Heritage Significance.

PRIMARY SUMMARY OF HERITAGE SIGNIFICANCE
The surviving, post-1950 central portion of the 1810 grant, known as the Varroville estate near Campbelltown,
is of State Heritage Significance as an evolved agricultural and pastoral landscape that has seen a wide variety
of physical infrastructure and buildings developed and managed, over a period of 200 years, by almost 20
different owners. The fine, 1859, single storey Victorian Colonial style Varroville House on its elevated site,
together with a group of historic outbuildings, forms the architectural core of the estate. The progressive
evolution has retained and respected the core character of the central portion of the topography and landscape
that has largely remained legible since its original grant to Dr Robert Townson, and then by subsequent owners
and lessees over the following 200 years. It also retains evidence of Indigenous occupation.
It is this evolutionary process across the central portion of the 1810 Townson grant that complements the
established Heritage Significance of SHR 00737, and is of State Heritage Significance.
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PRIMARY PHYSICAL AND DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE OF SIGNIFICANCE
Although confirmed in 1892 as containing 1027 acres, part of which had been purchased from the adjoining
owner, the overall scale of the original 1000 acre grant to Townson remained relatively intact until c1950, after
which it was extensively subdivided. Lots 21 and 22 remain the focus of this Heritage Assessment.
Surviving physical evidence of more than 200 years of evolution includes
•

The gently undulating topography of the foothills, with its series of valleys feeding into Bunbury Curran
Creek

•

Remnant natural bushland, although the extent of clearance and regrowth has not been determined

•

The alignment of the former entry drive from Campbelltown Road, at the south-eastern corner of the
estate, as it rises towards the main house and group of outbuildings, located on a gentle rise

•

The fine, 1859, single storey Victorian Colonial style Varroville House, which replaced an earlier house
th
erected by Townson, the location of which has yet to the confirmed, and the generally late 20 century
garden landscape within its current legal curtilage

•

A series of early outbuildings, located in the vicinity of the 1859 house, some of which may date from
th
th
the 19 or early 20 centuries

•

Extensive agricultural terracing of the undulating landscaping to the east of the 1859 house, the
th
establishment of which is likely to predate 1875 and may relate to the early 19 century vineyards for
which Varroville was widely recognised. This terracing appears to be similar to an area of similar
character on the adjoining St Andrews estate to the west

•

A series of dams that appear to have been constructed during the Jackaman period, located to the
north west of the 1859 historic house

•

Remnant fence lines that delineate the alignment of the surviving central portions of the 1810 grant

Other physical evidence of the progressive development and removal of agricultural and pastoral operations
may remain in the archaeological record. Potential archaeological evidence of pastoral or agricultural
infrastructure is likely to be of Research Significance at a State level. Various written descriptions of this
infrastructure throughout the 19th century, mostly auction sale notices, provide information about the changing
uses and related infrastructure development. There is also a high potential for Indigenous archaeology.
The historic significance of Varroville is supported by a reasonable collection of primary documentary resources
related to the historic ownership and progressive development of the Varroville estate. These can supplement
the interpretation of the historical significance of the place.

RECOMMENDATION
This Updated Statement of Heritage Significance should be considered and adopted by the Independent
Planning Commission and included as part of any recommendations made to the Minster of Heritage as part of
any expansion of SHR 00737 beyond the current Varroville House precinct.
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THE UPDATED STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE
BACKGROUND
This Updated Statement of Significance embraces the proposed expansion of the existing State Heritage
Register property known as Varroville House (SHR 00737) to include a large portion of the central section of
Robert Townson’s 1810 grant of 1000 acres. The original grant remained largely unchanged until extensively
subdivided in and after 1950. The central portion now includes Lots 21 (current Varroville House SHR 00737)
and Lot 22, which has largely remained in pastoral uses.
This Updated Statement of Significance has been generated in response to a detailed Peer Review by Graham
Brooks of the currently proposed Statement of Significance contained in the Heritage Council Document DOC
17/496224. That Statement was almost totally derived from the Curtilage Study Varro Ville, May 2016,
“coordinated” by Orwell and Peter Phillips (OPP 2016). Dr Richard Lamb also completed a detailed Peer
Review of the heritage views and landscape design assumptions contained in OPP 2016.
This Updated Statement also draws from extensive research undertaken for the preparation of the URBIS CMP
2015 and additional detailed research by specialised consultants, including Indigenous archaeological surveys
by Artefact, natural and cultural landscape assessments by Florence Jaquet, detailed historic research by Dr
Sue Rosen and close examination of additional mapping and aerial photography.
This additional expert research has revealed serious deficiencies in the Statement of Heritage Significance
(DOC 17/496224) for the proposed expansion of SHR 00737.
This Updated Statement of Significance responds to the crucial need for the Heritage Council to have available
a rigorous and well founded basis for the on-going heritage management, conservation and development of two
adjoining properties that share a common history and, to a large extent, a common heritage.

HISTORIC AND ASSOCIATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE
Varroville is of Historic and Associational Significance at a State level as one of the early 19th century grants in
the Campbelltown area promoted by the Colonial Government to expand the agricultural and pastoral
resources based primarily on earlier grants and farms across the Sydney basin and Cumberland Plain. It is of
Associational Significance at a State level for a succession of owners, many of them substantial personalities in
NSW society, over the next 200 years who progressively developed the property for a variety of uses, primarily
pastoral, agricultural and recreational, with a variety of supporting infrastructure according to the needs of the
times.
Like a number of other early recipients whose grants were withdrawn and then re-issued by Macquarie, after
st
being backdated dated to 1 January 1810, Townson received a total of some 2,680 acres of land, 1000 acres
of which formed the future Varroville estate at Campbelltown, and the remainder in two grants, 1,260 acres in
the Hurstville area and 77 acres on the edge of Kogarah Bay. By 1812 Townson had developed a large
enclosed garden on his Kogarah Bay land.
th

Reflecting his first tour of inspection of the Campbelltown region, on 8 November 1810, Gov Macquarie
commented on the quality of the land at the Varroville and adjoining St Andrews grants.
‘This (St Andrews) and Dr Townson’s farm are by far the finest soil and best pasturage I have yet seen in the
Colony; the grounds are beautiful and bounded by a large creek of brackish water called Bunbury Curran.’
Townson moved to Varroville in 1813 and began to develop the property, clearing land and establishing a
garden and vineyard. He also erected the first house, since demolished, and progressively developed sufficient
infrastructure such as fencing, outbuildings and water catchments at all three of his properties to be regarded
as one of the important large scale landholders in the Colony. The collection and management of water from
the streams that fed into Bunbury Curran Creek would have been regarded by Townson as being an important
challenge in the unfamiliar dry climate, with its alternating droughts and floods, that was faced by most of the
early farming estates across the Cumberland Plain.
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In 1820 Townson advertised his entire combined estate for sale, with the intention of returning to England.
With reference to Varroville the sales promotion recorded that the 1000 acres at Bunbury Curran contained a
good house with offices and one of the best gardens in the Colony. A great part was described as being fenced
in and divided into paddocks. Of the 7 flocks of sheep and 300 head of cattle, mentioned in the sale notice a
prime ewe flock and 40 head of cattle located at Bunburry Curran. These were to be held back from the initial
sale due to their poor condition from the want of pasturage. In earlier correspondence to Macquarie Townson
had indicated that the flat land along the Bunbury Curran Creek frontage of his grant would be the most suitable
for cropping. Townson subsequently cancelled his departure plans and retained ownership of his various
grants.
As early as May 1821 Townson was granted permission to pass through the Cowpastures region and on to the
“interior” with 300 head of cattle and 2,300 sheep. In the 1822 muster his Bunbury Curran land was recorded
as having 20 acres under wheat, 5 acres of barley and 6 acres of garden/orchard. Townson’s garden, as was
typical of many of the early estates, was planted with a wide variety of fruits and vegetables, sufficient to
sustain occupancy at such a distance from Sydney.
By 1826 Townson was well established in Colonial society, being appointed a Magistrate. He was also one of
the largest pastoralists in the Gundaroo – Murrumbateman region, by reason of a series of Tickets of
Occupancy.
Following his death in 1827, Townson’s entire estate was listed for sale in 1829, recording the large scale
agricultural and pastoral enterprise he had amassed an estate, excluding real estate of 10,000 pounds. The
auction notice promoted Varroville as having “one of the first vineyards planted in the Colony”, together with “an
Orchard having a great variety of the best fruit trees”. There were many vineyards planted across Sydney,
Parramatta and the Cumberland Plain well before Townson received and developed his estate at Varroville in
th
the early decades of the 19 century. The land at Varroville, which Townson had planted as a vineyard, was
regarded by the 1820s as one of the more successful, given the difficulties with most of the unsuccessful
th
attempts made by early settlers in the late 18 century.
Following Townson’s death, Varroville was purchased by Thomas Willis (1829-1836). Wills was an accountant
in the Bank of NSW before resigning to manage his Brother-in-Law, William Redfern’s estate across Bow
Bowring Creek to the south of Bunbury Curran Creek. It is likely that he continued to develop Varroville, as in
1833 the Post Office Directory described Varroville as being “celebrated for a garden and vinery”.
The property was sold to the famous explorer Charles Sturt in 1836 and held by him until 1839. The same year
he also purchased 5000 acres near Queenbeyan and for a short period also owned 5000 acres near Mittagong.
Sturt described himself as a enthusiastic horticulturalist and is likely to have expanded the gardens at
Varroville. He was absent from Varroville for 8 months in 1838, driving a large herd of cattle to Adelaide, during
which time is wife was left in charge of the property. His eldest son was recorded as almost drowning in one of
the waterholes on the property.
Sturt moved his family to Adelaide in 1839 to take up the position of Surveyor General for the new colony of
South Australia. The auction notice in 1839 described a number of improvements that had been made to what
was now a very productive property, which now had 600 acres of cleared land of which 250 were under
cultivation, numerous paddocks, additions to the main house comprising a kitchen and wash-house, outhouses
comprising stables, coach-house, verandah dairy, store, barn etc, and a well stocked garden and vineyard.
Other goods offered at the auction included farm implements, working bullocks, pigs, horses, household goods,
9800 bricks, sawn stuff, seed oats and about 45 tons of hay. (The Australian, 31 January 1839, p.3)
The auction notice also boasted that the farm had an abundant supply of the purist water in several tanks of
great depth. At a public dinner to commemorate the establishment of the Colony of South Australia, Sturt
referred to these so-called tanks and the overall importance of pastoral and agricultural activities to the
prosperity of the new Colony.
Like so much of the infrastructure that was progressively developed over time and subsequently replaced or
upgraded, the exact locations of these “tanks” have not been determined.
In 1839 Varroville was sold to James Raymond (1839 – 1850). Raymond is credited with the introduction of the
world’s first pre-paid postage in 1838 and was appointed Post Master General in 1845. He was also a breeder
of race horses, although it has not been established if he used Varroville for this purpose. In 1844, Raymond,
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won the Australian Floral and Horticultural Society’s First Class prize for Colonial Wine, it was a disputed
decision, with the nearest contender William Macarthur. It can be assumed that the wine was grown at
Varroville, although there is no documented confirmation of the location of the vineyards. Following his death,
Raymond’s sons jointly managed the property until it was sold in 1858.
An 1850 survey by William Shone, for a proposed road from Campbelltown Road to Cow Pastures Road,
shows the Varroville property with a cluster of buildings on a prominent hilltop and the road that had been used
since Townson’s time as the access across the rising topography from Campbelltown Road, near where that
th
road crossed Bunbury Curran Creek. The alignment of this early access road remained visible in the mid 20
century aerial photos. It became redundant with the construction of the South Western Freeway and is now
grassed over. The buildings in the 1850 survey appear to occupy the general location of the existing buildings.
Varroville was sold in 1858 to George Rowe of Liverpool, who commissioned the Architects Weaver and Kent
for the design and construction of a new house to replace that built originally by Townson some 45 years
earlier. William Weaver, formerly the last official Colonial Architect and now in successful private practice,
advertised for masons on 27 April 1858, barely three weeks after Rowe’s purchase. Rowe died in May 1859,
and it is likely that the construction of the new house was completed by the new owner Alfred Cheeke.
Weaver went on to design two other prominent rural houses, Jervisfield at Picton and Burrundulla at Mudgee, in
th
addition to Varroville and many of the large mid 19 century marine villas in Hunters Hill.
Alfred Cheeke (1859 – 1875) was a successful lawyer in Sydney, being appointed a Magistrate in 1838 and
appointed to the Supreme Court of NSW in 1865. Cheeke, a keen racing enthusiast, established a successful
stud at Varroville and also used the estate to train race horses. He established a private race course on the flat
below the house, presumably on the western side of the property.
When the property was auctioned in 1876, following Cheeke’s death, the auction notices in the Sydney Morning
Herald (4 March and 11 April) promoted the various features of the estate, including the recently erected house,
an additional residence and “very numerous” outbuildings including a gardener’s house, barn, cow houses, calf
pens, dairy, piggery, stock and drafting yards, a complete range of stabling including a number of well finished,
spacious loose boxes for blood stock and large coach houses. There were no locations given for these various
facilities, although they would have been distributed around the property to avoid disturbing the valuable racing
horses. Of the property in general, the auction notices described it as being enclosed and divided into
paddocks by substantial fencing, about 150 acres under the plough and the greater portion cleared. The whole
estate is described as being well watered by the Bunbury Creek and numerous artificial dams which have never
been known to fail, even through the recent long, severe drought. By comparison with earlier sale notices,
there is no mention of the gardens and vineyard, although there was a gardener’s house recorded.
Between the 1880s and the first decade of the 20th century the property changed hands a number of times.
In 1876 Varroville was sold to Frederick William Suttor, a grazier, who then sold it on in 1885 to Sydney
solicitor, Thomas Salter. Salter decided to convert the property to Torrens Title. A Certificate of Title, issued
st
on 1 July 1886, actually confirmed the original Towson grant as comprising 1027 acres.
In the late 1880s, Campbelltown residents petitioned for a more direct route from Campbelltown to the Old Cow
Pastures Road. St Andrew’s Road was subsequently formed along the boundary of Varroville and Thompson’s
original St Andrews, with the road wholly within St Andrews. It and was officially confirmed on 3 April 1889.
In October 1889, a proposed deviation to enable a creek crossing required resumption of part Varroville.
Surveyor W. L. King noted that the land had been cleared for cultivation years ago but was being used for
grazing. The deviation in the road into Varroville was confirmed on 19 June 1891.
On 5 December 1892, Salter was issued a new Certificate of Title for 1,027 acres, which include most of
Townson’s grant plus 63 acres, part of Joseph Inch’s adjoining grant on the other side of Bunbury Curran
Creek, which Salter had purchased. (CT: Vol. 1079 Fol. 61)
In June 1906 Salter transferred the whole 1,027 acres of Varroville to Reginald Walter Raleigh Thomas. In
April 1912, Thomas, transferred the property to William Henry Staniforth, and a small portion was transferred to
the Board of Water Supply and Sewerage on 2 June 1916. Staniforth had previously owned a number of
properties in the Barmedman and Condobolin districts. While living at Minto, he won hundreds of blue ribbons
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showing horses at most of the principal country shows. He also purchased the adjoining St Andrews estate
where he bred thoroughbred horses. Staniforth’s joint ownership of the two properties may account for the
section of St Andrews which appears (from current Nearmap aerial photographs) to contain an area of terraced
th
contours similar to that on Townson’s grant generally thought to date from the middle of the 19 century.
Staniforth used the property for dairying, and mortgaged it a number of times during the period to 1923. In that
year, he leased the estate to three brothers, Percy, Austin and Arthur Smith of Concord for £650 per annum.
The brothers were all dairymen, and their lease lasted until 1929 at which time George Smith bought the
property and leased it to the Smith Brothers.
On 30 July 1946, George Smith transferred title to Arthur James Smith, who retained it until 1950 when he
subdivided Varroville and sold the property in a number of lots. The total area subdivided was 478 acres 3
roods 10¾ perches. Lot A consisted of 185 acres 2 roods 35 perches; Lot B was 147 acres 2 roods 25½
perches; and, Lot C was 145 acres 1 rood 30¼ perches.
In July 1951 Arthur James Smith attained a Certificate of Title for 692 acres 1 roof 20 perches, being the
residue of his holdings that had not been transferred. It included Lot C of DP 370979 (part of Townson’s grant),
and 63 acres of Inch’s grant.
In July 1950, dairyman, Robert Stanley Thompson acquired Lot A , which was re-subdivided prior to purchase
to create two lots. Lot 1 of 115 acres 1 rood 6 perches on which Varroville House stood was immediately
transferred William Forest Ross who sold to Alfred and Cherry Jackaman in December 1950.
Robert Stanley Thompson acquired two of the other lots in July and August 1955.
The northern section was further subdivided for a series of rural residential lots, while construction of the south
western freeway in the 1960s radically altered the southern end of the estate.
Following their purchase, the Jackamans moved into the 1859 house and commenced a series of alterations,
renovations and additions including alterations to room configurations, changing windows and doors, an
extension of one room onto the verandah, as well as many maintenance works. The family later added a pool
and gazebo and Mrs Jackaman carried out extensive works in the garden.
By the time the Jackamans purchased the property, the outbuildings were in a state of disrepair, in particular
th
the 19 century cottage, and extensive reconstruction works were undertaken. Mrs Jackaman recalled that the
southern wall was missing and further that there were no internal walls and a dirt floor. They replaced all the
internal joinery and were also responsible for the southern addition, reportedly constructed from a pre-fab
migrant hostel sometime between 1952 and 1955. The former coach house was also modified for use as a
machinery shed. The dairy building was constructed under the Jackaman ownership, c.1952.
A new driveway to the property from St Andrews Road was also established in 1950s. This roadway is
contained within the future Lot 22 and currently provides the primary access to the outbuildings.
In 1973, after works had been undertaken around the house, the Jackamans applied for a special subdivision
that would preserve the historic curtilage. This was at first disallowed as the entire area was to be zoned as a
Scenic Preserve and the proposed subdivision was considered to be too small. However, it was approved after
an arrangement was made with the Council whereby the house would be eventually offered to the National
Trust. This subdivision of Lot 1 DP 370980 created Lots 21 and 22, DP 564065. Lot 21 contained the 1859
Varroville House and defines the current extent of the SHR 00737 listing. Lot 21 is characterised by a long
narrow access handle from St Andrews Road.
The Jackaman family retained ownership of Lot 22 though a corporate entity (Belen Investment) until 2007.
Following their purchase in 1950 and more so after the 1973 subdivision, the core of land around the 1859
house became the focus of family residential occupation, while the remainder of the central portion continued to
be separately managed for pastoral uses, under the general ownership of Belem Investment.
In 1981 Mrs Jackaman decided to let Varroville after the death of her husband, and a local real estate agent,
John Knapp, took up residence there until 1988.
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In 1990 Lot 21, containing Varroville was acquired by the National Trust (NSW). This was after a considerable
period of discussion with Mrs Jackaman, herself a former board member and president of the National Trust.
The Trust could not raise the necessary funds to restore the property and resolved to sell it into private
ownership.
The increasing concern with the environmental heritage inherent in this property was embodied by the
commissioning of a Conservation Plan for the main house by Orwell and Peter Phillips in 1992. The
conservation plan formed part of the agreement of sale and outlined positive covenants for the property. It
formed part of the contract for sale when the house was purchased by the new property owners, Ken and
Virginia Pearson-Smith, who carefully restored Varroville. Pearson Smith and Associates Pty Ltd also revised
the CMP in 1999.
Ken and Virginia Pearson-Smith sold Varroville House in 2002 to solicitor John Metzopolous and his wife
Vanessa Seary, who in turn sold the property to Jacqui Kirkby and Peter Gibb in 2005.

PRIMARY PHYSICAL AND DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE OF SIGNIFICANCE
Although confirmed in 1892 as containing 1027 acres, part of which had been purchased from the adjoining
owner, the overall scale of the original 1000 acre grant to Townson remained relatively intact until c1950, after
which it was extensively subdivided. Lots 21 and 22 remain the focus of this Heritage Assessment.
Surviving physical evidence of more than 200 years of evolution includes
•

The gently undulating topography of the foothills, with its series of valleys feeding into Bunbury Curran
Creek

•

Remnant natural bushland, although the extent of clearance and regrowth has not been determined

•

The alignment of the former entry drive from Campbelltown Road, at the south-eastern corner of the
estate, as it rises towards the main house and group of outbuildings, located on a gentle rise

•

The fine, 1859, single storey Victorian Colonial style Varroville House, which replaced an earlier house
th
erected by Townson, the location of which has yet to the confirmed, and the generally late 20 century
garden landscape within its current legal curtilage

•

A series of early outbuildings, located in the vicinity of the 1859 house, some of which may date from
th
th
the 19 or early 20 centuries

•

Extensive agricultural terracing of the undulating landscaping to the east of the 1859 house, the
establishment of which is likely to predate 1875 and may relate to the early 19th century vineyards for
which Varroville was widely recognised. This terracing appears to be similar to an area of similar
character on the adjoining St Andrews estate to the west

•

A series of dams that appear to have been constructed during the Jackaman period, located to the
north west of the 1859 historic house

•

Remnant fence lines that delineate the alignment of the surviving central portions of the 1810 grant

Other physical evidence of the progressive development and removal of agricultural and pastoral operations
may remain in the archaeological record. Potential archaeological evidence of pastoral or agricultural
infrastructure is likely to be of Research Significance at a State level. Various written descriptions of this
infrastructure throughout the 19th century, mostly auction sale notices, provide information about the changing
uses and related infrastructure development. There is also a high potential for Indigenous archaeology.
The historic significance of Varroville is supported by a reasonable collection of primary documentary resources
related to the historic ownership and progressive development of the Varroville estate. These can supplement
the interpretation of the historical significance of the place.
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AESTHETIC SIGNIFICANCE
The evolved cultural landscape of the central portion of the 1810 Townson grant has high aesthetic significance
at a local level, as the rural pastoral setting for the 1859 house and nearby collection of historic outbuildings
located high on the undulating topography below the backdrop of Bunbury Curran Hill. The house and its
th
immediate 20 century garden context enjoy views over various components of the nearby landscape,
th
including the terraced contours to the east and a series of late 20 century dams across the property. Other,
internal and longer distance views and outlooks, some of which may have visually connected the 1859 house
with nearby historic estates, including Robin Hood farm and Macquarie Fields House, complement the overall
aesthetic amenity of the property.
The evolved cultural landscape collectively has high aesthetic significance as the setting of the historic colonial
homestead ‘Varroville’ and the rural foreground of the nearby section of the Scenic Hills. Significant views and
visual connections are also retained to and from Bunbury Curran Hill.
th

The fine, 1859, single storey Victorian Colonial style Varroville House and the generally late 20 century garden
th
landscape within its current legal curtilage has a aesthetic value which has evolved since the mid 20 century
subdivisions into a self contained rural homestead set in a well planted garden.
The collection of former outbuildings have aesthetic significance at the local level as characteristic, albeit
modest, mid/ late 19th century farm buildings. The significance of the collection of outbuildings is diminished by
its ruinous condition. The timber slab hut is of significance as a potentially early vernacular dwelling.
Significant landscape features include potential evidence of ground modelling for vineyard terracing, evidence
of the original / former drive and the dams, many of which appear to have survived in what is likely to be their
original, hand formed configuration and have the potential to provide highly significant evidence of this
important technological innovation from the period of early Colonial settlement.
The area also has significance derived from remnant areas of Moist Shale Woodland (MSW) which is listed as
an Endangered Ecological Community and Cumberland Plain Woodland (CPW) which is listed as Critically
Endangered Ecological Community under the NSW Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 (TSC Act) and
is of natural heritage significance.

RESEARCH POTENTIAL
The Varroville estate is of significance at the local level for its research potential associated primarily with its
extensive potential archaeological resource.
The historical documentation provides evidence of an extensive and well supported domestic establishment
and farming uses that evolved over 200 years and created many structures and features during its evolution.
The documentary evidence, however, does not provide specific locations for these features or clarify the
progressively changing relationship between the house and farm; however it is assumed that evidence of all
these features could be located within the subject estate area or adjacent homestead allotment.
The proposed expanded SHR listing thus has a high probability for an intact archaeological resource that may
provide additional and new evidence of significant phases of the development of the estate, and is likely to
produce unique evidence which will considerably add to the story of its development and management. It is
likely to provide complimentary evidence for the evolution and management of a continuously occupied country
estate that could be compared to other significant colonial homesteads in the Campbelltown and Appin area
and the broader Cumberland Plain such as Bella Vista and Rouse Hill House.
As so little archaeological work has been undertaken at similar sites, Varroville estate has the potential to
provide rare evidence related to the nature, development and occupation of the central portion of the property,
related to domestic life, building techniques, horse breeding, agricultural and pastoral practices on a farming
property that has been continuously occupied since c.1813 . Any evidence obtained from the site would
augment the sparse collection of detailed documentary and archaeological information related to changes over
time in the types of farming practiced uses the layout and development of the property, the functions of long
lost structures, and rural life during the 19th and 20th centuries.
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The subject property also has technical / research / educational potential derived from the surviving evidence of
previous vineyard and orchard terraces, early water catchment structures dams and outbuildings that
th
demonstrate the evolution of the property from the first half of the 19th century to the mid 20 century.
According to the Scenic Hills Association’s website, the Scenic Hill area was known as Yandel’ora (Land of
Peace between People), an indigenous meeting place where disputes, laws and marriages were discussed and
peacefully resolved.
The Aboriginal Assessment prepared by Artefact identified 11 registered sites and 17 newly recorded sites
located within the URBIS CMP study area, along with two Aboriginal site complexes consisting which were
assessed as demonstrating high archaeological significance.
Archaeological sensitivity mapping for the study area has also identified areas of high, moderate, low and nil
archaeological sensitivity.

RARITY
The cultural landscape of the central portion of the ‘Varroville’ estate has rarity value at a state level as a
largely-intact setting for an important colonial homestead and its immediate garden. Varroville is rare as one of
the few larger estate landscapes remaining in the Campbelltown area where the form of the original grant and
the former agricultural use of the estate and its rural landscape character may be appreciated.
The progressive development and subsequent removal of numerous functional structures, fencelines and other
infrastructure across this landscape, over the last 200 years, has retained the essential visual prominence of
the 1859 Varroville House on its ridgeline set above an evolved early 19th century cultural and pastoral
landscape, which is now rare in New South Wales.

REPRESENTATIVE VALUE
The subject site is of significance as a representative example of a pioneering homestead comprising early
colonial structures, remnant 19th century farm, cultural plantings and landscape elements (including the access
road, remnant ground modelling for vineyard terracing and remnant fencing) and remnant woodland.
The outbuildings are representative of 19th century ancillary farm buildings, characteristic of the period and
utilitarian functions albeit in very poor condition.

CONCLUSION
This Updated Statement of Heritage Significance relates to the proposed expansion of SHR 00737 area
outwards from the immediate surrounds of Varroville House to include a large portion of the central section of
Robert Townson’s 1810 grant of 1000 acres.
This Statement of Heritage Significance has been prepared in response to additional detailed expert research
and Peer Reviews undertaken on behalf of Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust. It challenges the
Statement of Heritage Significance contained in Heritage Council Document DOC 17/496224. That Statement
was almost totally derived from the Curtilage Study Varro Ville, May 2016, “coordinated” by Orwell and Peter
Phillips (OPP 2016) on behalf of the owners of Varroville House.
This Statement moves away from the current narrative that the subject portion of Dr Robert Townson’s 1810
grant of 1000 acres at Campbelltown was developed as a continuum by at least six owners over a period of at
th
least 40 years, all in accordance with guidance from Classical Roman writers and an 18 century English
Landscape designer, Humphrey Repton. According to this set of assumptions and their underlying proposition,
the Varroville estate was then managed over the intervening century and a half, as a landscaped park and
unspoiled landscape.
This Updated Statement identifies an evolved agricultural and pastoral landscape that has seen a variety of
physical infrastructure developed and managed by almost 20 different owners, over a period of 200 years.
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Some of this infrastructure, particularly that related to horse breeding and racing, was removed when the land
was largely converted to grazing.
This evolutionary process has retained and respected the core heritage values of the central portion of the
topography and landscape that survives from its Indigenous occupation and the initial development by
Townson.
It is this evolutionary process across the central portion of the 1810 Townson grant that complements the
established Heritage Significance of SHR 00737, and is of State Heritage Significance.

RECOMMENDATION
This Updated Statement of Heritage Significance should be considered and adopted by the Independent
Planning Commission and included as part of any recommendations made to the Minster of Heritage as part of
any expansion of SHR 00737 beyond the current Varroville House precinct.
Yours faithfully
GBA HERITAGE PTY LTD

Graham Brooks
Director
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L a n d s c a p e

a r c h i t e c t

EXTENDED HERITAGE CURTILAGE FOR VARROVILLE (SHR00737)
14th January 2019 presentation to IPCLandscape Presentation
INTRODUCTION
Cemetery as a park
Welcome to the new generation of Memorial Parks! Cemeteries are now designed as PARKS
and form part of the Open Space provision for all to enjoy.
Cemeteries need not be functional only (with efficiency being the only driver for design)
Cemeteries need not have granite monumentation as far as the eye can see.
When designed as parks they do not have a use-by date and become usable and manageable
when full.
This cemetery design represents a definite shift towards a more sustainable solution,
recognising that cemeteries contribute to Open Space provision and provide environmental
benefits as part of a socially conscious business model. They need to continue to perform a
social function once they are full.
Please don’t look at this project as another Rookwood. It clearly is NOT.
Once in a lifetime opportunity
When approached by the CMCT to design a large cemetery from scratch, 120 Ha in size, on
an attractive parcel of land, we knew that this represented a fantastic opportunity to create
something different, sensitive and unique.
Open brief and thriving for excellence
The brief was simple: Create an iconic landscaped cemetery that will become a benchmark
for the industry.[This is one of the few jobs in my career where there has been no pressure
from the client for a particular bias or outcome… This was a carte-blanche job. It is important
because it shows a willingness to do the right thing]
First impressions
When visiting the site, whether on the first or 10th time, one is struck by the natural beauty
of the land: undulating land, grassy hills punctuated by large tree clumps (of Cumberland
Plain Woodland and weedy African Olives), farm dams (unfortunately heavily damaged by
grazing cattle on closer inspection) and medium to long views in many directions. It is not
unique but has a “bucolic” quality to it which appeals. From Bunbury Curran Hill top, which
lies within our site, one can see to the Blue Mountains and Razorback Range as well as the
city skyline.

1

2

Varroville House is seldom visible from the road or within the site as it heavily surrounded by
vegetation, most of it of heritage significance. This distinctive vegetation acts as location
beacon in the landscape.
VISION
(Refer Masterplan Page 2)
1. A distinctive landscaped cemetery, the best of its kind, the pride of the industry. Although
this is the driving force, it should not come at the expense of other important
considerations. In understanding the significance and beauty of the existing landscape, we
have opted for a landscape which fits in (as opposed to making a mark or being ego driven- a
“less is more” philosophy), a landscape that is timeless (not subject to fashion), a landscape
that celebrates the history to date.
2. A concept that respects the landform onto which it is built .When you have beautiful
undulating land , why change it?.[unlike a school campus (which is another permissible landuse), a cemetery can take any shape. It does not require extensive levelling off for campus
buildings and sports ovals]. A cemetery can undulate with the land and minimise its impact.
This is an important part of the concept and we have gone to great length to work with the
land when placing roads and parking. Some more significant levelling is required for
buildings but as they represent less than 0.5% of the site‘s area, the impact is minimal.
3. A concept that respects and safe keeps the Colonial and non-Colonial landscape.
a. The general feel of the present site and its colonial landscape characteristics are
preserved (grassy hills, dams and clumps of trees). These characteristics remain
today in principle. Apart from the grassy hills which remain as they were, the dams
have moved and the clumps of trees are not where they once were. Any attempts to
“freeze” its appearance in time is ill-informed as we acknowledge that landscapes
are naturally changing, especially on a working landscape, as the site was and still is.
The site looks very different today than it did 200 years ago. Its tree cover would
have been cleared as part of the land grant process, erosion would have modified
watercourse alignments over time (well documented in a number of NSW reports),
new dams have been built especially in the 20th Century, the African Olive has since
invaded the site. The aim of the Landscape design is to recognise the facts, preserve
the essence of the place and provide a sensitive solution to an approved use.
b. The significant heritage features as documented in the endorsed CMP (Outbuildings,
Vineyard, original driveway) are preserved and restored. Beside this, there are a
number of historical layers worth investigating and incorporating into the final
design as part of the “story-telling” for the site. There is an approval process as well
as a commitment from CMCT to investigate further and inform the design in due
course.
c. But let’s not forget the non-colonial landscape: the history of the site includes many
thousands of years of pre-Colonial history visible in the geology, the ecology and the
almost invisible Aboriginal Occupation.
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Burial rooms- Headstone concealment. (Extracted from page 5- FJLA- Design Response Report)
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4. A respectful and scenic space, where headstones are kept low and concealed from the main
paths of travel (Refer Image page 4). Concealment offers three advantages:
a. It creates some privacy screens for grieving families who can then mourn in private
and away from the main crowds.
b. It creates a headstone-free experience for all visitors travelling on the main roads,
which contributes to the feeling of Park-like space.
c. It goes toward maintaining the quality of the Scenic Hills (as described in the LEP)
and minimising the development’s visual impact.
The site was modelled in 3D to verify this claim.(refer Appendix- 3D render of burial room screens)
5. Leaving a legacy to the community
a. With a Sculpture Park with artwork from Australian artists
b. An Arboretum with specimen trees, Cumberland Plain Woodland habitat for
generations to enjoy.
c. A publically accessible Green Open Space for the region, in perpetuity.
d. State Heritage items (and more) conserved and protected for perpetuity
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ANALYSIS PLANS

Analysis plans (extracted from page 8-21- FJLA- Design Response Report)

TIMELINE CONCEPT

Timeline (extracted from page 22- FJLA- Design Response Report)
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DESIGN PHILOSOPHY
Thorough analysis
There are a number of constraints driving the design. The challenge is to uncover them all
early and turn them into opportunities. In many cases, constraints or legislative
requirements can work against each other. [e.g. Heritage requirements compete with
Ecology and Riparian requirements and Bushfire legislation etc…].
But the challenge does not stop here as cemeteries have their own operational
requirements, adding an extra layer of complexity.
For these reasons, it is imperative to analyse the site thoroughly, systematically and
rigorously prior to the Design Phase. This, we have done as demonstrated in the first quarter
of our Design Response report. (refer Analysis plans extracts- Page 6)
Timeline concept
A cemetery is a record of social and cultural history. The Land also bears records of past
events. Both are testament to this “passing of time” and life’s cycle. To us, this was an
obvious design narrative appropriate for the site and its purpose.
It pays respect to the geology, the ecology, the Aboriginal occupation and the 200 years of
colonial history- the entire “timeline”.
In our eyes, it also redresses the imbalance and emphasis put on European history from the
start of the project.
Cyclic concept
There is also something to be learned from the Aboriginal culture and their deep respect for
the environment and their measured and managed impact of the land. We wanted to
incorporate the concept of Harmony and Respect into the Design Narrative and give it cyclic
meaning both culturally and environmentally.
We believe the concept
-Respects both European and Aboriginal Heritage, Ecology, topography, Planning,
Bushfire, Water courses, traffic, noise and all operational requirements. When these
clash, we believe that, because we have thoroughly researched the site, we have
found well-considered solutions and acceptable compromises.
-In harmony with the land, by minimising the visual and environmental impact, by
applying Environmentally Sustainable principles {We are hoping to seek
Environmental accreditation with Green Star, the first cemetery to do so in Australia,
another indication of the pursuit of excellence]
-It provides a green solution to the Scenic Hills in perpetuity.
Legacy
CMCT is an organisation which manages Cemeteries on behalf of the Crown. The care of
these cemeteries will extent in perpetuity. This legacy to the community is an important
factor in the design and will lead to:
-A green space with public access, including…
-Returning Bunbury Curran Hill top to public access
-A sculpture park
-A substantial plant collection,
-Conserved heritage , all in perpetuity.
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DESIGN RESPONSE TO HERITAGE
Interpretation of documented State Significant heritage elements (original drive,
outbuildings, vineyards)
A number of State Significant heritage elements are sufficiently documented to enable
incorporation and interpretation into the design:
-The vineyards ‘ “contoured trenches” are clearly visible on a portion of the site.
They have been surveyed and a proposal for a vineyard to be reinstated has been
put forward. We have suggested that the trenches should be left as is in sections
and planted in others as a representative sample of what was and what is now.(see
below)
-The significant outbuildings (as defined in the CMP) are to be restored and adapted
for re-use as facilities with educational potential {permanent display. Friends
Group?]. The Outbuildings precinct has been designed as a gathering space for
student to use. With its commanding views, the precinct is also conducive to small
outdoor services associated with the cemetery use.
-The original driveway’s alignment is still visible on aerial photos, especially in dry
months, although not visible to the viewer on site. Our proposal aims to visually
restore this alignment with our road, paths and tree planting. Unfortunately, the
CPW and one watercourse have since established themselves in that alignment
which complicates its interpretation. [This is one example of Heritage and Ecology in
conflict}.
-All other references to other heritage items are speculative at this stage with no evidence of
state heritage significance. We are committed to incorporating any historical references into
the design once due and rigorous archaeological process has taken place to inform the
proposals. We would love to enrich the design with as many references to its past history as
possible. Our duty is to investigate and interpret history not invent it.
The same applies to a number of views which can be enjoyed from the house and property,
their significance is not always clear. There is a disappointing lack of rigour in OEH’s
argument and the information onto which it is based which is contradicted by available
factural information.

Vineyard proposals (extracted from page 41- FJLA- Interpretation Strategy Report)
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Outbuildings Precinct proposals (extracted from page 44- FJLA- Interpretation Strategy Report)

Original Driveway (extracted from page 41- FJLA- Interpretation Strategy Report)
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Alignment with LEP, CMP and subsequent policies.
It should be noted at this point that the zoning allows not just for A cemetery use but for
THIS cemetery. This development constitute an approved change in use. This will lead to
changes, one of which being that the site will not look exactly the same.
The driving force behind both the owner of Varroville House and OEH to date appears to be
relating to a wish to keep the site as is. We question why and if this should be the basis for a
curtilage extension?
Our proposal aligns with the 100+ policies of the endorsed CMP as detailed at the back of
the Design Response report. (Relevant pages Appended)
Our proposals align with the intent of the “no-built” area and its requirement for no
headstones.
Interpretation and Public Art Strategy
A detailed strategy has been formulated as part of the DA process showing a clear
commitment on the part of CMCT to acknowledge the history of the site, interpret it
through artwork, displays, signage and design elements for all to enjoy. It goes well beyond
the extent of the identified area of State Significance, showing a commitment to do more
than the minimum.

Interpretation Proposals (extracted from page 28- FJLA- Interpretation Strategy Report)

Framework for further investigations
We understand that current legislation already regulates the compulsory archaeological
process we will have to follow to further investigate some aspect of the Heritage significance
of the site. We are committed to it and welcome a rigorous and objective process.
Again, our duty is to investigate with rigour and interpret with care- not invent significance
where there is not.
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SUMMARY
Point 1:
Despite the short time frame we were granted to study some of it, we found that the information
onto which the curtilage proposal appears to be founded has major inconsistencies, speculation and
a dose of wishful thinking, is at odds with our own research and commissioned by an objector to the
project.
The reason we went into a detailed explanation of our Design Process is to demonstrate that the
scheme has a well-informed, logical and rigorous foundation. Our DA was not developed in a
whimsical fashion.
The level of information provided with this DA is well above the norm. It resolved most issues early
to ensure it is defendable and withstands the expected scrutiny. It shows a commitment to
transparency and excellence. Our DA does not attempt to hide anything. It has not been prepared in
a rush.
We expected the same rigour from our collaborating consultants. We expect the same rigour
when it comes to Heritage. Unfortunately, it is not there.
Point 2:
As landscape architect, we want to understand what make a place special and unique, its entire
history, its character and incorporate it into the design.
Although European heritage is small portion of the history of the site, our disappointment in the
rigour of OEH’s argument gives rise to the concern that the unfounded and often bias information
put forward by OEH will become the basis for some of our interpretation.
Again, we believe that our common duty is to investigate and interpret history, not invent it.
We have a duty of care to future generations which we take very seriously.
Point 3:
As illustrated by the 2 above points, there is a clear written and financial commitment from the
client (CMCT) to respect the heritage significance of the site.
We support the preservation, restoration and interpretation of the State Significance items. The
extent of these 3 items (Vineyard, Outbuilding precinct and original driveway) is clearly defined as a
potential Heritage Curtilage, as per the JRPP endorsed CMP (shown in red on page 6 plan)
That which is not of State Significance need not be subject to an extended curtilage.
Yet, it is still our client’s intention to celebrate the site’s heritage.
As demonstrated in our DA package and especially our Interpretation Strategy, the proposal goes
further than the State Heritage items and aims to:
o Provide public access to the site and its rich history,
o Show a clear commitment to finding out more about its past outside of the State
Significant Area,
o Preserve the aesthetic qualities of the site,
o Look after it for perpetuity,
o Provide a legacy to the community.
All which can be controlled by existing Planning mechanisms.
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3D render of burial room screens
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Alignment with CMP policies
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Rhino 3D model – Proofing of Headstone concealment
(Headstones shown in red for visual contrast only)
(Screen planting around burial rooms colour coded depending on height requirements)
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RESPONDING TO THE CONSERVATION MANAGEMENT PLAN (CMP)
Alignment with CMP policies
(Extract from page 80-86 of the FJLA Design Response Report)
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HERITAGE CURTILAGE AND
RESULTING UNDUE FINANCIAL
HARDSHIP
MACARTHUR MEMORIAL PARK,
VARROVILLE
11 JANUARY 2019

1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1. CONTEXT OF ANALYSIS
The following summary addresses the issue of “undue financial hardship” referred to in Section 32 (d)
of the Heritage Act and associated with the proposed heritage curtilage area over a large section of
the Catholic Cemeteries Municipal Trust (CCMT) cemetery site at Varroville.
This analysis and comment is on the basis that the imposition of the heritage curtilage area would
preclude development of burial plots on the heritage curtilage and no site-specific exemptions allowing
development of burial plots on the heritage curtilage would be granted.

1.2. OVERVIEW OF IMPACT
The original cemetery layout and the proposed heritage curtilage area is shown on the diagram below.
The proposed heritage curtilage area is shown by red edging.

2.

METHODOLOGY

2.1. BEFORE AND AFTER ANALYSIS
We have undertaken analysis to identify the loss in burial capacity and associated loss in revenue to
identify the level of operational and financial impact of the extended heritage curtilage.
Analysis has been undertaken on two scenarios;



The operational life and revenues of the existing proposed form of cemetery development (the
before scenario); and
The operational life and revenues of the reduced scale of the cemetery with the proposed
heritage curtilage excluded (the after scenario).

The difference between the “before” and “after” scenarios demonstrates the operational impact and
financial hardship associated with the proposed, extended heritage curtilage area.
The analysis undertaken quantifies financial hardship, in terms of the reduction in total plot sales and
associated revenues. It also identifies the reduced period of available burial plot sales. While operation
on the site may continue beyond the period of sales of burial plots, this extended period of operation
would be at a substantially reduced operation level and would be limited to burials associated with preneed sales, internment of ashes, and second burials in previously used burial plots.
Analysis quantifies the results in terms of loss of total revenue over time and resulting from the
imposition of the heritage curtilage area. Total loss in revenue has also been calculated in present
value terms by applying a discount rate to future projected revenues. This allows comparison of before
and after revenue results in present value dollar terms.
Notwithstanding the financial hardship demonstrated in this quantitative analysis, we have also
identified other qualitative issues that form financial hardship. These are identified under a separate
heading below.
The full detail of analysis contains commercially sensitive detail specific to this project. To ensure that
CCMT are protected, this summary excludes commercially sensitive detail and associated cash flow
calculations.

3.

RESULTS OF QUANTITATIVE
ANALYSIS – FINANCIAL HARDSHIP

The above described quantitative analysis shows the following impact and associated financial
hardship resulting from the imposition of the heritage curtilage;
LOSS OF BURIAL PLOT LAND
Area available for burial plots before heritage
curtilage.

40.0153 hectares of burial plot land.

Area available for burial lots after exclusion of
heritage curtilage.

14.1396 hectares of burial plot land.

Loss

25.8757 hectares of burial plot land being 64.66%
of the original burial plot land.

LOSS OF NUMBER OF BURIAL PLOTS
Plots available for burial plots before heritage
curtilage.

138,455 burial plots

Plots available for burial plots after exclusion of
heritage curtilage.

45,637 burial plots

Loss

92,818 burial plots being 67.04% of the original
burial plots.

PERIOD OF PLOT SALES (Supply Period)
Life of Sales before exclusion of heritage curtilage.

110 years

Life of Sales after exclusion of heritage curtilage.

52 years

Loss of Sales Period.

58 years

LOSS OF SALES REVENUE
Present Value of total sales revenue before exclusion
of heritage curtilage.

$565,000,000 approximately

Present Value of total sales revenue after exclusion of
heritage curtilage.

$351,000,000 approximately

Present Value of loss in total sales revenue

$214,000,000 approximately

4.

QUALITATIVE ISSUES AND
FINANCIAL HARDSHIP

In addition to the above issues, there are qualitative financial hardships that arise out of the reduction
in the number of burial plots.
The Metropolitan Sydney Cemetery Capacity Report released by the NSW Government in November
2017 identified that if current cremation and ‘grave occupancy’ rates continue, burial space in Sydney
Cemeteries will be exhausted around 2051, with negative effects to availability of at-need grave plots
expected well in advance of that period. The report found that urgent action was required to provide
for the future burial needs of the Sydney community.
The proposed development of the CMCT Macarthur Memorial Park Cemetery, in its proposed form,
represents a major contribution in addressing the identified future unavailability of burial plots.
If the exclusion of the burial plots identified in the heritage curtilage area was to proceed, the
effectiveness of the CMCT Macarthur Memorial Park Cemetery’s ability to address this looming
shortage would be very substantially diminished. Negative impacts associated with the shortage of atneed burial plots will include abnormal increases in burial plot prices across the whole burial plot
market.
The CMCT apply a plot pricing policy where plots are offered at between 15% and 30% below other
private operator burial plot sale prices. This ensures that an affordable supply of burial plots is
maintained. The reduction of the capacity of the CMCT Macarthur Memorial Park cemetery would
remove CMCT’s ability to supply lower priced burial plots in the future and give rise to unaffordability
and undue financial hardship in lower socio-economic communities.
Fundamental to the operation of a cemetery is the ability to provide a supply of new burial plots over
several generations. It is for this reason that new cemeteries proponents seek larger land holdings in
excess of 100 hectares, thereby having the capacity to provide a long-term supply of burial plots. The
long-term supply of burial plots allows families, communities and religious groups to meet the demand
for burials to be accommodated, in close proximity, over extended periods. The reduction of sales
periods associated with the imposition of the heritage curtilage removes the essential long-term plot
sales capability of this cemetery. Without this long-term plot supply and sales capability, the
fundamental operation of this cemetery is in question.

David Blackwell FAPI
Director
Summary Report Date 11 January 2019

5.

GENERAL QUALIFICATIONS AND
LIMITATIONS

The valuation contained in this report is subject to the following general qualifications and limitations:


This advice is directed to Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust. It may be relied upon for the
purposes of presentations to the Independent Planning Commission and not for any other
purpose or use. It is not intended for the use or publication by any third party. No responsibility
or liability is accepted to any other third party for the whole or any part of the contents of this
report.



The advice is current at the date of this report only. The conclusions herein may change
significantly and unexpectedly over a relatively short period of time (including as a result of
general market movements or factors specific to the particular property). We do not assume
responsibility for losses arising from such subsequent changes. Without limiting the generality
of the above comment, we do not assume responsibility or accept any liability where the
advice is relied upon after the expiration of 90 days from the date of the advice, or such earlier
date if you become aware of any factors that have any effect on the advice.



The advice takes no account for the actual or possible effect on the opinions in this report, of
any environmental hazard including pollution, contamination, noxious emission or discharge,
or the cost of, or necessity for, seeking or cleaning up any environmental hazard. We are not
experts in this area and make no representations in relation to environmental issues.



In preparation of this advice we have relied on details provided by Catholic Cemeteries and
Crematoria in relation to expected operations and trading. These details were not audited
figures and we do not warrant the accuracy of the information provided.



We confirm that neither Urbis nor the signatories to this report have any pecuniary interest that
could reasonable be regarded as being capable of affecting that person’s ability to give an
unbiased opinion of value, or that would conflict with a proper valuation of the property. We
advise that this position will be maintained until the purpose for which this valuation is
obtained is completed.

03 December 2018

Pauline McKenzie
Executive Director
Heritage Division
Office of Environment and Heritage
Locked Bag 5020
Parramatta NSW 2124

Dear Ms McKenzie,

REQUEST FOR REVIEW OF PROPOSED SITE SPECIFIC EXEMPTIONS FOR THE
PROPOSED EXTENDED STATE HERITAGE CURTILAGE OF VARROVILLE (SHR
00737)
The following has been prepared on behalf of our client, the Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust
(CMCT), to provide a list of proposed Site Specific Exemptions (SSEs) for consideration by the
Heritage Council of New South Wales.

1.

BACKGROUND

On 31 October 2018, the Heritage Council of New South Wales recommended to the Minister for
Heritage a revision of the curtilage applicable to Varroville (SHR 00737) at 196, 152, 166-176 St
Andrews Road, Varroville.
The Minister for Heritage referred this recommendation for review to the Independent Planning
Commission (IPC) on 12 October 2018. The IPC are to conduct a review of the matter and provide the
Minister for Heritage with a report within 3 months (i.e. 12 January 2019).
CMCT has indicated their support for a form of extension to the State heritage curtilage for Varroville
(SHR 00737) to include part of their land (166 – 176 St Andrews Road, Varroville). This support is
subject to gazettal of SSEs which facilitate the proposed development (3293/2017/DA-C), which has
been referred to the IPC for determination. The proposal under 3293/2017/DA-C complies with the
policies of the Conservation Management Plan (CMP) for the place (prepared by Urbis in 2015), which
has been adopted in Clause 7.8A of the Campbelltown Local Environment Plan (LEP) 2015.
The Heritage Council of New South Wales has proposed one form of State heritage curtilage
extension (shown at Figure 1). The CMCT contests the basis of this proposed curtilage on heritage
grounds, and instead propose the State heritage curtilage extension as proposed in the CMP (shown
at Figure 2).
Regardless of which curtilage extension is eventually adopted, SSEs will be required to
facilitate development within the curtilage, in accordance with the CMP policy.
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•

Garden maintenance including cultivation, pruning, weed control, the repair and maintenance of
existing fences, gates and garden walls, tree surgery but not extensive lopping;

•

Horticultural and agricultural management;

•

Maintenance and repair of existing farm fences and the provision of internal fences; and

•

Conservation / restoration works and uses as recommended in the Conservation Plan prepared by
Orwell and Peter Phillips Architects in May, 1992.

3.

PROPOSED SITE SPECIFIC EXEMPTIONS

Should an extended State heritage curtilage for Varroville (SHR 00737) be adopted, the following list
identifies the SSEs which must be applied to facilitate the long-term conservation of the place and
enable development of the property in accordance with the development proposal 3293/2017/DA-C (in
addition to the existing SSEs outlined at Section 2).
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Use of Lot 1 DP218016, Lot 22 DP564065 and Lot B DP370979 as a cemetery.
All works proposed outside of the adopted curtilage.
Interments, including placement of ashes, where no new memorial is required.
Erection of memorials consistent with 3293/2017/DA-C.
Construction and maintenance of buildings consistent with 3293/2017/DA-C.
Landscaping and turfing works consistent with 3293/2017/DA-C.
Construction of roads and paths consistent with 3293/2017/DA-C.
Maintenance of any roads, paths, signs, fences, drains and buildings, where maintenance
means the continuous protective care of existing materials.
Manual clearing of paths and drains.
Construction of public art in accordance with the public art strategy for the site prepared by
Florence Jaquet Landscape Architects.
Hand weeding of grave plots.
Mowing of lawns and paths.
Spraying of paths with selective herbicide.
Construction of fencing along St Andrews Road.
Underground Infrastructure services.
Poisoning/removal of weeds by careful spot application of herbicide in a manner which will not
affect ornamental or symbolic plantings of remnant native vegetation.
Removal of dead, dying or dangerous trees or tree limbs in cases where there is a public
safety risk.
Remedial tree surgery carried out according to professional horticultural standards.
Suppression of fires in cases of threat to human lives, property or cemetery monuments.
Remediation of dams and waterways as and when required to meet the requirements of the
NSW Office of Water.
Installation of directional signage.
Re-lettering or addition of inscriptions or attachment of stainless steel plaques to existing
monuments.
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4.

CONCLUSION

We respectfully request that the Heritage Council of New South Wales review the above proposed
SSEs in relation to the proposed State heritage curtilage extension of the Varroville (SHR 00737)
curtilage, and provide feedback and recommendations.
The CMCT look forward to workshopping the above SSEs to ensure that the proposed development
(3293/2017/DA-C) meets the policy requirements of the 2015 CMP, and ensures the long-term
conservation of the State-significant elements of the place.
Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me on

Fiona Binns
Associate Director
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Executive Summary
Urbis has been engaged by Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust to prepare the following Conservation
Management Plan for the subject site, known as 166-176 St Andrews Road, Varroville and comprising the
former Varroville Estate. The CMP accompanies a planning proposal to permit the development of the
site as a cemetery. The site is predominantly zoned 7(d1) (Environmental Protection (Scenic) pursuant
to Clause 8 of the Campbelltown Local Environment Plan (CLEP), and in part zoned 6 (c) Open Space
(Regional). The zoning map also identifies an ‘Escarpment Preservation Area’ across the entire site. The
Planning Proposal seeks to amend the both the CLEP and the dCLEP2014 if adopted by adding
‘cemetery’ as an additional permitted use within both zones as they apply to the subject land.
The CMP was commissioned by CMCT to provide a definitive assessment of the heritage significance of
the Varroville Estate and to provide a framework for the ongoing management of the place, including
decisions about its conservation, future use and development. The report is also intended to provide a
reference for current and future applications for works to the site in order to guide, and mitigate potential
heritage impacts of, future development proposals and works to the site.
The subject site is known as 166-176 St Andrews Road, Varroville and has a land area of approximately
113.37 hectares and forms an irregular shaped parcel of land. The site comprises the following lots:




Lot 22 in Deposited Plan 564065,
Lot B in Deposited Plan 370979,
Lot 1 in Deposited Plan 218016

The subject site surrounds and excludes ‘Varroville House’ however incorporates built and landscape
elements from the former Varroville Estate. Varroville House, being Lot 21 in Deposited Plan 564065, is
listed on the State Heritage Register (SHR) and is also identified as a local heritage item under schedule
1 of the Campbelltown Local Environmental Plan District 8 (Central Hills Lands). The subject allotment(s)
are not listed as a heritage item under any statutory authority.
What is the heritage significance of the Varroville Estate?
The cultural landscape of the subject site is of heritage significance at the state level for its historic values
and for its rarity.
The estate is of historic significance as a large remnant of the ‘Varroville’ estate established by Dr Robert
Townson from 1812 and further developed by a succession of subsequent owners. The subject site
includes substantial remnants of the 19th century farm complex and cultural landscape potentially
associated with the phase of development of the first permanent Varroville homestead (1812- 1858)
including outbuildings, as well as dams, remnant agricultural evidence including vineyard terracing and
evidence of the early access road. Varroville and the estate have been continuously occupied since the
award of the grant in 1810. As a founding and significant estate in the development of the region (from
c.1810), the estate is significant for its role in the early settlement and development of the area as a
farming district and was significant to agriculture and food production and horticultural development in
th
early New South Wales. The former cottage and stables buildings are a good example of 19 century
th
farm buildings and reflect the 19 century development of the farmstead.
The estate also contains a series of dams attributed to Sturt’s ownership, that show characteristics of
having been hand-made and may therefore demonstrate the earliest attempts at water conservation for
agricultural use in the colony.
The estate has a continuity of pastoral and agricultural uses that is becoming rare in the area due to
urban expansion. The cultural landscape around ‘Varroville’ also demonstrates rarity as a largely-intact
setting for an important colonial homestead and as one of the few larger estate landscapes remaining in
the Campbelltown area where the form of the original grant and the former agricultural use of the estate
and its rural landscape character may be appreciated, despite subdivision. Although excised from the
original grant and the main homestead, the lack of development throughout this landscape has allowed
Varroville House to retain its original visual and functional curtilage as a farmhouse set in a pastoral
landscape of quality which is now rare in New South Wales.
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The cultural landscape of the subject site is also of local heritage significance for its associative,
aesthetic, social, and representative values and for its research potential.
Varroville and the estate have strong associations with several individuals and families important in the
development of rural industries in the colony of NSW including agriculture, horticulture, viticulture and
stock breeding. Other occupants were significant figures in exploration, postal services, horse racing and
heritage conservation. This includes Doctor Robert Townson, the original grantee for the estate and the
colony's most highly regarded academic when he arrived in 1807; explorer Charles Sturt, who is credited
with the construction of the dams, James Raymond and Alfred Cheeke. The site is also significant for its
relationship with Bunbury Curran Hill - a viewing point used by both Governor and Mrs Macquarie.
The cultural landscape collectively has high aesthetic significance as the setting of the historic colonial
homestead ‘Varroville’ and a rural landscape of the Scenic Hills. The subject property complements and
allows significant views to and from ‘Varroville’ and to the surrounding rural landscape. Significant views
and visual connections are also retained to and from Bunbury Curran Hill and to other properties from the
estate including Robin Hood farm and Macquarie Fields House, which is visible from the Varroville
homestead.
The cottage and former stables have aesthetic significance as characteristic, albeit modest, 19th century
farm buildings. The timber slab hut is of significance as a potentially early vernacular dwelling, reflecting
the first phase of development of the farm, (1810-1827). Significant landscape features include evidence
of ground modelling for vineyard terracing, evidence of the original/ former drive and the dams, many of
which appear to have survived in what is likely to be their original, hand formed configuration and have
the potential to provide highly significant evidence of this important technological innovation from the
period of early Colonial settlement.
Varroville is also of significance as a representative example of a pioneering homestead comprising early
th
colonial structures, remnant 19 century farm, cultural plantings and landscape elements (including the
access road and remnant ground modelling for vineyard terracing) and remnant forest. The outbuildings
th
are representative of 19 century ancillary farm buildings, characteristic of the period and utilitarian
functions.
The study area has a high probability for an intact archaeological resource that may provide additional
and new evidence of significant phases of the development of the estate, and is likely to produce unique
evidence which will considerably add to the story of its development and management. It is likely to
provide complimentary evidence for the evolution and management of a continuously occupied country
estate that could be compared to other significant colonial homesteads in the Campbelltown and Appin
area and the broader Cumberland Plain such as Bella Vista and Rouse Hill House. Potential remains
include evidence of agricultural practices, Townson’s original hut (c.1810) and the first homestead
(c.1812-17), 19th century development and outbuildings, artefactual evidence, landscape elements and
evidence of the original driveway/ access road. The site also has Indigenous archaeological potential and
significance with archaeological sensitivity mapping for the study area identifying areas of high, moderate,
low and nil archaeological sensitivity.
The Sturt dams have the potential to provide important and very rare physical evidence of one of the
earliest attempts at water conservation for agricultural use in the colony. The site’s natural heritage values
are also regarded as rare; the critically endangered community of MSW and CPW plantings have high
natural significance as a rare remnant natural forest which has important value in terms of biodiversity for
both flora and fauna.
How should the significance of Varroville be managed?
As noted above, the site is subject to a planning proposal and draft Master Plan to permit the
development of the site as a cemetery. CMCT acknowledges that the site is a culturally significant and
important part of Campbelltown and greater Sydney’s heritage and the Masterplan seeks to provide for
the new use in a sympathetic manner, while maintaining and enhancing the identified heritage values of
the site. The cemetery use is regarded as appropriate where the cemetery can be demonstrated not to
impact on the significant heritage or scenic values of the site.
The Statement of significance embodies the core heritage values of the place and all future decisions and
works to the place must be guided by the statement of significance and with consideration for the
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significant setting, spaces, views, built and landscape elements identified in this CMP as well as the
identified archaeological potential and significance. Reference should be made to the significance
assessment provided in section 5. Careful planning and design is essential if the significance of the
cultural landscape is to be retained and protected.
The site should be managed in accordance with the principles and recognised conservation methodology
of the ICOMOS Burra Charter 2013 and the relevant legislation as set out in section 6 and management
principles in section 7. Reference should also be made to the policy in section 8, which is intended to
provide a framework to make decisions that maintain and enhance the heritage characteristics of the
place whilst providing for the new use.
The outbuildings group is in need of urgent conservation works and to assist the CMCT to manage the
heritage significance of the place in perpetuity and to facilitate its continued use, the schedules of
conservation and maintenance works provided in section 9 should be adopted and implemented.
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Introduction

1.1

BRIEF

Urbis has been engaged by Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust to prepare the following Conservation
Management Plan (CMP).
The purpose of the CMP is to provide a careful analysis of why the item is significant, policies on how to
retain its significance, and conservation strategies to ensure its long term viability. A conservation
management plan (the plan) details why an item is considered to be of heritage significance and outlines
policies to retain this significance while allowing for re-use, possible future development and ongoing
conservation, management and maintenance.
This report seeks to address the Estate by investigating the natural and cultural heritage significance of
the place, incorporating setting, outbuildings and structures, significant landscape features and the
important relationship between these elements.

1.2

BACKGROUND

Urbis has been engaged by Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust to prepare the following Conservation
Management Plan for the subject site, known as 166-176 St Andrews Road, Varroville and comprising the
former Varroville Estate. The CMP accompanies a planning proposal to permit the development of the
site as a cemetery. The site is predominantly zoned 7(d1) (Environmental Protection (Scenic) pursuant
to Clause 8 of the Campbelltown Local Environment Plan (CLEP), and in part zoned 6 (c) Open Space
(Regional). The zoning map also identifies an ‘Escarpment Preservation Area’ across the entire site. It is
noted that the draft Campbelltown Local Environmental Plan 2014 (DCLEP) proposes to transition the
sites zoning to E3 Environmental Management and RE1 Public Recreation. The Planning Proposal seeks
to amend the both the CLEP and the dCLEP2014 if adopted by adding ‘cemetery’ as an additional
permitted use within both zones as they apply to the subject land.
The subject site surrounds and excludes ‘Varroville House’ however incorporates built and landscape
elements from the former Varroville Estate (refer Figure 1). Varroville House, being Lot 21 in Deposited
Plan 564065, is listed on the State Heritage Register (SHR) and is also identified as a local heritage item
under schedule 1 of the Campbelltown Local Environmental Plan District 8 (Central Hills Lands). The
subject allotment(s) are not listed as a heritage item under any statutory authority.

1.3

SITE LOCATION

The study area (refer Figure 1and Figure 3) is located within a rural setting at 166-176 St Andrews Road,
Varroville. The Hume Highway lies to the south of the study area, rural and residential properties are
located along the northern and eastern boundaries. St Andrews Road bounds the study area to the west.
Access to the property is via St Andrews Road and to the immediate north of the Hume Highway. The
former drive which accessed Campbelltown Road has been made redundant by the South Western
Motorway/ Hume Highway, and there is no direct access to Campbelltown Road or the motorway. The
property is located approximately 7.5 kilometres (by direct line) north east of Campbelltown City Centre
and approximately 38 kilometres (by direct line) south west of the Sydney Central Business District
(CBD). The study area comprises approximately 113.37 hectares, is approximately 1.6km long by 800m
wide.
It is part of an area known as the Scenic Hills (Landscape Unit 1) which offers complex topography, rich
views with depth of field, contrasting vegetation in creeks and in ridge tops together with colonial cultural
landscapes of Bunya Pines and other introduced species of large trees typical of the era.
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FIGURE 1 – SITE LOCATION

SOURCE: SPATIAL INFORMATION EXCHANGE 2013

SOURCE: SPATIAL INFORMATION EXCHANGE 2013
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1.4

METHODOLOGY

This Conservation Management Plan has been prepared in accordance with the NSW Heritage Manual
(1996), the Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter (updated 2013) and The Conservation Plan by James
Semple Kerr (2013).
The report is structured as follows:


Section 1 – Introduction: incorporating an explanation of the project brief/ background,
methodology, limitations, author identification, acknowledgements and identification of site location.



Section 2 – Site Description: incorporating asset and site description, use and operation, curtilage
and condition assessment.



Section 3 – History: historical overview of the place (and associated Varroville House) and relevant
historical themes.



Section 4 – Comparative Analysis: considers the site in the context of like homesteads to inform
the assessment/ understanding of significance.



Section 5 – Significance: assessment and statement of heritage significance, identification of
significant elements and archaeological potential



Section 6 – Heritage Listings and Statutory Obligations: identifies statutory listings and
obligations under various legislation



Section 7: Obligations and Constraints: identifies factors governing the management of the
significance of the place as well as and the process for management of Varroville Estate to aid in
developing conservation policies.



Section 8: Conservation Policies: policies to manage the items significance and implementation
strategies for the policies.



Section 9: Conservation and Maintenance Schedules: provides schedules to guide conservation
and maintenance of the outbuildings group.



Section 10 – Bibliography and References.



Appendix A - Heritage Inventory Form



Appendix B – Site Survey Plans



Appendix C and D - Archaeological Assessments: Assessment of archaeological potential and
significance (prepared by Artefact Heritage)



Appendix E – Previous Condition Reports: includes previous reports on the condition of the
outbuildings (prepared by Graham Brooks and Associates)

1.5

AUTHOR IDENTIFICATION AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The following report has been prepared by Fiona Binns (Senior Heritage Consultant). Conservation and
Maintenance Schedules have been prepared by Kate Paterson (Associate Director/ Architect). Stephen
Davies (Director) has reviewed and endorsed its content.
This report has been prepared in conjunction with:


Chris Betteridge (Director) (Betteridge Consulting Pty Ltd t/a MUSEcape)
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Archaeological Assessment has been prepared by Artefact Heritage:


Josh Symons (Senior Heritage Consultant / Archaeologist)



Anna Foroozani (Heritage Consultant)



Jenny Winnett (Senior Heritage Consultant) and



Abi Cryerhall (Principal, Historic Heritage).

Unless otherwise stated, all drawings, illustrations and photographs are the work of Urbis.
Landscape plans have been prepared by Florence Jacquet, Landscape Architect (as referenced).
The authors would also like to acknowledge the following people/ groups for their assistance with the
compilation of historical research for this report:


Campbelltown Council, Local Studies Library,



Campbelltown and Airds Historical Society (CAHS), and



Nicholas Smolonogov (Manager Executive Services) Campbelltown City Council.

1.6

LIMITATIONS

This report has been informed by site inspections undertaken during 2013 and 2015 in conjunction with
the Catholic Cemeteries Trust. Survey methodology included inspection of the main group of outbuildings
on the southern side of the site, vehicle survey of the paddocks and inspection of views from Bunbury
Curran Hill, among other sites. With regard to the outbuildings, access was limited as follows:


The slab hut is in a ruinous condition. Regrowth scrub is present throughout the area and has
completely enclosed the rear of the slab hut, the roof has collapsed inwards and the southern
verandah has collapsed. The interior of the hut was not able to be accessed. Assessment of exterior
fabric is limited.



Inspection of the cottage was limited to general and non-invasive inspection. No access was provided
to roof spaces or sub floors.



The former coach house is in a dangerous condition and has been cordoned off. The building was
therefore not able to be accessed internally and no measurements were undertaken.



The interior of the collapsed galvanised shed building was not inspected.

Varroville House is under separate ownership and is excluded from the subject site. It was not accessed
for the purposes of this study and no assessment of the house is provided herein. Significance and site
history has however been considered in relation to Varroville House. The House is subject to a separate
CMP (revised 1999) and policy within that document has been considered herein, where it relates to the
subject property (e.g. in relation to views and setting).
Research of primary and secondary sources has not determined specific construction dates for the
majority of the outbuildings. Assumptions have therefore been made on the basis of physical assessment
and stylistic character, complemented by the historical record where available. Additional research is
unlikely to further document the outbuildings; however physical investigation, either in the form of
archaeological investigations or physical works to the buildings themselves will enable further
understanding of the site.

4
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In addition to numerous electronic resources, Urbis has undertaken research at a number of repositories
for the purposes of this study including the following:


The State Library of NSW



Campbelltown City Council



Campbelltown Local Studies Library



Campbelltown and Airds Historical Society



The Caroline Simpson Library



Land and Property Information
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2

Site Description

2.1

SITE LOCATION, DESCRIPTION AND ACCESS

The subject site is known as 166-176 St Andrews Road, Varroville and has a land area of approximately
113.37 hectares and forms an irregular shaped parcel of land. The site comprises the following lots:




Lot 22 in Deposited Plan 564065,
Lot B in Deposited Plan 370979,
Lot 1 in Deposited Plan 218016

FIGURE 2 – SITE PLAN AND ANALYSIS

SOURCE: FLORENCE JAQUET LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT

The subject site forms part of what was originally the Varroville Estate (c.1810), which comprised 1,000
acres (approximately 404 hectares). The subject site excludes the remaining Varroville House lot (being
Lot 21, DP 564065 and comprising approximately 8 acres) as well as the Sweeney’s Scenic Riding
Ranch (lot 1 of DP 541916 and comprising more than 200 hectares) to the east of the site, which are
under separate respective ownership (refer to the plan at Figure 3 which shows the site area and relevant
associated Lot/DPs from the former Estate).
Varroville is one of the few early estates remaining in the Campbelltown Area where the form of the
original grant and the former agricultural use of the estate are still appreciable to any great extent.
The estate has been associated with various farming activities, viticulture, orcharding, stock breeding, a
horse stud, pasture and dairying and contains a complex of outbuildings in the southwest.
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FIGURE 3 – SITE LOCATION SHOWING THE SUBJECT LOT PLANS AND FORMER VARROVILLE ESTATE LOTS

SOURCE: SPATIAL INFORMATION EXCHANGE 2013

The property is located within a rural setting and is surrounded by rural residential landholdings to the
north, the Hume Highway and the suburb of St Andrews to the south, the former Scenic Hills Riding
Ranch and rural land to the east, and Our Lady of Mt Carmel Catholic Church and Mt Carmel Catholic
Retreat Centre to the west. The Ingleburn industrial precinct extends along the southern side of the Hume
Highway to the south east of the subject property.

2.2

LANDSCAPE

The subject site is in the Campbelltown City local government area and has been designated part of the
Scenic Hills. The hills as a landscape structure run south west from south of Liverpool to about Mt Annan.
They visually and physically separate the Georges River catchment to the east from the South Creek
catchment of the Hawkesbury Nepean system to the west. Relative to Campbelltown, the rural break was
1
predominantly conceived as the view westward from urban toward rural land.

1

Richard Lamb and Associates, 2013: Response to RFI from Campbelltown Council: Planning Proposal to
Campbelltown Council by the Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust. Assessment of Visual Opportunities and
Constraints in Relation to the Zone Objectives. Report prepared for Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust pg 5
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2.2.1

TOPOGRAPHY

Topographically, the Scenic Hills are the side slopes of Wianamatta series sediments of the Cumberland
Basin Land System eroded by the creeks of the Georges River in the past, such as Bunbury Curran and
Bow Bowing Creeks. They appear to be hills when seen from the east in the Georges River catchment
and relatively flat to undulating topography when seen from the west. Some residual hilltops occur along
the range such as Badgalley Hill, Bunbury Curran Hill and the hill at Raby Reservoir (unnamed), to the
north. Part of the Bunbury Curran Hill range is on the subject site and the Smiths trig at 154m AHD is the
2
highest land in the vicinity and inside the site close to the north west corner of the subject site.
The Varroville Estate is situated on a steady southeastern sloping landscape parallel to St Andrews Road
with a steeper incline towards the vegetated northern boundary. The site forms part of the Bunbury
Curran Creek Catchment, with small creeks and tributaries across the site draining south east, joining
until they reach the Creek.
In common with other areas of the Scenic Hills, the subject site is predominantly of an open and largely
cleared character, with a small number of buildings, stands of remnant vegetation and water bodies.
Where present, native vegetation has a riparian structure due to small creeks and tributaries running
through the site. In most areas, trees are around 15-25m tall, with a limited mid-storey which is mostly
made up of weeds such as African Olive, and a ground layer of grasses and herbs. The vegetation is
3
highly modified throughout the study area due to previous clearing.

2
3

Ibid.
Travers Bushfire and Ecology, 2013, Ecological Constraints Assessment Lot 1 DP 218016, Lot B DP 370979 & Lot
22 DP 564065 166-176 St. Andrews Road Varroville, NSW: 4
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FIGURE 4 – TOPOGRAPHIC PLAN

SOURCE: FLORENCE JAQUET LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
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2.2.2

ENDANGERED ECOLOGICAL COMMUNITIES (EEC)

The site incorporates remnant endangered ecological communities, specifically Cumberland Plain
Woodland (CPW) and Moist Shale Woodland in varying conditions. Cumberland Plain Woodland occurs
on the gentle topography in the mid and lower slopes of the study area. Moist Shale Woodland occurs on
the steeper south-facing slopes in the northern most part of the study area. Swamp Sclerophyll Forest on
4
Coastal occurs on the adjoining crown lands . Aerial photography in 1947, 1955 and 1961(Figure 33,
Figure 35 and Figure 36) shows the subject property to be largely cleared for grazing, with only scattered
trees, presumably remnants of the original vegetation community or regrowth thereof. Extant communities
largely represent regrowth.
The CPW encompasses the remnant native terrestrial vegetation south of the escarpment. There is
approximately 9.69ha of moderate-high and 2.76ha of low condition Cumberland Plain Woodland present
within the study area. The canopy comprises mostly a mixture of Eucalyptus tereticornis and Eucalyptus
moluccana to a height of between 15-25m. The mid-storey is largely dominated by the exotic African
Olive trees. Where native midstorey was present, the diversity is very low and generally incorporates
Bursaria spinosa var. spinosa. The ground layer was found to be sparse in the majority of remnants due
to a lack of light and competition from African Olives. Present native species include Microlaena stipoides,
Oplismenus aemulus, Themeda australis, Glycine clandestina, Brunoniella pumilio, Dichondra repens,
5
Cheilanthes sieberi and Solanum prinophyllum.
FIGURE 5 – VIEW OF THE DENSELY TREED NORTHERN PROPERTY BOUNDARY AND SHOWING NATIVE VEGETATION

PICTURE 1 – VIEW OF THE DENSELY TREED NORTHERN PROPERTY BOUNDARY
SOURCE CMCT VARROVILLE FLYOVER

There is approximately 9.53ha of Moist Shale Woodland on the site. This vegetation community
encompasses the remnant vegetation on the escarpment. There is approximately 6.48ha of moderatehigh and 3.05ha of low condition Moist Shale Woodland. The canopy comprises mostly a mixture of
Eucalyptus tereticornis and Eucalyptus moluccana to a height of between 20-30m. The mid-storey is
largely dominated by the exotic African Olive trees. Native midstorey demonstrates low diversity generally
restricted to Acacia implexa and less frequently Bursaria spinosa var. spinosa. The ground layer was
found to be sparse in the majority of remnants due to a lack of light and competition from African Olives.

4
5

Ibid i
Ibid 13
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Ground layer vegetation includes Oplismenus aemulus, Themeda australis, Dichondra repens and
6
Cyperus gracilis.
African Olives are abundant on the escarpment, in particular, on the eastern side where it is the primary
vegetation type. Severe African Olive infestations account for 7.3ha of vegetation coverage within the
7
site.

2.3

CULTURAL LANDSCAPE

The character of the landscape prior to coverage of the subject property by aerial photography post World
War II can only be gleaned from documentary evidence in the form of primary and secondary sources
such as press articles, advertisements, books and previous reports on the subject property or Varroville.
Wine researcher Dr Philip Norrie states:
“Dr Townson had been living off his capital since arriving in Australia and fearing financial ruin he devoted
himself to developing ‘Varroville’ to the exclusion of everything else. The property became a showpiece
with orchards, gardens, sheep whose fine wool was in great demand, prime cattle and a vineyard that
8
was ‘second only to that of Gregory Blaxland.”
9

In a newspaper article about the history of Parramatta’s Woolpack Inn in 1935 it was reported that at the
second annual banquet of the newly-formed Australian Agricultural Society held at the inn on 30 January
1823, the entire dessert of eighteen fruits was supplied from the gardens of Dr Townson and Mr Piper.
This was seen as concrete proof of the colony’s progress in horticulture during 1822. A follow-up letter to
10
the editor of the Sydney Morning Herald also mentions that in 1935 “about Townson’s old home
[Varroville] may be seen the relics of what was once the finest orchard in the colony.”
The present land use is rural/ grazing and the majority of the Study Area has been previously cleared for
agricultural uses. Reference should be made to the site survey plans at Appendix B and the topographic
plan at Figure 4.

2.3.1

EXOTIC VEGETATION

Aerial photography in 1947, 1955 and 1961(Figure 33, Figure 35 and Figure 36) shows the subject
property to be largely cleared for grazing, with only scattered trees, presumably remnants of the original
vegetation community or regrowth thereof. Exotic plantings within the present estate are largely limited to
the driveway from St Andrews Road to the group of farm outbuildings which was constructed c1950s
presumably to serve the new dairy constructed by the Jackamans c1952. Trees planted along the new
drive are just visible in the 1955 air photo and are most likely the extant mix of Erythrina x sykesii (coral
tree) and Olea europaea ssp. cuspidata (African olive).
The original drive from Campbelltown Road to the homestead is still clearly visible in historical aerials, but
today is less discernible, apparent as a depression in the landscape. It is apparent on the southern
section of the site, however further east, has been impacted by the introduction of the motorway. There is
no evidence of introduced avenue plantings along the original drive.

6

Ibid 13-14
Ibid 14
8
Gregory Blaxland, who crossed the Blue Mountains with Wentworth and Lawson in 1813, had carried out initial
experiments with vine cuttings sometime after 1806, then had more success at ‘Brush Farm’ near present day
Eastwood in 1816 and was the first to export Australian wine in 1822. (Norrie 1990, p.8)
9
Sydney Morning Herald 20 July 1935, accessed at http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article17188946 on 30 September
2015
10
Sydney Morning Herald 24 July 1935, p8, accessed at http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article17193948
7
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FIGURE 6 – VIEWS OF THE DRIVEWAY

PICTURE 2 – VIEW WEST TO THE OUTBUILDINGS ON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY, WITH THE C.1950S DRIVEWAY
PLANTINGS OF AFRICAN OLIVE AND CORAL TREES LINING THE ROAD (WITH THE DAIRY BUILDING BEYOND)

PICTURE 3 – VIEW WEST TO THE OUTBUILDINGS ON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY, WITH THE C.1950S DRIVEWAY
PLANTINGS OF AFRICAN OLIVE AND CORAL TREES LINING THE ROAD (WITH THE FORMER COACH HOUSE
BEYOND)

The Varroville homestead and garden are on a separate title from the subject property and are not part of
this CMP but the subject property is a large part of the original Varroville Estate and is an important
element of its cultural landscape setting. The garden at ‘Varroville’ has been documented in the report
Colonial landscapes of the Cumberland Plain and Camden, NSW: A survey of selected pre-1860 cultural
11
landscapes from Wollondilly to Hawkesbury LGAs . The garden was altered by the Jackamans in the
1950s with the simple layout and mature plantings supplemented with a gazebo, pool and a small garden
in the then popular ‘Italian’ style. When viewed from within the subject property, ‘Varroville’ sits in a
mature landscape dominated by several large specimens of Ficus macrophylla (Moreton Bay fig) which
define the northern and southern edges of the garden proper, as well as Olea europaea ssp. cuspidata
(African olive), Araucaria cunninghamii (hoop pine), cypresses, Lagunaria patersonia (Norfolk Island
hibiscus), Tecomaria capensis (Cape honeysuckle), Melia azederach var.australasica (White cedars),
Schinus molle var.areira (Pepper Tree) and Erythrina sp., probably E.indica or E x sykesii (Coral Trees),
among others.
The kitchen garden, laid out in 1809 and described in Sturt’s 1839 sale advertisement may have occupied
sloping ground to the north west of the house. The oldest colonial plantings appear to be located in the

11

Britton and Morris 2000
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tennis court area east of the house, which suggests that this may be the site of the previous house on the
12
property (built by Townson and lived in by Sturt and Raymond).
The few trees and shrubs now growing in the vicinity of the outbuildings on the subject property include a
rough-barked eucalypt, Norfolk Island pine and crepe myrtle and are relatively recent plantings from the
second half of the 20th century.
FIGURE 7 – LATE 20TH CENTURY TREE PLANTINGS IN THE VICINITY OF THE OUTBUILDINGS GROUP

SOURCE: MUSECAPE 2015

2.3.2

DAMS AND MODIFIED WATERCOURSES

There are presently 10 dams on the subject site. Analysis of aerial views indicated that 5 of the 10 dams
were present prior to 1947 (being dams 2, 4, 6, 10 and 11) (refer to Figure 9 for dam numbering). Captain
Charles Sturt reportedly altered watercourses and put water holes (dams) in every paddock in the 1830s,
13
thereafter citing Varroville as a model of water conservation. It is not known however, how many dams
Sturt constructed at the property and it has not been determined that the pre-1940s dams indeed
correspond to Sturt’s phase of occupation. Analysis of historic aerials suggests dams 3 and 5 may have
been constructed between 1956 and 1961 while dams 7-9 on the north side of the site appear to postdate 1955.
The subject site mostly drains in a south easterly direction into Bunbury Curran Creek, then into the
greater Georges River Catchment. The watercourses of the site and its associated catchment are split by
14
St Andrews Road and in part flow through Mount Carmel Catholic High School. An assessment of the
watercourses undertaken by Travers Bushfire and Ecology divided the site into three catchments, being
the western (catchment A), south eastern (catchment B) and north eastern watercourses. The report also
15
credits Sturt with having established the western lakes (catchment A). An aerial view showing the dams
is provided at Figure 9. The given dam numbering corresponds to the 2013 Travers Watercourse
Assessment.

12

Office of Environment and Heritage, State Heritage Inventory: Varroville:
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=5045252
13
Sturt, N., Life of Charles Sturt, Elder & Co., London, 1899, & Sale notice in the Australian, 31st January 1839
14
Ibid 4
15
Travers Bushfire and Ecology, September 2013: Watercourse Assessment Lot 1 DP 218016, Lot B DP 370979 &
Lot 22 DP 564065, 166-176 St. Andrews Road, Varroville, pg 3
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Catchment A, (referring to dams 2-9) incorporates two large dams with functional spillways, with dams 2
and 3 interconnected by the spillway. Dams 2, 3, 6, 7 and 8 are noted as stable. Dam 9 is small and does
16
not hold significant water. In relation to Catchment B (the south eastern watercourses) the report notes
that dam 11 (presumably) has been artificially created. Dam 10 is noted as small and has been breached
17
in the main wall but still holds water.
FIGURE 8 – VIEWS AND AERIAL VIEWS OF THE DAMS AND WATERCOURSES

PICTURE 4 – VIEW SOUTHWEST ACROSS THE PROPERTY TOWARDS ST ANDREWS ROAD AND SHOWING THE
CHAIN OF DAMS ALONG THE WESTERN BOUNDARY (THE WESTERN LAKES, DAMS 5,4,3 AND 2)
SOURCE CMCT VARROVILLE FLYOVER

PICTURE 5 – VIEW ACROSS THE LARGE DAM EAST OF
THE HOMESTEAD GROUP (DAM 11)

16
17

PICTURE 6 – VIEW WEST ACROSS DAM 5, THE DAM
SHOWN IN THE FOREGROUND OF PICTURE 4 ABOVE

Ibid 9
Ibid 23
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FIGURE 10 – AERIAL VIEWS OF THE SITE SHOWING REMNANT VINEYARD TERRACING

PICTURE 8 – AERIAL VIEW NORTH OVER VARROVILLE HOUSE AND SHOWING TERRACING ON SLOPES OF THE HILL
TO THE NORTHEAST. VARROVILLE HOUSE IS EXCLUDED FROM THE SUBJECT SITE
SOURCE CMCT VARROVILLE FLYOVER

PICTURE 9 – VIEW WEST ACROSS THE SITE TOWARDS THE DAMS AND ST ANDREWS ROAD, AND SHOWING
REMNANT TERRACING ON THE SLOPES OF THE HILL
SOURCE CMCT VARROVILLE FLYOVER

16

SITE DESCRIPTION

URBIS
CMP_166-176 ST ANDREWS RD VARROVILLE ESTATE_OCTOBER_2015

PICTURE 10 – VIEW WEST TOWARDS ST ANDREWS ROAD, SHOWING REMNANT TERRACING IN FRONT OF
VARROVILLE HOUSE AND THE COACH HOUSE (AT LEFT)

PICTURE 11 – VIEW OF REMNANT TERRACING
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Varroville House is a substantial single-storey symmetrical rendered brick house in a 'U' shape with two
rear wings, designed by the architects, Weaver and Kemp in the Victorian Regency style and dating from
1858-9. The roof, originally shingled, is now covered with corrugated iron. The house appears to occupy
the site of the previous house (Townson’s house c.1813) and the kitchen of the northern wing
incorporates the sandstone chimneypiece of a previous service wing. Its room uses are known from an
18
1876 sale advertisement and the interior is moderately intact.

2.5

OUTBUILDINGS
th

th

The subject site incorporates a group of 19 and 20 century outbuildings on the southern side of the site,
south of the main house. The buildings are generally oriented to the north east and comprise the former
coach house/ machine shed, a cottage, dairy building, timber slab hut, and timber barn, as well as the
ruins of a large shed and a chicken coop/ shed and other modest structures. These buildings are
discussed below in detail. The original drive from Campbelltown Road to the homestead is still clearly
visible in historical aerials, but today is less discernible, apparent as a depression in the landscape,
running from Campbelltown road and in front of the outbuildings group to the east. The original driveway
was made redundant by the motorway and the outbuildings are now accessed via a later 1950s driveway
from St Andrews Road.
As detailed in section 2.2.1, the Varroville Estate is situated on a steady southeastern sloping landscape
parallel to St Andrews Road with a steeper incline towards the vegetated northern boundary. The main
house and outbuildings are located on the lower slopes of the hill, consistent with rural development in
the scenic hills.
FIGURE 12 – AERIAL VIEW OF THE OUTBUILDINGS GROUP WITH THE LOCATION OF THE ORIGINAL DRIVEWAY
INDICATED

SOURCE CMCT VARROVILLE FLYOVER

18

Office of Environment and Heritage, State Heritage Inventory: Varroville:
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=5045252
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2.5.1

THE FORMER COACH HOUSE/ MACHINE SHED

An exact date of construction for the coach house has not been determined; however the form and
materiality, incorporating early wood fired brick and shingled roof suggest a late colonial/ early Victorian
construction (c.1830-1860). Various sale records from the period make reference to a coach house;
however specifics as to the location or form of the building are not available.
The original form of the building comprised a simple gabled structure with a broken back skillion roof wing
at the rear. Views of the building c.1935 (Figure 32) illustrate that the principal eastern façade was
enclosed with a wide bay of double timber doors, while the northernmost section of the façade was
masonry, with a single door opening to a separate utility room. The northern façade features a double
hung window at the ground floor, with a second matching window within the gabled roof and a vent on the
rear skillion section of the façade. The southern façade retains remnants of a pulley and timber ledge
within the gable end, for storage within the roof/ loft. The original roof was shingled and is retained
beneath the galvanised sheeting on the eastern façade.
The building was modified in the early 1950s for use as a machinery shed, incorporating a new verandah
to the eastern façade. This incorporated provision of steel and timber framing to facilitate access for
trucks. The extended masonry sections are of breeze block construction, with a rendered finish. A new
th
room addition was also constructed at the northern end of the verandah in the latter part of the 20
century.
FIGURE 13 – VIEWS OF THE FORMER COACH HOUSE/ MACHINERY SHED

PICTURE 13 – THE PRINCIPAL EASTERN FAÇADE
SOURCE: ARTEFACT HERITAGE

PICTURE 14 – THE REAR OF THE FORMER COACH
HOUSE HAS COLLAPSED AND THE TIMBER SHINGLED
ROOF IS EXPOSED

PICTURE 15 – THE SOUTHERN FAÇADE

PICTURE 16 – THE NORTHERN FAÇADE
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The interior is largely open plan, divided into east (front) and west (rear) sections. The eastern section
features a concrete floor, while the rear section is an earth floor. The timber roof truss is exposed, and the
underside of the original timber shingles is able to be viewed. The masonry structure has a painted finish.
Views of the interior are provided below at Figure 14
The building is currently in extremely poor and dangerous condition, with the rear portion of the western
roof structure having collapsed, leaving the original shingle roof exposed. Ground settlement has caused
major cracks in the northern, southern and western walls and sections of the brickwork in the northern
wall of the main room are failing, with a large area of the inner skin of the double brick wall having
collapsed. The wall is also affected by rising damp. The fin walls of the skillion section at the rear indicate
movement and there is major cracking along the juncture with the gabled main section of the building.
The hard wood roof framing has suffered from dry rot and pest activity.
The structure has presently been cordoned off and is not safe to access.
FIGURE 14 – INTERIOR VIEWS OF THE FORMER COACH HOUSE

PICTURE 17 – DETAIL OF THE ROOF, STRUCTURE AND
SOUTHERN FAÇADE GABLE WINDOW (ENCLOSED)

PICTURE 18 – VIEW NORTH WITHIN THE MAIN ROOM

PICTURE 19 – VIEW SOUTH WITHIN THE MAIN ROOM

PICTURE 20 – VIEW OF THE UTILITY ROOM (NORTH
SIDE)

SOURCE: URBIS 2013
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SOURCE: URBIS 2013
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FIGURE 15 – FLOOR AND ROOF PLAN OF THE FORMER COACH HOUSE

PICTURE 21 – FLOOR PLAN OF THE FORMER COACH HOUSE (NOT TO SCALE)

PICTURE 22 – ROOF PLAN OF THE FORMER COACH HOUSE (NOT TO SCALE)
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2.5.2

THE TIMBER SLAB HUT

The slab hut is likely to date to the early 1800s. Townson is recorded to have lived in a very
uncomfortable manner while on his grant in 1812 and it has been speculated (although not documented)
that the slab hut may have been Townson’s first residence at Varroville (refer section 3.2.1). Such
buildings were typical of the colonial period and the slab hut may have served as a temporary residence
until the farm turned a profit and a more substantial dwelling of brick or stone could be built.
The slab hut is in a ruinous condition. Regrowth scrub is present throughout the area and has completely
enclosed the rear of the slab hut, the roof has collapsed inwards and the southern verandah has
collapsed. The interior of the hut was not able to be accessed assessment of exterior fabric is limited. The
building is constructed of vertical timber slabs and originally featured a low pitched gabled roof with gable
vents. It was a residence in the 1950s but more recently was used as a laundry. Views of the slab hut in
2004 (Figure 39) illustrate that the hut had been modified with a concrete floor, and sheet lined interior.
FIGURE 16 – THE TIMBER SLAB HUT

PICTURE 23 – VIEW NORTHWEST TOWARDS THE SLAB
HUT, OBSCURED BY REGROWTH VEGETATION

PICTURE 24 – THE EASTERN ELEVATION OF THE SLAB
HUT

PICTURE 25 – VIEW TOWARDS THE SOUTHERN
FAÇADE, SHOWING THE COLLAPSED VERANDAH ROOF

PICTURE 26 – DETAIL OF THE TIMBER SLABS
(SOUTHERN FAÇADE)

2.5.3

THE COTTAGE

An exact date of construction for the cottage has not been determined; however the form and materiality,
suggest a mid-late Victorian construction (c.1860-1880).
Constructed in timber, weatherboard and masonry; the principal eastern and rear western facades are
weatherboard and the northern and southern gable ends are masonry with brick chimneys. The principal
eastern façade features a central entry and three refurbished double hung timber windows. The roof is
gabled, clad in corrugated iron (over the original timber shingle), with a verandah supported on timber
posts. The verandah is concreted with stone sandstone flagged path leading to the entry. There is a
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hipped roofed vent on the ridge line of the gable. At the rear, a small skillion roofed projection houses the
WC (accessed internally).
The cottage originally served as two dwellings with the second doorway adjacent to the central entry (on
the north side) infilled sometime after the 1950s. A low pitched skillion roofed extension wraps around the
south western corner of the cottage, constructed in the early 1950s, reportedly from a prefabricated
19
migrant hostel. It is understood that the Jackamans substantially reconstructed the cottage, noting that
when they purchased Varroville, the cottage had no internal walls, a dirt floor and the southern wall is
20
described as having “disappeared” although it is assumed that this likely refers to the external
weatherboard rather than the structure itself. Internal joinery, dropped ceilings, timber floors and
lightweight walls date to the 1950s reconstruction and the eastern verandah was also reconstructed at
this time.
FIGURE 17 – THE COTTAGE

PICTURE 27 – THE PRINCIPAL EASTERN FAÇADE

PICTURE 28 – VIEW NORTH WEST TO THE COTTAGE
AND SHOWING THE 1950S ADDITION

PICTURE 29 – THE REAR OF THE COTTAGE AND WING
ADDITION

PICTURE 30 – THE NORTHERN MASONRY FAÇADE AND
CHIMNEY

Internally, the main cottage is divided into a main living area, with three bedrooms, bathroom and kitchen.
There is one internal masonry wall, which is thought to be original, dividing the two formerly separate
residences. The rear southern extension is accessed via the kitchen. The flooring is timber and appears
to be salvaged as the profiles are consistent with the likely Victorian period of the cottage. There is a
suspended ceiling (c.1950s) obscuring the original timber lined underside of the gabled roof. The
bathroom and kitchen are modern (c.1950s).

19

Tanner, Howard, 22/02/2003 in correspondence from Cherry Jackaman to the General Manager Campbelltown
Council 13/02/2003
20
Ibid.
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FIGURE 18 – INTERNAL VIEWS

PICTURE 31 – VIEW SOUTH TOWARDS THE LIVING
ROOM FIREPLACE. NOTE THAT THE INTERIOR WAS
FULLY REFURBISHED IN THE 1950S (R1)

PICTURE 32 – VIEW OF THE BEDROOM/ FORMER LIVING
AREA (R2). IT IS NOTED THAT THE FIREPLACE HAS
BEEN COVERED WITH MASONITE SHEETING

PICTURE 33 – VIEW ACROSS THE LIVING ROOM R1 TO
THE FRONT ENTRY AND R2 WITH THE BATHROOM AND
R4 ENTRIES AT LEFT

PICTURE 34 – THE BATHROOM AND WC (R5)

PICTURE 35 – THE KITCHEN (R6)

PICTURE 36 – THE BATHROOM AND WC (R5)
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FIGURE 19 – COTTAGE FLOOR AND ROOF PLANS

PICTURE 37 – FLOOR PLAN OF THE COTTAGE

PICTURE 38 – ROOF PLAN OF THE COTTAGE
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2.5.4

TIMBER BARN
th

th

The barn appears to be of late 19 / early 20 century construction and is a simple rectangular form, of
timber and weatherboard construction, with a gabled roof, clad in corrugated iron. The eastern façade is
the most intact, presenting a simple weatherboard façade with plain bargeboards to the gable end and
the only decoration being the gable vent. The structure incorporates a low level brick wall at the base
(rebuilt) and supporting timbers have been propped on concrete piers. The northern and southern sides
appear to have been open, with the north side retaining a decorated pointed timber valance. There is a
partial concrete floor with an earthen floor at the eastern end.
The barn is in a derelict condition, having partially collapsed. The original extent of the building is
indicated by the retention of the western timber post of the building frame. Historic aerials suggest that
the building attached to a larger shed on its southern side, the ruins of which survive, to the south and
southwest of the building.
FIGURE 20 – VIEWS OF THE TIMBER BARN

PICTURE 39 – VIEW SOUTHWEST TO THE TIMBER BARN

PICTURE 40 – VIEW EAST TO THE TIMBER BARN

PICTURE 41 – DETAIL OF THE GABLED ROOF AND VENT

PICTURE 42 – DETAIL OF THE REMNANT POINTED
TIMBER VALANCE

th

The building houses a remnant 19 century wool press which is partially intact, however the provenance
of the press is unknown and anecdotal information indicates that it is in separate ownership.
The timber barn is shown in historical photos and aerials from the 1940s.

2.5.5

THE DAIRY

The dairy building and associated concrete slab to the rear was constructed between 1952 and 1955 by
the Jackamans. The building is a masonry structure of breeze block construction with a rendered finish,
semi open to the eastern façade and with a gabled timber framed and corrugated asbestos cement sheet
roof. The interior features a concrete floor and vaulted and sheet lined ceiling. A later attached concrete
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structure at the rear houses animal stalls. The building is reportedly built to a standard specification for
21
dairy buildings of the period and was common across NSW.
FIGURE 21 – VIEWS OF THE DAIRY

PICTURE 43 – VIEW NORTH TO THE DAIRY SHOWING
THE PRINCIPAL EASTERN FAÇADE

PICTURE 44 – VIEW EAST TO THE REAR OF THE DAIRY

PICTURE 45 – VIEW SOUTH TO THE DIARY

PICTURE 46 – THE INTERIOR OF THE DAIRY

PICTURE 47 – VIEW OF THE STALL DOORS

PICTURE 48 – VIEW OF THE VAULTED CEILING

21

Ibid
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2.5.6

OTHER OUTBUILDINGS AND STRUCTURES

There are a number of ancillary corrugated iron sheds and remnant ruinous structures in the vicinity of the
timber barn and dairy buildings as well as fences and yard structures including remnants of post and rail
fencing. There is evidence of other former structures such as in ground footings, wells and cisterns. To
th
the rear of the cottage there is a later 20 century chicken coop and water tank and the remains of a
contemporary brick structure.
FIGURE 22 – REMNANT STRUCTURES

PICTURE 49 – RUIN OF A FORMER SHED BUILDING
ASSOCIATED WITH THE TIMBER BARN

PICTURE 50 – GALVANISED SHED TO THE SOUTH OF
THE TIMBER BARN

PICTURE 51 – CONTEMPORARY FENCING AND STALLS
BETWEEN THE TIMBER BARN AND DAIRY BUILDINGS

PICTURE 52 –CHICKEN COOP AND TANK

PICTURE 53 – CONTEMPORARY BRICK STRUCTURE

PICTURE 54 – LATER TIMBER FENCING
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PICTURE 55 – REMNANT POST AND RAIL FENCING

PICTURE 56 – CONCRETE PAVED AREA AT THE REAR
OF THE DAIRY BUILDING

Panoramic views of the outbuildings group are provided below (Figure 23).
FIGURE 23 – PANORAMIC VIEWS OF THE OUTBUILDINGS

PICTURE 57 – VIEW OF THE TIMBER BARN AND DAIRY BUILDINGS

PICTURE 58 – VIEW OF THE DAIRY BUILDING, COTTAGE AND FORMER COACH HOUSE (FROM LEFT TO RIGHT)

PICTURE 59 – VIEW OF THE COTTAGE AND FORMER COACH HOUSE AND ASSOCIATED LATE 20TH CENTURY
PLANTINGS
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3

History

3.1

HISTORICAL SOURCES

The following historical overview primarily references the following sources, among other additional
sources as referenced:


Robert Townson’s letters (NSW Colonial Secretary’s Papers 1788-1856)



Thorp, W 1992, Historical Context: “Varro Ville”, prepared for Orwell and Peter Phillips Architects,
revised and updated by Pearson-Smith & Associates Pty Ltd Architects, Sydney.



Pearson-Smith & Associates Pty Ltd Architects May 1999, Revised Conservation Policy ‘Plan’ for
‘Varro Ville’, St Andrews Road, ‘Varroville’, originally prepared by Orwell & Peter Phillips Architects in
May 1992, Sydney.



Morris and Britton, 2000, Colonial Landscapes of the Cumberland Plain and Camden, NSW, for the
National Trust of Australia



Verlie Fowler, 2003, Grist Mills, Journal of Campbelltown and Airds Historical Society Inc., Volume
16, No.3 November 2003).

3.2

HISTORICAL OVERVIEW

The following historical analysis utilises the six key phases relating to primary periods of change or
evolution at Varroville Estate as identified in the Thorp historical analysis. These phases are:


Phase 1 c. 1810 – 1827: Alienation and Establishment of the First House



Phase 2 1827 – 1858: Extension of the First House



Phase 3 1858 – 1912: Construction of the Second House



Phase 4 1912 – 1950: Dairying and Decline



Phase 5 1950 – 1990: The Jackaman Period



Phase 6 1990-1992: Conservation Issues

A further phase has been added to accommodate more recent history as follows:
Phase 7: 1993 - Present : Disuse and Decline

3.2.1

PHASE 1 C. 1810 – 1827: ALIENATION AND ESTABLISHMENT OF THE
FIRST HOUSE

Varroville and the estate form part of the original grant of 1000 acres (405) hectares by Governor
Macquarie to Dr Robert Townson. Townson was born in England in 1762. He travelled widely, publishing
various publications reflecting his interest in natural history, geology and mineralogy. Proficient in all
branches of natural science and also in Latin, Greek, German, French, he was regarded as the most
22
eminent scholar in the young colony . He was granted 1000 acres in the parish of Minto in 1810, and

22

Goodin, VWE 1967, Townson, Robert (1762-1827), Australian Dictionary of Biography, available at
<http://adb.anu.edu.au/biography/townson-robert-2743>.
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named his grant Varroville after Marcus Terentius Varro, a Roman scholar who had written a treatise on
23
agriculture. He also referred to the property as Bunbury Curran, when advertising in the Sydney press.
24

Dr. Townson emigrated to NSW as a free settler in 1807 aboard the Young William . His brother, Captain
John Townson had previously served as a military officer in the colony and later returned as a settler.
John had brought a letter stating that the secretary of state intended to direct Governor William Bligh to
grant him 2000 acres (809 ha) and certain indulgences. Bligh however would not 'locate the grant' until he
received specific instructions from London, but proposed that meanwhile Townson should select and
occupy his land, buy livestock and have the use of four convicts for eighteen months. Dr. Robert was
25
armed with a similar letter and received similar treatment.
Frustrated by the problems with the grant and in addition to other problems with Bligh, Townson became
an opponent of his and in fact signed the requisition to Johnstone to depose Bligh in 1808. He also
served on the insurrectionary committee, although he later fell out with the rebel administration. After
Bligh was overthrown, Townson was granted land by Lieutenant Governor William Patterson in 1809. He
immediately occupied the land, expending a considerable sum to build a horse yard, cultivate a large
26
garden, clearing and fencing paddocks and making roads. Townson had at least 6 convicts to clear
27
land, grow wheat, and tend to stock as well as build the necessary infrastructure for the farm.
When the new Governor Lachlan Macquarie arrived at the end of 1809, he invalidated and recalled all
th
grants made by the rebel government. On the 8 of November 1810, Macquarie visited Townson’s farm,
noting that the soil and pasturage was the best in the colony, along with the land at St Andrews. On the
st
21 of November, Macquarie again visited Townson. The Governor and Lady Macquarie are recorded as
having viewed the estate from Bunbury Curran hill and Macquarie’s journal records that he was “highly
gratified with the noble extensive view I had from the top of it of the surrounding country”. While having
praise for the pasturage and the landscape, Macquarie does however refer to the location of the intended
28
house and farm buildings as “ill chosen”.
Locating the homestead on the lower slopes however provided protection from the environment and
better access to the farming land and water as well as avoided the house being silhouetted against the
sky. This approach was endorsed by the horticulturalist and landscape designer, Thomas Shepherd
(1776-1836, probably citing the British landscape architect Humphry Repton) when describing the siting
of Elizabeth Bay House, Sydney, and later espoused by British writer on estate planning, John Claudius
29
Loudon (1773-1843) whose writings were influential in colonial New South Wales.
Townson still had not formally been granted the land in September 1811 when he wrote a letter of
complaint to the Early of Liverpool, however he was eventually re-granted the 1000 acres at Minto
(Varroville), together with grants of 75 acres and 1605 acres at Botany Bay. The formal grant for
30
Townson’s property was back dated, like many others, to 1 January 1810 . The grant was conditional on
the fact that Townson had to maintain the property for at least five years before it was sold, and during
that time he was to cultivate at least five acres. Townson again felt aggrieved; as he had been living on
his capital for nearly four years, he was afraid of penury. The government also reserved all timber that
could be used for naval purposes on the property, as well as the right to make a public road across the
31
property . Townson was not pleased with this latter condition, and claimed that the decision to construct
a road would influence his choice of a site for his future house and outbuildings and it appeared that the
road would likely be in what he considered to be the better farming section of the estate, being “the low

23

Colleen Morris & Geoffrey Britton 2000, Colonial Landscapes of the Cumberland Plain and Camden, NSW,
prepared for the National Trust of Australia, Sydney.
24
Australian Dictionary of Biography, op.cit.
25
Fowler, Verlie, Varroville, the estate of Dr Robert Townson, in Grist Mills, Journal of Campbelltown and Airds
Historical Society Inc., Volume 16, No.3 November 2003
26
Ibid
27
Harvard, Olive, 2015, Townson of Varroville, in the Royal Australia Historical Society Journal.
28
Quoted in Liston, C. Campbelltown Bicentennial History, p. 9, in Thorp 1992, p. 10
29
Office of Environment and Heritage: Varroville:
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=5045252
30
Grant to Robert Townson 1 January 1910, reproduced in Jackaman album, in Thorp 1992
31
(ibid).
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obtained a permit to pasture cattle across the mountains. The house, outbuildings and gardens were
firmly established by 1820. Wool sales were held at the property in the 1820s, implying stockyards, barns
etc. The overseer and the convict labour also lived on the site.
In 1820, Townson advertised the estate for sale, along with his Goulburn property, as well as various
flocks, with the intention of returning to England. The sales description provides evidence for the extent of
the property in its early years:
“1000 acres of land at Bunbury Curran with a good House and offices and one of the best
gardens in the colony. A great part is fenced in and divided into paddocks…”
“To prevent unnecessary explanations Bunbury Curran Estate, the prime ewe flock and about 40
37
head of horned cattle will not be sold until all the other Lots are disposed of…”
However, the sale did not proceed and Townson did not return to England. He developed a psychopathic
38
personality; subordinating everything to the development of his farms, shutting himself off from society,
and doing no scientific work in New South Wales. He became 'singular' and eccentric, and his rigid
economy became a byword. He also nursed undue hostility towards all who had contributed to his critical
situation; Macquarie described him as 'discontented' and one of his leading opponents, though there is no
39
evidence that Townson took part in intrigues against him.
From evidence in advertising it is clear that a manager was hired to oversee the Bunbury Curran property
40
41
and the property at Goulburn , and that a granary was added to the property at some stage . In 1822,
Townson had 20 acres under wheat, 5 of barely, 6 acres of garden/orchard and held a total of 2680 acres
42
(total of all his holdings) with 3 horses, 400 head of cattle, 3350 sheep and 24 hogs . Townson also
planted experimental crops and established a thriving vineyard. Varroville became known for its beauty
and abundance and for its variety of orchards and gardens. His vineyard was second only to that of
Gregory Blaxland; his fine-woolled sheep and their clip were in great demand; his cattle were numerous
43
and in the opinion of his contemporaries 'no single man had accomplished more in the rearing of stock'.
Townson is known to have employed assigned convicts at the estate. Fowler refers to Robert Hughes’
The Fatal Shore which in turn refers to correspondence from Townson to the government in 1822,
44
requesting 3 male convicts for his Varro Ville Estate. He had previously received one shepherd and
requested additional shepherds, gardeners and ploughmen, preferably of English and Scottish origin,
45
having an already undue proportion of Irish. The Colonial Secretary’s Papers record that a convict
named Miles Byrne was assigned to Townson at Bunbury Curran, in January of the following year, having
46
previously arrived aboard the Hadlow. Despite Townson’s request, he too was an Irishman, from
47
Wicklow, transported for 7 years for theft. Later that year (August 1823) he was also assigned James
48
49
Burton, who had arrived aboard the Neptune in 1820 transported for 7 years. Colonial Secretary’s
papers record that Henry Smith was also reportedly assigned to Townson in 1824, recorded as being

36

Artefact 2015, Macarthur Memorial Park Archaeological Assessment, pg 6 (refer Appendix)
Sydney Gazette October 21 1820, p. 3, in Thorp 1992
38
Australian Dictionary of Biography: http://adb.anu.edu.au/biography/townson-robert-2743
39
Ibid
40
Sydney Gazette September 25 1823, p. 5, in Thorp 1992
41
Sydney Gazette June 9 1825, p. 1, in Thorp 1992
42
Townsend, R (Esq.), Molles, M, & Baxter, CJ (ed) 1988, General Muster and Land and Stock Muster of New South
Wales, 1922, ABGR in association with the Society of Australian Genealogists, Sydney, in Colleen Morris &
Geoffrey Britton 2000, Colonial Landscapes of the Cumberland Plain and Camden, NSW, prepared for the National
Trust of Australia, Sydney.
43
ADB op.cit: Dr Robert Townson.
44
Colonial Secretary’s Papers 12/02/1822, ‘Request for Assigned Servants before going to new country’, p147
45
Fowler op.cit. 2003
46
Colonial Secretary’s Papers 8/01/1823, ‘Of Airds, on list of persons receiving an assigned convict’, p9.
47
Convicts on the Transport Ship Hadlow: http://www.historyaustralia.org.au/twconvic/Hadlow+1820
48
Colonial Secretary’s Papers 22/08/1823 – ‘Of Airds, on list of persons receiving an assigned convict’, p11
49
Convict Records: http://www.convictrecords.com.au/convicts/burton/james/85560
37
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50

assigned to Varroville . He had arrived aboard the Grenada in 1821. However Smith is also recorded as
51
having been transported to Port Macquarie in 1822 and again in 1825. In 1825 he is also recorded as
requesting a ticket of leave for his servant James Prime. Prime had arrived in 1820 aboard the
52
Coromandel and was assigned in 1823 to take charge of Townson’s grazing run.
FIGURE 25 – PORTRAIT OF ROBERT TOWNSON

PICTURE 60 – PORTRAIT OF DR. ROBERT TOWNSON AS
PAINTED BY AUGUSTUS EARLE (1825-1827)
SOURCE: STATE LIBRARY OF NSW MITCHELL LIBRARY
ML241

After Macquarie departed Townson began to take his rightful place in the community. In 1822 he became
a foundation vice-president of the Agricultural Society and a member of its Horticultural and Stock Fund
Committees. In 1826 he was appointed a magistrate. His name appeared regularly on subscription lists,
and headed the list of donations towards establishing the Sydney Dispensary to give free medical
53
attention to the poor.
Townson died at Varroville in 1827at age 64, after a few days illness. He was buried at St Johns Anglican
Church, Parramatta. As he was unmarried, his death created much speculation over the distribution of his
estate and he left his fortune to his brother Captain John Townson of Van Diemen ’s Land, two nieces
54
(residing in England) and his nephew Captain John Witts.

3.2.2

PHASE 2 1827 – 1858: EXTENSION OF THE FIRST HOUSE

There is no documentation from the period between 1827, Robert Townson’s death, and the sale of the
55
house, in 1829. The new owner of the estate was Thomas Wills . Wills was born in 1800 and was the
brother of Mrs Sarah Redfern and the son of ex-convict ship builder Edward Wills and his wife Sarah.
Wills lived at Varroville with his second wife, Marie Ann, who was the sister of Dr Richard Barry, Professor
of the Colonial College in Mauritius. The pair had a son, born in 1827 but who died at 11 months, and a
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daughter, Catherine Spencer, born in 1831. The 1828 census records that Wills owned 300 horned cattle
56
and 1,150 sheep.
Around 1830, 2 acres of the Varroville site was sold. Liverpool Road had separated this portion of the site
and the Robin Hood Inn was licensed on this site in 1830. The NSW calendar and General Post Office
Directory of 1832 refers to: 28½ (miles) gate leading to the residence of the late Dr Townson, now the
property of Thomas Wills Esq. This place is celebrated for a garden and vinery. 1½ (miles) to the left, a
little farther on is a Public House called the Robin Hood recently erected near the Bridge over Bunbury
57
Curran Creek.
Wills initially studied medicine but found no future in it and instead entered the Bank of NSW as a
principal accountant. He became the first Australian born Justice of the Peace in 1833. He vacated
Varroville in 1836 and returned to England the following year. The property was sold in 1836 to explorer
58
59
Charles Sturt for £2,500 .
Sturt; explorer, soldier and public servant, was born in India in 1795, one of thirteen children of Thomas
60
Lenox Napier Sturt, a judge in Bengal under the East India Co . He procured a commission as ensign in
th
the 39 Regiment of Foot, served in the Pyrenees in the Peninsular War, against the Americans in
Canada and served in France after the Battle of Waterloo. On 7 April 1823 he was gazetted lieutenant
and promoted captain on 15 December 1825. In December 1826 after a brief sojourn in England he
embarked with a detachment of his regiment in the Mariner in charge of convicts for New South Wales
and arrived at Sydney on 23 May 1827.
Sturt took part in a number of expeditions, exploring the Macquarie, Darling, Castlereagh, Murrumbidgee
and Murray rivers. In 1830 Sturt was sent to Norfolk Island, before returning to England in 1832. He
returned to the colony in 1834/1835, following his marriage to Charlotte Greene.
FIGURE 26 – PORTRAITS OF CHARLES AND CHARLOTTE STURT

PICTURE 61 – CAPTAIN CHARLES STURT
SOURCE: NLA.PIC-AN9941030/ 1895

PICTURE 62 – LADY CHARLOTTE CHRISTIANA STURT
(NÉE GREENE)
SOURCE: STATE LIBRARY OF SOUTH AUSTRALIA C.1850
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Sturt described himself as “an enthusiastic horticulturalist”. In 1835, while planning to purchase a property
he wrote to his brother William, in Calcutta, requesting fruit, plants, bulbs or seeds “the rarer the better”,
along with jungle fowl, peacocks and ducks, partridge and pheasants, even a pair of antelopes. He
sought pineapples, bananas, arrowroot, sugar cane, melon seeds, pumpkins, Bengal chillies, and “above
61
all, indigo seed”.
Sturt purchased lands at Queanbeyan and Mittagong, later selling his Mittagong lands when he
purchased Varroville. At Varroville, Sturt gratified his passion for gardening as the gardens and orchards
were thriving. Sturt was devoted to ornithology and in 1838, the celebrated bird artist John Gould visited
Sturt at Varroville, seeking to purchase Sturt’s water colours, which Sturt refused. The water colours were
later stolen and were never found.
During the great drought of 1838, Sturt reportedly made water holes in each of the paddocks. He
recorded:
On my farm at Varroville, until labour and skill were exerted, one only of many channels held water,
and that was brackish. When I passed that farm, every paddock had its proper water-hole. In a
season of severe drought, I not only fed 180 head of stock on 1000 acres, of which 350 were under
62
cultivation, but I permitted 19 families to supply themselves from my tanks.
Sturt was absent from Varroville from April of 1838 until the end of the year, in charge of a party
overlanding cattle to Adelaide. His wife remained at Varroville with ‘some score of assigned labourers’.
Sturt’s letters record his worry for his wife alone, and she led an apparently lonely life at Varroville. The
system of ‘assigned servants’ was strange to the Sturts; these were gangs of convicts sent to fulfil the
functions of manservants, grooms and estate workers. Sturt is on the record as having criticised the
63
system, as it was open to misuse which became a common social evil. Sturt was known to be strict but
fair with an open minded attitude and an appreciation for their plight, and they in turn held him in high
64
esteem. Documented assigned labourers included a convict overseer known as Mullholland. He later
resigned his post (having been found to be delinquent and abusing his position to steal bales of Lucerne
hay) and a younger convict named Cole was appointed. Cole was ‘faithful but hideously ugly’ and was
65
hated by his colleagues . Attempts were made on the man’s life and he fled to the protection of
Charlotte, who contained the situation until the magistrates arrived. Sturt’s brother Evelyn then came up
from Melbourne to look after the household until his brother returned.
Sturt is recorded as having two particularly trusted servants; a former soldier John Harris and the
freedman John Davenport, known as ‘Ginger’. Ginger had been court martialled for cowardice following
the Battle of Waterloo and was transported to NSW. Ginger had collapsed on the field and had been
found unwounded. He was epileptic and Sturt, who had witnessed the man’s illness, viewed this as an
66
injustice and sought to make amends . Davenport was thereafter devoted to Sturt. While davenport’s
67
apparently unattractive countenance had not endeared him to Charlotte Sturt, he was present for the
birth of the Sturt’s first son Napier George (in the absence of a midwife and experienced staff to attend
68
the birth) and was devoted to the child thereafter, having been the first to hold him in his arms . Sturt’s
second son was born at Varroville in September of 1838 (Charles Sheppey), and their first (Napier
George) was recorded as almost drowning in one of the water holes on the property. He was saved only
69
due to the barking and whining of Sturt’s faithful retriever that drew attention to the boy.
The Sturts moved to Adelaide in 1839 and later returned to England in 1853. The sale notice for the
property, advertised in 1839, mentions additional outbuildings and improvements to the water supply:
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“The Estate of ‘Varro Ville’ situated on the Campbelltown Road … This compact and beautiful
property has proved its value by the abundance of its crops this season. It contains 1000 acres,
600 of which are cleared and 25 under cultivation … The farm has an abundant supply of the
purest water in several tanks of great depth and is laid out into numerous paddocks. The cottage is
convenient and an excellent kitchen and wash-house have been added to it. The out-houses
consist of stables, coach-house, verandah dairy, store, barn etc. and there is a well-stocked garden
70
and vineyard”
The latter notations relating to the outhouses may refer to the subject buildings, in particular the reference
to the coach house, although no specifics are provided. On the day of the auction other goods offered for
sale included farm implements, working bullocks, pigs, horses, household goods, 9800 bricks, sawn stuff,
71
seed oats and about 45 tonnes of hay.
The estate was conveyed from Sturt to a partnership of three; Thomas Wills (former owner), John
72
Gilchrist and John Manning . Wills quickly transferred his share in the estate to John Gilchrist and a new
73
partner David Chambers with the provision that they find a new owner as quickly as possible . Gilchrist
74
and Chambers sold the property in November 1839 to James Raymond, the first Postmaster-General ,
75
for 2100 pounds . Three generations of the family lived on the property with their spouses and children.
FIGURE 27 – PORTRAIT OF JAMES RAYMOND, POST MASTER GENERAL (C.1845-1850)

SOURCE: NATIONAL PORTRAIT GALLERY, PAINTER
UNKNOWN (C.1845-1850)

Raymond was responsible for the introduction of pre-paid postage in 1838, the world’s first system of prepaid postage. He suggested the use of stamped sheets as envelopes, an innovation that was adopted
76
before the English brought in penny postage in 1840. Raymond also recommended that postage
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carriers wear the same livery as those in England and the distinctive uniform was thus introduced to the
77
colony.
The Raymond’s arrived in the colony from Ireland in 1826, with 8 of their 9 children. A further 2 children
were born in the colony. Raymond was a keen follower of horse racing and owned several race horses.
Their daughter Aphra (Aphrasia) married Arthur Kemmis in 1831 and she and her 4 children moved to
Varroville in 1839 shortly before the birth of Aphrasia Minna (Missy). Kemmis died in 1842. Aphra’s father
Raymond had social position and frequently entertained at Varroville, which was considered part of the
famous social triangle which included the Cordeaux family of Leppington and the Brooks family of
Denham court.
FIGURE 28 – PORTRAIT OF ONE OF RAYMOND’S RACE HORSES (1846)

PICTURE 63 – "NAZEER FARRIB" / A HIGH CASTE ARAB, THE PROPERTY OF JAMES RAYMOND ESQUIRE, OF
VARROVILLE
SOURCE: STATE LIBRARY OF NSW: ML 282

Aphra’s mother died in 1848 and her father 18 months later, when his will permitted his daughter to live
rent free at Varroville. The 5 Raymond sons (James, Samuel, John, William and Robert) continued to run
the estate as a farm until its sale in 1858 to new owner George T. Rowe. The 1850 survey shown at
Figure 29 depicts a cluster of buildings in the vicinity of the present buildings and an avenue to
Campbelltown Road. This road is clearly depicted in aerial views of the site in 1947, 1955 and 1961 (refer
to Figure 33, Figure 35 and Figure 36) and remains partly discernible across the site, although it is no
longer as defined. It became redundant with the construction of the south western freeway and is now
grassed over.
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FIGURE 29 – 1850 SURVEY OF PROPOSED NEW LINE OF ROAD FROM CAMPBELLTOWN TO THE COWPASTURE AND
SHOWING TOWNSON’S GRANT

SOURCE: FIGURE 4.27.2 BRITTEN AND MORRIS 2000

3.2.3

PHASE 3 1858 – 1912: CONSTRUCTION OF THE SECOND HOUSE

Rowe quickly mortgaged the estate to H. H. Browne, and in the same month notices were posted
advertising tenders for masons to lay the foundations for a house at ‘Varro Ville’ near Campbelltown. The
78
architects for the project were Weaver and Kemp of Pitt Street Sydney . It is clear that Rowe was at least
responsible for commencing the construction of the new and second ‘Varro Ville’, and while it is likely that
it was completed during his tenure, later evidence (the 1876 sale notices) imply that the next owner,
Alfred Cheeke, was responsible for at least part of the construction.

78
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Rowe may also have been responsible for the demolition of some earlier buildings although there is no
evidence for this action. One of the later sale notices mentions a second residence close to the new
house, and this may have been the earlier cottage, though the evidence is ambiguous.
Rowe defaulted on his mortgage in 1859 and the mortgagee, H. H. Browne, claimed possession of the
79
house. In 1859 he sold the estate to Alfred Cheeke for £4,500 . Attracted by prospects of advancement
in the colony English born Judge Cheeke migrated to Sydney in 1837, with a strong letter of
80
commendation from Lord Glenelg to Sir George Gipps. On 10 November he was admitted to the Bar of
New South Wales and made a magistrate in 1838. In 1865 Rowe was elevated as a Judge of the
Supreme Court of NSW.
Cheeke, a keen racing enthusiast, established a successful stud at ‘Varro Ville’, and also used the estate
to train race horses. He established a private race course on the flat below Varroville, although a specific
location has not been established. His filly ‘Clove’ won the first Australian Derby in 1865 and by 1872 his
81
stable on the estate was being managed by a John Chaffe . In 1876 it was stated that the property had:
“been admirably adapted for the breeding of blood stock and has been used by the present
82
owner for the last twenty years as a breeding and training establishment.”
Alfred Cheeke died in 1876 and his executors put the house up for sale in the same year. It is believed
that Cheeke completed Varroville house, started by Rowe. The sale notices give a good description of the
estate during the latter nineteenth century. The notice describes that the property was “a first class noted
83
agricultural and grazing estate” located on the Campbelltown Road about 4 miles from Campbelltown
Railway Station, and was larger than 1000 acres in size. The notice also describes the estate’s numerous
84
artificial dams “which have never been known to fail” and its soil “famed in the district for productiveness
85
and acknowledged by all to be unsurpassed for richness by any other estate in the colony” .
The property itself, ‘Varro Ville’ house, is described as a “commodious family residence recently erected
86
by the late proprietor” , and refers to the most recent addition to the property by Rowe and then by
Cheeke. The notice describes that it was built of brick and stone, surrounded by verandahs, and included
a hall, drawing and dining rooms, 6 bedrooms, a dressing room, patent closet, stove, kitchen with oven,
servant’s hall, wine cellar, laundry with copper, larder, pantry, china closet etc. The notice also states that
there was an additional residence of six apartments a few yards from the principal house, both
surrounded by gardens and shrubbery, and “erected on a beautiful elevation and approached by a fine
87
carriage drive from the main road” . The notice also includes a brief description of the outbuildings which
were “very numerous and comprise gardener’s house, barn, cow-houses, calf pens, dairy, piggery with
coppers, stock and drafting yards, complete range of stabling including a number of well finished
88
spacious loose boxes for blood stock.”
Thus, at this time there were three houses on the property. One of the houses (probably the first house)
appears to have been demolished prior to the 1950s, although there is evidence that the extant house
89
incorporates parts of the original . The reference to the gardeners house could refer to the extant cottage
th
in the outbuildings group which is consistent with the latter 19 century stylistically, however this is
speculation and is not able to be documented.
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FIGURE 30 – PORTRAIT OF ALFRED CHEEKE (C.1870-76)

SOURCE: NATIONAL LIBRARY OF AUSTRALIA NLA.PICAN24152668

Between the 1880s and the first decade of the 20th century the property changed hands a number of
90
times. The property was sold to M. Suttor, a grazier, for £8500 in 1876. Suttor mortgaged the property
91
almost immediately for £5000 to W. F. Jones but remained in possession until 1885 . At that time the
estate still encompassed the full 1000 acres, but it appears likely that soon after, subdivision commenced
92
93
on the original grant . Suttor sold the estate to a Sydney solicitor, Thomas Salter, in 1885 , and the
survey from 1885 is pictured below at Figure 31, showing the site comprising 1027 acres. By the 1890s
94
the property appears to have been reduced in size . At this time, the property appears to have been
leased to an H. R Pockley for dairying.
In 1906 Salter sold the property to Reginald Thomas and, in turn, Thomas sold it in 1912 to William Henry
Staniforth. During these last years of ownership there are no details with regard to any developments or
changes made by the owners.
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FIGURE 31 – C.1885 SURVEY

SOURCE: LPI PRIMARY APPLICATION 6462

3.2.4

PHASE 4 1912 – 1950: DAIRYING AND DECLINE

William Henry Staniforth purchased Varroville in 1912, having previously owned a number of properties in
the Barmedman and Condobolin districts. While living at Minto, he won hundreds of blue ribbons showing
horses at most of the principal country shows. He also purchased St Andrews where he bred
thoroughbred horses. Staniforth used the property for dairying, and mortgaged it a number of times during
95
the period to 1923 . In that year, he leased the estate to three brothers, Percy, Austin and Arthur Smith
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of Concord. The brothers were all dairymen, and their lease lasted until 1929 at which time George Smith
96
bought the property . As well as running their own cattle, they transported milk from other dairy farmers.
The Royal Australian Historical Society visited the estate in July of 1935 and photographed the house and
th
outbuildings including the coach house and 19 century cottage (refer Figure 32 below).
FIGURE 32 – HISTORIC VIEWS OF THE OUTBUILDINGS

PICTURE 64 – C.1935 VIEW OF THE FORMER COACH HOUSE, WITH THE COTTAGE BEHIND. NOTE THAT THERE IS
NO VERANDAH AND THE FAÇADE APPEARS TO BE ENCLOSED BY PAIRS OF TIMBER DOUBLE DOORS
SOURCE: CAMPBELLTOWN AND AIRDS HISTORICAL SOCIETY PHO5003B.

PICTURE 65 – UNDATED VIEW OF THE COACH HOUSE WITH THE SLAB HUT IN THE DISTANCE (RIGHT) (1935-1952)
SOURCE: CAMPBELLTOWN AND AIRDS HISTORICAL SOCIETY PHO 132B:
97

‘Varro Ville’ appears to have been sold again during the 1930s or 40s to a Robert Stanley Thompson .
By this stage local reminiscences suggest that chickens inhabited the house; at the very least it appears
to have become very run-down. In 1950 Thompson sold the property to William Forest Ross, a grazier,
98
and Ross quickly sold the estate to the Jackaman family in 1950 .

96

(ibid).
CT Volume 6364 Folio 86, in Thorp 1992
98
(ibid).
97

44

HISTORY

URBIS
CMP_166-176 ST ANDREWS RD VARROVILLE ESTATE_OCTOBER_2015

Varroville featured in a series of radio plays in 1942 produced by the Rural Bank of NSW, called “These
Old Homes”. Varroville featured in episode 28 and the narrative included a recount of Sturt’s ‘hideously
ugly convict’ and the incident with Charlotte Sturt defending Cole (refer section 3.2.2 above). The show
also featured a fictitious and humorous dialogue between Macquarie and Townson, based on
documented accounts; such as Macquarie’s criticism of the siting of the homestead and Townson’s
reported naming of a bug identified on his property as “the Macquarie Bug”. The narrator also sets the
scene with a brief discussion of the location and history of the house (noting that Townson built the house
which was not correct) and following the play, he describes the house, including mention of what is likely
to be the coach house; described as a white building of handmade bricks, of the card marked variety
99
(referring to the frog markings).

3.2.5

PHASE 5 1950 – 1990: THE JACKAMAN PERIOD

The property was purchased by Mr and Mrs Jackaman in 1950, and they moved in during the following
100
year . The family commenced a series of alterations, renovations and additions to the main house
including alterations to room configurations, changing the use of windows and doors, an extension of one
room onto the verandah, as well as many maintenance works. The family later added a pool and gazebo
101
and Mrs Jackaman carried out extensive works in the garden .
The founding president of the Campbelltown and Airds Historical Society visited the property in 1952 and
photographed the house and outbuildings, as pictured below at Figure 34. The slab hut was being lived in
at this time.
FIGURE 34 – C.1950S VIEWS OF THE OUTBUILDINGS

PICTURE 68 – THE 19TH CENTURY COTTAGE
SOURCE: CAMPBELLTOWN AND AIRDS HISTORICAL SOCIETY PHO 0129B: PHOTOS BY IVOR G THOMAS C. 1952
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PICTURE 69 – THE REAR OF THE 19TH CENTURY COTTAGE, PART VIEW OF THE FORMER COACH HOUSE AT LEFT
AND THE FORMER STABLES BUILDING IN THE DISTANCE (RIGHT)
SOURCE: CAMPBELLTOWN AND AIRDS HISTORICAL SOCIETY PHO 158B: PHOTOS BY K. HINDWOOD C. 1952

PICTURE 70 – THE FORMER COACH HOUSE AND 19TH CENTURY COTTAGE BEYOND. NOTE THE VERANDAH TO THE
COACH HOUSE HAS BEEN ADDED SINCE THE 1935 IMAGE.
SOURCE: CAMPBELLTOWN AND AIRDS HISTORICAL SOCIETY PHO 158B: PHOTOS BY K. HINDWOOD C. 1952
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PICTURE 71 – THE TIMBER SLAB HUT WITH THE COACH HOUSE VISIBLE AT THE REAR RIGHT
SOURCE: CAMPBELLTOWN AND AIRDS HISTORICAL SOCIETY PHO 131B - PHOTOS BY IVOR G THOMAS C. 1952

PICTURE 72 – THE TIMBER SLAB HUT

PICTURE 73 – THE TIMBER SLAB HUT (REAR VIEW)

SOURCE: GRIST MILLS JOURNAL OF CAMPBELLTOWN
AND AIRDS HISTORICAL SOCIETY VOLUME 16 NO. 3
NOVEMBER 2003: PHOTOS BY K HINDWOOD C. 1952

SOURCE: GRIST MILLS JOURNAL OF CAMPBELLTOWN
AND AIRDS HISTORICAL SOCIETY VOLUME 16 NO. 3
NOVEMBER 2003: PHOTOS BY K HINDWOOD C. 1952

By the time the Jackamans purchased the property, the outbuildings were in a state of disrepair, in
th
particular the 19 century cottage, and extensive reconstruction works were undertaken. Mrs Jackaman
recalled that the southern wall was missing and further that there were no internal walls and a dirt floor.
They replaced all the internal joinery and were also responsible for the southern addition, reportedly
102
103
Views of the cottage
constructed from a pre-fab migrant hostel sometime between 1952 and 1955.
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at Figure 34 above illustrate that it formerly was used for two dwellings, the northern most entry having
since been infilled. The southernmost window is also shown as infilled and the southern chimney appears
to have been reconstructed.
The former coach house was also modified for use as a machinery shed, with works including the
addition of the front verandah and removal of the former timber doors and valance shown in the 1935
view at Figure 32. The dairy building was also constructed under the Jackaman ownership, c.1952. It had
not yet been constructed when the Campbelltown and Airds Historical society viewed the property in 1952
and is not shown in the historic views at Figure 34 however is apparent on the 1955 aerial along with the
associated concrete slab.
A new driveway to the property from St Andrews Road was also established in 1950s. The 1955 aerial
(Figure 35) shows the driveway and the beginnings of the avenue of trees lining the drive at the western
end adjacent to St Andrews Road. St Andrews Road was established along what was originally a farm
track between Townson and Andrew Thompsons original land grants. The original drive remains apparent
in the aerial view.
The aerial illustrates the site as largely cleared land, and shows the remains of vineyard terracing around
the main house and outbuildings and extending to St Andrews Road and up to the knoll northeast of the
main house. The aerial also shows the dams on the western side of the site which have been attributed to
Charles Sturt’s occupation of the property in the late 1830s. Analysis of historic aerial views indicates that
5 of the 10 dams were present prior to 1947 (being dams 2, 4, 6, 10 and 11). Dams 3 and 5 may have
been constructed between 1956 and 1961 while dams 7-9 on the north side of the site appear to postdate 1955. The 1961 aerial also suggests that works may have been undertaken to the dam wall of dams
2-6 as the edge is much more defined.
FIGURE 35 – LATE 20TH CENTURY AERIAL VIEWS

PICTURE 74 – 1955 VIEW SHOWING THE APPROXIMATE SITE AREA
SOURCE: LAND AND PROPERTY INFORMATION
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PICTURE 75 – DETAIL OF THE 1955 AERIAL SHOWING THE MAIN HOUSE, THE OUTBUILDINGS, REMNANTS OF THE
ORIGINAL DRIVE, THE NEW DRIVE FROM ST ANDREWS ROAD (WITH NEW AVENUE OF TREE PLANTINGS) AND
EXTENSIVE EVIDENCE OF CONTOUR TERRACING, EXTENDING TO ST ANDREWS ROAD, AND AROUND THE HILL
NORTH OF THE MAIN HOUSE. THE NEWLY CONSTRUCTED DAIRY BUILDING IS ALSO SHOWN
SOURCE: LAND AND PROPERTY INFORMATION
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In 1973, after various works had been made around the house, the Jackamans applied to the Council for
a special subdivision that would preserve the historic curtilage. This was at first disallowed as the entire
area was to be zoned as a Scenic Preserve and the Jackaman’s proposed subdivision was considered to
be too small. However the subdivision was granted to the family, after an arrangement was made with the
Council whereby the house was to be offered to the National Trust either during Mrs Jackaman’s life or by
104
the time of her and her immediate descendants’ death.
Part of the plateau to the north west of the property was subdivided for large-lot (mostly 2ha)
105
development prior to 1974.
106

The house was classified by the National Trust in 1976. This included approximately 108 hectares (268
acres), the main house and the outbuildings on the subject site. In the same year, Lot 21 of DP564065
(3.161 hectares) which contained the main house was created out of the larger property. The intention of
the subdivision was to enable the bequest of lot 21 to the National Trust (refer Figure 37). Title
documentation records that the property was transferred to Belen Investments in 1974 however the
company was owned by or affiliated with the Jackaman’s who continued to occupy the site until 1980
FIGURE 37 – 1973 SUBDIVISION PLAN SHOWING LOTS 21 AND 22 (22 BEING PART OF THE SUBJECT SITE)

SOURCE: LPI VOLUME 12288 FOLIO 210

In 1981 Mrs Jackaman decided to let ‘Varro Ville’ after the death of her husband, and a local real estate
107
agent, John Knapp, took up residence there until 1988.

3.2.6

PHASE 6 1990 – 1993: CONSERVATION ISSUES

In 1990 ‘Varro Ville’ was acquired by the National Trust (NSW). This was after a considerable period of
discussion with Mrs Jackaman, herself a former board member and president of the National Trust. In the
following year, a report was prepared by the Trust which recognised the importance of the property and

104

(ibid).
Scenic Hills 2011 p84
106
Pers. Comm. C. Jackaman, in Thorp 1992
107
(ibid).
105
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108

recommended the sale of the main house into private hands. It was withdrawn from sale, after protest
from the Jackaman family. Council then resolved to write to the Trust requesting that they retain the
house in public ownership, with a view to restoring the property. However a use was unable to be found
and the Trust did not have the resources to conserve or use the property and therefore the Trust again
109
resolved to sell the property into private ownership. This time the sale was with the consent of the
Jackamans.
The farm outbuildings (lot 22 DP564065) however remained in the ownership of the Jackaman’s (Belen
Investment) until 2007.
The increasing concern with the environmental heritage inherent in this property was embodied by the
commissioning of a Conservation Plan for the main house by Orwell and Peter Phillips in 1992. The
conservation plan formed part of the agreement of sale and outlined positive covenants for the property,
which formed part of the contract for sale when the house was purchased by the new property owners.
Ken and Virginia Pearson-Smith, carefully restored Varroville before again selling to new owners.
Pearson Smith and Associates Pty Ltd also revised the CMP in 1999.
In the same year attempts were made to have a Permanent Conservation Order placed over the property.
The original PCO boundary included lots 21 (the main house) and 22 (the outbuildings) however when
the Minister for Planning granted Permanent Conservation Order No. 737 (August 1993), the boundary
110
only included lot 21. This was based on an assessment of the outbuildings which did not consider the
outbuildings to be of sufficient significance. The Trust however maintained that lot 22 should be included,
as the subdivision had separated the house from associated component elements, which contributed
111
collectively to the setting and context of the house.
FIGURE 38 – DRAFT AND APPROVED PCO PLANS

PICTURE 79 – THE DRAFT PCO CURTILAGE INCLUDED PART OF LOT 22 INCORPORATING THE OUTBUILDINGS
SOURCE: PB& EP COMMITTEE MEETING 23/11/1993, CAMPBELLTOWN LOCAL STUDIES VERTICAL FILE

108

National Trust NSW Report of the Properties Task Force Volume 1, in Thorp 1992
th
Campbelltown Council: Minutes of the ordinary Meeting of the Campbelltown City Council 9 February 1999: pg
17
110
Ibid: 18
111
Ibid: 20
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PICTURE 80 – THE GAZETTED PCO CURTILAGE INCLUDED ONLY LOT 21
SOURCE: PB& EP COMMITTEE MEETING 23/11/1993, CAMPBELLTOWN LOCAL STUDIES VERTICAL FILE

3.2.7

PHASE 7 1993- PRESENT: DISUSE AND DECLINE

In 1999 Council resolved that their Heritage Protection sub-committee would further investigate the
outbuildings and the decision to only list Varroville House (lot 21). A brief heritage study was undertaken
by the Council in 2000. The study found that the land had high significance for extant evidence of
vineyard cultivation and fir its historical values, demonstrated in its contribution to the development of
Campbelltown and the colony. The study also noted that urgent repairs were required.
At its December 2000 meeting, the Council resolved to include the Varroville outbuildings in the curtilage
of the Varroville local heritage items and further to write to the Heritage Office with a recommendation to
extend the SHR boundary. The Heritage Council in turn opted to defer this pending completion of a
separate study of colonial landscapes in the Cumberland Plain was being undertaken, and subsequent
recommendations from that Study. The Heritage Council also requested a Conservation Management
Plan however Council did not have the resources to provide this and as the buildings were in private
112
ownership.
In December 2002 Councillor Verlie Fowler requested Council investigate condition of the outbuildings to
see if any works could be enforced. Council inspected the property with tenant’s approval and the
buildings were found to be in severe disrepair. As the buildings were not then heritage listed, the repair
order was issued by Andrew Spooner (Manager Compliance Campbelltown City Council), under Section
113
121B of the EP&A Act 1979. Works were to be completed by 14 March 2003. In response, the
Jackamans engaged Tanner Architects to undertake an assessment of the outbuildings. That assessment
recommended demolition of the timber former stables building due to condition, and the dairy building,
citing lack of significance (due to its comparatively recent construction c.1952). Tanner attributed
construction of the cottage to 1880-1920 based on stylistic analysis and determined that it was not
required to be retained, with consideration for the extent of reconstruction of the cottage by the
114
Jackamans. Only the former coach house/ machinery shed was considered to be of significance and

112

Varroville House Timeline 1810-2007, Campbelltown Local Studies Library Vertical File, pg 4
Ibid 5
114
Ibid
113
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was attributed to the pre 1860s (as early as c.1830s) based on its construction, however its extremely
115
poor condition meant that substantial funding was required for its restoration.
Mrs Jackaman sought leeway on the Order and the deadline was delayed 60 days and was further
suspended. Council then engaged Conybeare Morrison to review the report by Tanner Architects. They
recommended the restoration of the former coach house/ machinery shed, conservation of the cottage
116
and the demolition and archival recording of the dairy building and timber shed (former stables). The
slab hut was recorded during a further site inspection (2004) and was considered to be highly significant
as it potentially dates to the first phase of occupation of Varroville. The roof of the building has since
collapsed and is unsafe. Following the subsequent inspection, Conybeare Morrison also revised their
position on the timber shed building, which they deemed required further research to determine
117
significance. The assessment also recorded the wool press in the former wool shed/ stables however
this is understood to be in separate ownership and does not form part of the site.
FIGURE 39 – 2004 VIEWS OF THE INTERIOR OF THE SLAB HUT

PICTURE 81 – VIEW OF THE SLAB HUT
SOURCE: CONYBEARE AND MORRISON 2004

PICTURE 82 – VIEW OF THE INTERIOR OF THE SLAB
HUT. THE SHEET WALL LINING APPEARS TO BE EARLY
20TH CENTURY. THE ROOF OF THE BUILDING HAS SINCE
COLLAPSED AND IS UNABLE TO BE INSPECTED
SOURCE: CONYBEARE AND MORRISON 2004

The northern half of the subject site was used in conjunction with the adjoining scenic hills riding facility
(hence the tracks over the northern half of the site), however the use was discontinued in 2010.
Ken and Virginia Pearson-Smith sold Varroville House in 2002 to solicitor John Metzopolous and his wife
Vanessa Seary, who in turn sold the property to Jacqui Kirkby and Peter Gibb in 2005. The subject site
remained in the ownership of Belen Investments (the Jackamans) until 2007. It is presently owned by
Cornish Investments Pty Ltd. Campbelltown Council never proceeded with the proposed listing under the
LEP and the site is not presently listed under the LEP or the draft instrument as set out in section 6.2.
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Ibid.
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4

Comparative Analysis

The following comparative analysis principally considers colonial period (1788-1840) homesteads
(although Varroville House is the second formal house on the site and postdates this period, being
constructed in 1858) and their associated natural and cultural landscapes in the Campbelltown and Appin
areas and more broadly within the Cumberland Plain, of which the subject Varroville homestead is part.
The Cumberland Plain lies to the west of Parramatta and stretches south to Camden and Campbelltown
and north to Richmond and Windsor, with its western boundary being the Hawkesbury-Nepean River. The
118
Cumberland Plain is the oldest settled district in Australia , occupied shortly after the settlement of the
colony for intensive agriculture, grazing and timber production. The sandstone soils of Sydney Cove were
relatively poor and from 1788 surveys were being undertaken in search of better agricultural land and by
the end of 1788 the colony had pushed west to Parramatta. By 1792 the earliest farms of 25-30 acres had
been established at Parramatta, Prospect Hill, Kissing Point, The Northern Boundary and the Ponds, with
farms in the Hawkesbury established in 1794, at Pitt Town Bottoms. In 1810, Governor Macquarie
established farm lots around Castlereagh, Windsor and Richmond (although they were occupied prior to
this) and in 1820 established Campbelltown.
The early Cumberland Plain settlers are considered the founders of the agricultural and pastoral
industries in Australia, supplying the fledgling colony with, meat, grain, fruit and vegetables and also
119
providing the majority of the labour for the convicts and free labourers .
FIGURE 40 –TYPOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF THE CUMBERLAND PLAIN

SOURCE: AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT:
HTTP://WWW.ENVIRONMENT.GOV.AU/NODE/15844

The present day Cumberland Plain retains many of these early rural farms, estates and landscape
features of cultural value (as demonstrated below in Table 5), and collectively, these early colonial
landscapes are of exceptional significance for their ability to demonstrate important aspects of early
120
European occupation and the interaction of the early European settlers with the Australian landscape .

118

Australian Government Department of Environment, Land Use History:
http://www.environment.gov.au/node/15844
119
Karskens 2000:101
120
Morris, Colleen and Geoffrey Britton, 2000: 4
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There are a number of surviving homesteads of the period and the following comparison considers grand
estates and pioneer working farms




Type 1: Grand Estates: These are larger estates, typically with significant associations, either
built for prominent families or individuals potentially by noted architects and builders; and typically
of a larger scale; or with significant landscape design; or demonstrating rare or outstanding
elements.
Type 2: Pioneer/ working farms: These are more modestly scaled, generally single storey (or
modified) homestead and complexes. ( This typology includes ‘bungalows’ and includes the
subject site)

It is noted that the following comparative analysis primarily includes Georgian and Regency typologies,
which were the prevailing styles in the region. None of the sites in the survey were inspected and
information is largely sourced from the State Heritage Inventory forms for the site respective sites
(italicised sections in table 5 except where otherwise referenced).
This comparison is not intended as a holistic study of colonial homesteads on the Cumberland plain,
th
rather it is intended to place the subject estate in a spectrum of properties of the early 19 century (i.e. of
the same historical period ), to enable an understanding of its comparative significance. The below
properties have been included with consideration not only for their homesteads, but for their associated
significant cultural, landscape and built heritage elements such as: out buildings, stables, remnant
gardens and significant vegetation, fencing, archaeological resources etc.
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Bella Vista

1810-1960

Unknown

Heritage Act - State

Bella Vista farm group comprises of the homestead,

Bella Vista is of State significance as a rare example of

Heritage Register

collection of outbuildings and core of an historic

an intact rural cultural landscape on the Cumberland

farm including slab fencing, series of paddocks,

Plain, continuously used for grazing since the 1790s.

remnant mature indigenous vegetation and cultural

Evidence of patterns of agricultural use of the farm over

plantings (such as the Bunya pines down the

the last 200 years survive including field patterns, post

National Trust

southern entry drive). The farm buildings are mostly

and rail fences, vernacular slab farm buildings and

Australia Register

timber slab construction, situated in a rural park like

evidence of the alignment of its traditional transport

setting. The overall farm complex is a typical 1800s

route, Old Windsor Road, as well as cultural plantings

farming community virtually untouched.

and remnant woodland tree.

Elizabeth
Macarthur Drive,

Baulkham Hills LEP

Bella Vista, NSW
2153

Specifically, the site features the following

The site also has significance for the following

outbuildings:

features listed in the SHI inventory form for the

VIEW OF FARM BUILDINGS (SOURCE: HERITAGE OFFICE NSW-SHI
LISTING FORM).

heritage item below:
Outbuildings include the Shop & Aviary/Cottage,
Blacksmiths hut, thunderbox toilet, Fitzgerald's



For the survival of aspects of its rural setting with

Cottage/Coach House (c.1810 and modified), barn,

remnant indigenous vegetation on rolling hills,

stables and feed shed, cow shed, packing and wool

extensive pasture grasses;

shed.

The

Blacksmiths

hut

and

Fitzgerald’s



Cottage/coach house are described below:

For its aesthetic values, the sense of place and the
picturesque, serene quality which results from the
deliberate and prominent siting, plantings, low



Blacksmiths Hut:

scale

The blacksmith's shop is a small structure

relationships to each other around yards, the

constructed of wooden slabs with the entrance

ramshackle character of the place and the farm

on the east side and with a gabled corrugated


buildings

and

homestead,

their

TIMBER SLAB FARM BUILDING (SOURCE: HERITAGE OFFICE
NSW-SHI LISTING FORM).

animals;


iron roof.

farm

Fitzgerald's Cottage/Coach House:

For containing an increasingly rare surviving
example of the endangered ecological community,

Materials and construction suggest this is one

open Cumberland Plain woodland, with indigenous

of the earliest buildings on the site.

The

eucalypt trees, providing evidence of the park-like

original building was a single storey timber slab

character of the pre-European landscape between

cottage, with bark roof extending to form a

Parramatta and the Hawkesbury, achieved by

verandah on its southern elevation. This was a

periodic burning to improve access and visibility.

widely used building from c.1810 onwards.

As the site of often violent conflict between the

Probably occupied by shepherds or family

local Aboriginal community and the stockmen over

members while a more permanent structure

the alienation of land and the 'theft' of livestock and

was being built.

provisions.


For exhibiting a wide range of vernacular and
colonial building techniques, for which evidence
survives in both the buildings and archaeological
record, including: split timbers, the use of saplings

VIEW OF FARM BUILDING (SOURCE: HERITAGE OFFICE NSW-SHI
LISTING FORM).

and stumps, mud and clay and raw hide straps.
Evidence

also

survives

of

the

retention

of

indigenous hardwood trees (ironbarks) in the open
woodland.
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Beulah

c.1835

Unknown

767 Appin Road,

Heritage Act - State

Beulah is contained within four adjoining freehold

Beulah is of state significance for its research potential,

Heritage Register

parcels of land and comprises approximately 90

having the potential to provide rare evidence related to

(SHR).

hectares or 220 acres.

the nature, development and occupation of the

National Trust of

Approximately 59.5 hectares of the total site area of

Australia Register.

approximately 90 hectares comprises conservation

Gilead

farmstead that was occupied from c. 1824 to the 1960s

forest.

This

forest

includes

both

and has remained intact to the present.

remnant

The site is also has significance for the following

Register of the

Cumberland Plain Woodland (approximately 19.4

features listed in the SHI inventory form for the

National Estate.

hectares) and Shale Sandstone Transition Forest

heritage item below:

(approximately 40.1 hectares). This forested area
covers the majority (65.65%) of the subject



Beulah is of historical significance as a cultural
landscape comprising early colonial structures,

property.

remnant 19th century farm, cultural plantings and
The Beulah cultural landscape comprises the
colonial homestead and convict built bridge, later

landscape elements.


The cultural landscape of Beulah and portions 77

19th century timber outbuildings and the original

and 78 in particular have considerable aesthetic

access road as well as remnants of the 19th century

significance incorporating the drive through the

plantings, remnants of the round yard (former

remnant forest and over the stone bridge, the

carriageway), fencing and dams. The land is largely

homestead (including its siting) and outbuildings,

cleared and shows evidence of continued pastoral

cultural plantings and landscape elements, the

use, with the exception of the conservation forest.

natural

ridgeline,

marked

by

the

BEULAH OUTBUILDING (SOURCE: HERITAGE OFFICE NSWSHI LISTING FORM).

gazebo

overlooking the Menangle Valley.
Specifically, the site contains the following 19th



century outbuildings:

60 hectares of the total site area comprises
conservation forest and Beulah is also of natural
heritage significance for this rare and intact



Cottage;



surviving area of Cumberland Shale Sandstone

Former stables;



Transition Forest (CSSTF), Cumberland Shale

Former gazebo/summer house; and



Hills Woodland (CSHW) and Cumberland Plain

Remnant structures.

Woodland (CPW).

COTTAGE (BEULAH CMP, URBIS, 2015).

Specifically, significant landscape elements include
the following:


Conservation forest;



Original access road;



Remnants of 19th century plantings (including a
date palm, peppercorn trees and a clump of an old
rose); as well as remnants of the:



Round yard (former carriageway (loop) east of the
house);



Fencing; and



Two 19th century dams.
VIEW TO HOMESTEAD FROM THE DAM (SOURCE: HERITAGE
OFFICE NSW-SHI LISTING FORM).
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Sugarloaf
Farm

1840

Unknown

State Heritage

Sugarloaf Farm is a largely intact farm complex

Sugarloaf Farm is of State Significance as a largely

Register

dating from the 1840s through to the 1940s and

intact

demonstrating a range of uses throughout its life.

demonstrates a high level of evidence from the many

farm

complex dating

from

the1840s

that

Menangle Road,

Heritage Act - s.170

The main homestead represents the first phase of

layers of occupation. It is also significant for retaining a

Gilead, NSW 2560

NSW State agency

use of the site for cereal cropping and the

high degree of integrity. Its retained original setting

heritage register

associated outbuildings represent various changes

allows a high degree of interpretation of the historic

of use to dairying (1890s), horse and cattle studding

landscape.

Campbelltown LEP

(1940s) and riding school (1980s).
The site also has significance for the following
Elements

including

its

landscape

features

are

outbuildings
described

in

and

features listed on the SHR inventory form for the

the

heritage item below:

Conservation Management Plan prepared for the


site and are outlined below:

The dairy and associated structures are good

FORMER 1880S DAIRY (SOURCE: HERITAGE
OFFICE NSW-SHI LISTING FORM).

examples of late nineteenth century to early


The former dairy, stables and associated slip

twentieth century farm buildings associated with

rails are located to the southwest of the former

the once successful dairying interests of the

homestead. These structures are of mixed

property.

provenance,



ranging

from

mid-nineteenth



cultural landscape. The surviving rural landscape

CMP describes the dairy as constructed of

setting has cultural significance due to its ability to

weatherboard, timber slabs with round pole

demonstrate

members and stone flagged floor).

European occupation such as early plantings,

The landscape is one of gently undulating hills

paddocks, fences, early grant areas and some

rising from the floodplain of the Nepean basin,
with

Mount

Sugarloaf

topographical feature.



The farm is significant as a remnant of an earlier

century through to late twentieth century. (The

being

the

main

important

aspects

of

the

early

archaeological features and sites.


A number of cultural plantings have survived,

The landscape was

providing a connection to the early development of

extensively cleared for pastoral uses in the late

the farm and the Camden area generally. These

nineteenth century; however, some native

include the Pepper trees and African Boxthorn

vegetation has survived.

hedges.

The Sydney water supply canal is a prominent



The farm contains a section of the Sydney Water

feature of the landscape, dividing the property

Supply Canal in its historic curtilage. The canal

with its serpentine form that follows a contour

forms a significant part of the site and represents

line around the hillside. It is a dominant feature

the political vision and planning of the time to

of the north west views from Mount Sugarloaf

overcome acute water supply problems faced by

and is a well-constructed and significant

the city. Being part of the extensive dam building

th

example of early 20 century engineering.

123

WESTERN FAÇADE OF THE DAIRY (CMP, 2001)

and irrigation works associated with the Nepean
River

Scheme,

engineering

it

represents

achievement

of

an

the

immense
time.

This

construction redefined the cultural landscape of the

SUGARLOAF FARM (CMP, 2001)

property and is a prominent feature on the site.

123

Conservation Management Plan for Sugarloaf Farm, Menangle Road, Gilead, prepared by Graham Brooks & Associates (2001)
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Kelvin Park
Group

1820-1826

Builder: Thomas

Local Environmental

The Kelvin Group consists of an early 19th century

The Kelvin Park Group is of State significance as an

Laycock

Plan

homestead and various outbuildings and other

intact complex of early Colonial farm buildings within an

works set on a smaller rise at the end of a long

attractive, mature garden in a rural hilltop setting. The

30 The Retreat,

(former) carriageway from Kelvin Park Drive. The

earlier buildings include an excellent example of a

Bringelly, NSW

site of the complex is considerably reduced from its

1820s homestead and associated outbuildings in the

2171

original land holding by subdivision and housing

form of timber slab sheds. The complex also retains

development.

additional relics and structures illustrative of the original
functioning of the property. There is the potential to

Specifically, the site contains the following

gain more information on the site from further

outbuildings:

architectural,

archaeological

and

documentary
OUTBUILDING (SOURCE: CAMPBELLTOWN LIBRARY).

research.



Former coach house;



Two slab sheds; and

The site also has significance for the following



Late 20th century farm buildings and structures,

features listed on the SHR inventory form for the

stabling, sheds and yards.

heritage item below:

Site landscaping includes gardens, driveways and



The buildings at Kelvin Park belong to an important

fences and various relics/other works including a

and rare group of colonial Georgian and early

cistern, early tank stand and horse works.

Victorian farm buildings that contribute to the
historic rural landscape. They are evidence of
continuity of land use for farming for 187 years (to
2005).


The brick coach house at Kelvin Park retains its OUTBUILDING (SOURCE: CAMPBELLTOWN LIBRARY).
picturesque, early Victorian form, planning and
much of its original detailing. It is evidence of the
development of the property in the 1850s by Alfred
Kennerley,

who

later

became

Premier

of

Tasmania.


The two slab barns are evidence of Kelvin Park as
a working farm from 1818 until, at least, the mid20th century. The structures demonstrate 19th
century building methods and farm practice.
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4.2

SUMMARY ANALYSIS

This comparative analysis has examined other historic homesteads of similar date and complexity in the
Cumberland Plain area.
th

In summary, Varroville homestead, dating from the early 19 Century, provides a rare example of a
large colonial farm in the Cumberland Plain area. Its surviving fabric provides evidence of the layout of
an early farm complex, together with main homestead (albeit a later replacement of the original c.1813
homestead), various outbuildings, agricultural [vineyard] terracing, remnant plantings, hand-formed
dams and an early access road.
Varroville is comparable to other surviving early farm complexes in the Cumberland Plain for its overall
collection of remnant buildings and elements as a cultural landscape. It is also similar in terms of
richness of cultural heritage values, period of European settlement and significant associations.
However, it is considered that Varroville is a more modest example of a farm complex, representative of
a pioneer/working farm, rather than that of an elaborate grand estate. Varroville as a whole is generally
in keeping with other pioneer/working farms such as Kelvin Park (Bringelly), Denfield (Helens Park),
Denbigh (Cobbity) and Beulah (Gilead). These properties exhibit similar characteristics, including
showing evidence of utilitarian and pragmatic building methods and farm practices and comprise (in
varying degrees) outbuildings, early landscaping, formal gardens, significant natural plantings, evidence
of early layouts, evidence of agricultural uses and early homestead buildings. Examples such as
Brownlow Hill (Orangeville), Orielton and Glenfield (Casula) are considered more elaborate grand
estates.
Overall, Varroville is one of the few early farm complexes remaining in the Cumberland Plain area,
where the form of the original grant and the former agricultural use of the estate is still appreciable to
any great extent (although the exact extent of the original grant is not immediately apparent). Specific
elements of Varroville’s cultural landscape, which contribute to its significance as individual elements, as
well as collectively, are discussed below.

4.2.1

SETTING, LANDSCAPING AND ACCESS DRIVE

The form of the original land grant has been reduced from the original 404 hectares/ 1000 acres, with the
subject estate comprising 113 hectares. The Varroville homestead (excluded from the subject study area)
sits on the lower slopes of the site, within an area of mature landscaping. Remnants of the original
carriageway remain, and the original drive from Campbelltown Road approached the house from the
south, via the outbuildings, conveniently located not far from the main homestead, on the lower slopes of
the hill. Although the larger rural context remains apparent, the area has been impacted by subdivision.
The main homestead and garden is located on a separate title (8 acres) from the subject property and
has been excised from the estate. The extent of the original drive on the eastern side of the site has been
impacted by the Hume Highway. There is no evidence remaining of introduced plantings along this and
no significant early cultural plantings in the vicinity of the outbuildings.
A comparison with other farm complexes illustrates that the integrity of the setting of Varroville is
somewhat compromised by subdivision and further that the site does not demonstrate the extent of
significant landscaped contexts of other homesteads of the period. Many other examples of early farm
complexes in the Cumberland Plain retain well-landscaped sites, which have not been affected by
subdivision. For example, the wider landscape, curtilage and setting of Denbigh is rare and significant,
for its high degree of integrity. It remains in a largely uncompromised state from the time of early
European occupation. Harrington Park retains its significant original layout of a gentleman’s estate, with
important early access routes, including the original entry drive from Old Cowpastures Road (Camden
Valley Way). Beulah too retains its original four freehold land parcels. Lack of development around the
Varroville Estate has however contributed to an interpretation of its original rural setting although it has
been subdivided.
While Varroville House retains some landmark plantings and a significant landscaped garden context
(the latter of which was largely introduced in the Jackaman period) the subject estate is cultural
plantings are limited to the driveway from St Andrews Road (which also dates to the Jackaman period)
th
and some later 20 century plantings in the vicinity of the outbuildings group. By contrast, Brownlow Hill
has one of the most prominent colonial gardens and estates in Australia with the extent of its
considerable acreage and pattern of farming largely intact. Brownlow Hill contains a designed landscape
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of national importance and renown which includes ground modelling, layout and plantings from the preth
1860s. Orielton is also noted for its 19 century gardens and the gardens surrounding Camden Park
have been recognised as reputedly the largest and most intact Australian colonial garden in existence.

4.2.2

VINEYARD TERRACING

The remnant agricultural [vineyard] terracing wrapping around the hillside at Varroville is considered rare
and significant, for its high degree of integrity and for its scale, with evidence of terracing comprising an
approximate area of more than 7 hectares. Varroville has a strong association with the development of
the Australian wine industry, with the vineyard once being described as second only to Gregory
Blaxland’s. The remnant vineyard terracing has a high degree of integrity, being that it is obvious and
apparent in the landscape. This is despite there being no documented use of the vineyard following the
126
occupation of the property by Raymond, who was awarded a prize for the wines made at Varroville.
This would suggest that the remnant terracing dates from this time and its high degree of integrity is also
remarkable as later uses of the farm as a dairy and horse stud have had limited impact upon it, and
other features of the original wider landscape from its early European occupation have not survived.
The comparison with other farm complexes demonstrates the rarity of the extant remnant vineyard
terracing at Varroville. Its significance is comparable to The Cottage (Mulgoa), which is a farm complex
dating from c1810 and is considered ‘probably the oldest occupied residence in the country’. The
Cottage features two areas of remnant vineyard terracing associated with the mid-19th century
homestead on the site. The remnant vineyard terraces, similar to Varroville, are distinct and cover a
wide area on the slope of the site. Camden Park has also been recognised as playing a vital role in the
fledgling Australian wine industry through its importation and distribution of vine cuttings throughout
NSW and the Barossa Valley of SA. Maryland is also noted as retaining what may be the oldest winery
buildings in Australia, incorporating a winery and store.
Whilst a number of these comparative examples incorporated vineyards and contributed to the fledgling
wine industry in the colony, comparison with other farm complexes also shows that there is limited to no
remnant vineyard or other agricultural terracing in other early homesteads, and where evidence is
retained, it is not to the extent and significance of Varroville.

4.2.3

TIMBER SLAB HUT

The remnant timber slab hut at Varroville is a highly significant structure of the Varroville farm complex,
which contributes to its overall significance. It demonstrates a typical early vernacular structure utilising
hardwood and vertical timber slabs. It is presently in a collapsed and ruinous state.
A comparison with other timber slab hut buildings of the farming complexes illustrates that the slab hut is
not rare individually, in the context of the Cumberland Plain, but contributes to the collective rarity of the
cultural landscape of Varroville Estate. The construction of timber slab huts (which are still in existence)
are common to other early homesteads, being that it was typical for them to be constructed for early
settlers first and temporary homes/huts or for other early utilitarian structures/outbuildings. These early
structures were generally constructed of timber available on site. A typical typology of an early settlers
hut is shown in Figure 41 below.
Whilst it is said that Townson lived in uncomfortable conditions on his grant while developing the farm
and homestead, and it has been speculated that he may have lived in the slab hut, which would infer a
construction date of c.1810, there is no conclusive historical evidence that confirms the date of
construction for the slab hut at Varroville. A comparison with other slab hut buildings shows that it is
stylistically likely to be an early 1800s development and is immediately comparable to other examples in
its construction techniques, however the typology and method of construction does not change
considerably.
The Varroville example represents a basic version of a slab hut than other more substantial examples
provided in the comparison. Despite historical research showing that someone was living in the slab hut
at Varroville until the 1950s, it doesn’t display the usual amenities of early hut buildings, being that it is

126

The Australian, 8 March 1844, 2-3, ‘Australian Floral and Horticultural Society Final Award of the First Class prize
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without characteristic features such as windows or a stone chimney. It is noted that these features may
have been previously extant; however the structure is simplistic even in the 1950s views of the site (refer
Figure 34). Its present ruinous condition prevents a detailed physical analysis. With consideration for the
simplicity of the structure, the use of the property and examination of slab hut typologies, it is considered
that this structure was constructed as more of a utilitarian structure, rather than being occupied as
Townson’s first hut.
The slab hut at Varroville is comparable to remnant utilitarian timber structures on other farm complexes,
such as at Denbigh (Cobbitty), Rouse Hill Farm (Rouse Hill) and Bella Vista Farm (Bella Vista).
However, these examples are larger, display more characteristics and a majority are believed to be
more intact and better examples of timber slab huts remaining in the Cumberland Plain area, particularly
with consideration for the ruinous state of the Varroville example.
FIGURE 41 – EXAMPLE TYPOLOGY OF AN EARLY SETTLERS HUT/HOME.

(SOURCE: THE GLENFIELD STORY, BILL LEAH, 1984).

4.2.4

COTTAGE

The remnant cottage at Varroville is a significant structure of the Varroville farm complex, which
contributes to its overall significance. The extant cottage at Varroville is of simple construction and
incorporates timber, weatherboard and masonry and features gable ends with masonry brick chimneys.
It is presently in fair condition although derelict.
There is no conclusive evidence that confirms a date of construction for the cottage; however,
stylistically it is likely to be a mid-late 1800s construction. Its extant materials are suggestive of this time
period, however, the cottage has been substantially altered in the 1950s and much of the interior and
some detailing date to this period. The principal eastern façade has also been modified, such that it now
appears as a single residence, rather than the original two attached dwellings.
A comparison with other cottages of farming complexes shows that the cottage is not rare individually,
but contributes to the collective rarity of the cultural landscape of the Varroville Estate. It is immediately
comparable to other examples in its construction techniques, scale and typology. However, there are
many examples of more intact and elaborate cottages in early farm complexes of the Cumberland Plain
area. For example, at Hadley Park, there is a substantial single storey cottage built of split timbers with a
hipped roof, and contains the remains of an external brick fireplace. Furthermore, there are two extant
cottages at Denbigh and Harrington Park, as well as an extant cottage Glenfield Farm which are
arguably more refined and intact examples. Glenfield Farm is a particularly elaborate example of a
dairy/convict cottage, which has detailing and finishes consistent with the complex of Georgian buildings
on its site and the cottage has an unusual mixture of upstairs and downstairs. The extant sandstone
workers cottage at Maryland (Bringelly), has remarkably intact features including an iron hipped roof and
stone quoins, sills and verandah and two brick chimneys. The simplicity of the Varroville example
appears to be comparable to cottage dwellings at Sugarloaf.
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4.2.5

COACH HOUSE

The remnant former coach house at Varroville is a significant extant structure of the Varroville farm
complex, which contributes to its overall significance. The extant cottage at Varroville is of simple
construction and incorporates early wood fired brick and a shingled roof.
There is no conclusive evidence that confirms the date of construction of the former coach house;
however, stylistically it is likely to be a late colonial/early Victorian construction (c.1830-1860). Its extant
materials are suggestive of this time period. However, the former coach house has been modified in the
c1950s for use as machinery shed. This included works to the principal eastern façade and likely was
also when the concrete floor was added. It is presently in poor condition.
A comparison with other coach houses of farming complexes shows that the coach house is not rare
individually, but contributes to the collective rarity of the cultural landscape of the Varroville Estate. It is
immediately comparable to other examples in construction techniques, scale and style. However, there
are many examples of more intact and elaborate coach houses in other early farm complexes of the
Cumberland Plain. For example, there is a remaining extant brick coach house at Kelvin Park
(Bringelly), which retains its early Victorian form, planning and much of its original detailing.

4.2.6

DAMS

There are approximately five out of ten dams remaining on the subject Varroville Estate which date from
the pre 1940s, and they may form part of Charles Sturts c1830s hand-made dams. This is highly
significant and rare as an early example of water conservation in the colonial period. The construction of
dams at Varroville, being numerous and large-scale, was potentially a response to a specific drought in
the c1830s and demonstrate a significant scale with Sturt being said to have sunk dams in each of his
paddocks, and allowing no less than 19 families to use the dams during the drought. There was possibly
some work done to the dams in the c.1950s, but they still retain a high integrity. They are subject to
further investigation.
The numerous and large scale surviving dams at Varroville are rare amongst other farming complexes.
Several other examples of early farm complexes feature dams; however, they are not as impressive in
their number or scale as is suggested by the historical record for Varroville.
In comparison to other early farm complexes, the subject property can be compared to Mt Gilead
(Gilead), where water conservation methods were successfully pioneered. Mt Gilead is highly significant
for its remaining artificial lake (c. 1824) and second dam of rammed earth. The c1824 construction was
considered to be the first successful attempt at water conservation in New South Wales. The rarity and
significance of the Varroville dams can also be compared to Harrington Park, where here a series of
farm dams on the property have been modified or lost with residential development.

4.2.7

ARCHAEOLOGICAL POTENTIAL

All of the above comparative examples are likely to have a fair to high potential for archaeological
remains of varying degrees of significance. Varroville is of heritage significance for its research potential,
having the potential to provide rare evidence related to the nature, development and occupation of the
farmstead, related to domestic life, building techniques, and agricultural practices on a farming property
from the earliest phases of development in the Cumberland Plain. Archaeological remains have the
potential to be of state significance. Varroville also incorporates areas of high indigenous archaeological
sensitivity which is common to other examples in the comparison.

4.2.8

SUMMARY

In summary, Varroville is significant as it exhibits the overall characteristics typical to Cumberland Plain
colonial farm complexes, which are becoming increasingly rare due to modern urban development in
this area. The above comparative analysis demonstrates that the cultural landscape of Varroville
presents a rare and moderately intact example of a farm complex of the Cumberland Plain,
demonstrating various phases of use and occupation.
In comparison with other early farm complexes, Varroville is particularly significant for its rare and highly
intact remnant vineyard terracing and its large-scale and numerous dams, which have been attributed to
the occupation of Charles Sturt in the latter 1830s.
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The extant slab hut, cottage and coach house at Varroville contribute to the collective significance and
rarity of the Varroville farm complex; however, there are among more numerous and substantial (or
better) examples of their respective types in other early homesteads of the Cumberland Plain.
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5.4

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE

The cultural landscape of the subject site is of heritage significance at the state level for its historic values
and for its rarity.
The estate is of historic significance as a large remnant of the ‘Varroville’ estate established by Dr Robert
Townson from 1812 and further developed by a succession of subsequent owners. The subject site
includes substantial remnants of the 19th century farm complex and cultural landscape potentially
associated with the phase of development of the first permanent Varroville homestead (1812- 1858)
including outbuildings, as well as dams, remnant agricultural evidence including vineyard terracing and
evidence of the early access road. Varroville and the estate have been continuously occupied since the
award of the grant in 1810. As a founding and significant estate in the development of the region (from
c.1810), the estate is significant for its role in the early settlement and development of the area as a
farming district and was significant to agriculture and food production and horticultural development in
th
early New South Wales. The former cottage and stables buildings are a good example of 19 century
th
farm buildings and reflect the 19 century development of the farmstead.
The estate also contains a series of dams attributed to Sturt’s ownership, that show characteristics of
having been hand-made and may therefore demonstrate the earliest attempts at water conservation for
agricultural use in the colony.
The estate has a continuity of pastoral and agricultural uses that is becoming rare in the area due to
urban expansion. The cultural landscape around ‘Varroville’ also demonstrates rarity as a largely-intact
setting for an important colonial homestead and as one of the few larger estate landscapes remaining in
the Campbelltown area where the form of the original grant and the former agricultural use of the estate
and its rural landscape character may be appreciated, despite subdivision. Although excised from the
original grant and the main homestead, the lack of development throughout this landscape has allowed
Varroville House to retain its original visual and functional curtilage as a farmhouse set in a pastoral
landscape of quality which is now rare in New South Wales.
The cultural landscape of the subject site is also of local heritage significance for its associative,
aesthetic, social, and representative values and for its research potential.
Varroville and the estate have strong associations with several individuals and families important in the
development of rural industries in the colony of NSW including agriculture, horticulture, viticulture and
stock breeding. Other occupants were significant figures in exploration, postal services, horse racing and
heritage conservation. This includes Doctor Robert Townson, the original grantee for the estate and the
colony's most highly regarded academic when he arrived in 1807; explorer Charles Sturt, who is credited
with the construction of the dams, James Raymond and Alfred Cheeke. The site is also significant for its
relationship with Bunbury Curran Hill - a viewing point used by both Governor and Mrs Macquarie.
The cultural landscape collectively has high aesthetic significance as the setting of the historic colonial
homestead ‘Varroville’ and a rural landscape of the Scenic Hills. The subject property complements and
allows significant views to and from ‘Varroville’ and to the surrounding rural landscape. Significant views
and visual connections are also retained to and from Bunbury Curran Hill and to other properties from the
estate including Robin Hood farm and Macquarie Fields House, which is visible from the Varroville
homestead.
The cottage and former stables have aesthetic significance as characteristic, albeit modest, 19th century
farm buildings. The timber slab hut is of significance as a potentially early vernacular dwelling, reflecting
the first phase of development of the farm, (1810-1827). Significant landscape features include evidence
of ground modelling for vineyard terracing, evidence of the original/ former drive and the dams, many of
which appear to have survived in what is likely to be their original, hand formed configuration and have
the potential to provide highly significant evidence of this important technological innovation from the
period of early Colonial settlement.
Varroville is also of significance as a representative example of a pioneering homestead comprising early
th
colonial structures, remnant 19 century farm, cultural plantings and landscape elements (including the
access road and remnant ground modelling for vineyard terracing) and remnant forest. The outbuildings
th
are representative of 19 century ancillary farm buildings, characteristic of the period and utilitarian
functions.
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The study area has a high probability for an intact archaeological resource that may provide additional
and new evidence of significant phases of the development of the estate, and is likely to produce unique
evidence which will considerably add to the story of its development and management. It is likely to
provide complimentary evidence for the evolution and management of a continuously occupied country
estate that could be compared to other significant colonial homesteads in the Campbelltown and Appin
area and the broader Cumberland Plain such as Bella Vista and Rouse Hill House. Potential remains
include evidence of agricultural practices, Townson’s original hut (c.1810) and the first homestead
(c.1812-17), 19th century development and outbuildings, artefactual evidence, landscape elements and
evidence of the original driveway/ access road. The site also has Indigenous archaeological potential and
significance with archaeological sensitivity mapping for the study area identifying areas of high, moderate,
low and nil archaeological sensitivity.
The Sturt dams have the potential to provide important and very rare physical evidence of one of the
earliest attempts at water conservation for agricultural use in the colony. The site’s natural heritage values
are also regarded as rare; the critically endangered community of MSW and CPW plantings have high
natural significance as a rare remnant natural forest which has important value in terms of biodiversity for
both flora and fauna.

5.5

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE – VARROVILLE HOUSE LOT
21/DP564065127
'Varroville is a 'celebrated early farm estate dating from 1810 with early structures, the 1850s
homestead, layout, agricultural ( vineyard) terracing and evidence of early access road.' (Morris
and Britton, 2000, 98)
'Varroville is rare as one of the few larger estate landscapes remaining in the Campbelltown area
where the form of the original grant and the former agricultural use of the estate and its rural
landscape character may be appreciated.' (Morris and Britton, 2000, 98)
Varroville was a significant to the horticultural development of New South Wales through the laying
out of a productive kitchen garden in 1809 noted for its extensive fruit varieties by the early 1820s
and the establishment of a vineyard, said to be second only to that of Gregory Blaxland of Brush
Farm, Eastwood. The vineyard terraces are extant and together with the early drive suggest that
the present 1858 house occupies the site of the earlier 1810s house. Accounts relating to Charles
Sturt's ownership (1837-39) indicate the property's continued role in the acclimatisation of plants
sourced from as far afield as Calcutta.
Varroville was significant to agriculture and food production in early New South Wales. The grants
of land at Minto were made by Colonel Paterson in response to the Hawkesbury floods of 1806 and
later, aiming to safeguard the colony's food supplies. A significant portion of Varroville was used for
growing crops in the c. 1810s-1830s period. Townson supplied meat to the Sydney, Liverpool and
Parramatta commissariat stores.
Macquarie commented that the farms of Townson and Andrew Thompson (St. Andrews, opposite
Varroville) were 'by far the best pasturage I have yet seen in the colony'. The gently rolling hills of
the two properties appealed to English Picturesque sensibilities and today is reflected in the locality
name, Scenic Hills, defined under the Campbelltown Local Environment Plan - District 8 (Central
Hills Lands). This plan aims 'to ensure that the Central Hills Lands District of the City of
Campbelltown retains the rural character that was envisaged for it during the planning that
preceded the urbanisation of that City.'
'The still appreciable direct view line from the 1850s Varroville homestead to the landmark
Araucarias of both nearby Denham Court and Macquarie Fields House appears to be a deliberate
siting intention.' (Morris and Britton, 2000, 98).
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The following statement of significance has been taken from the SHR listing for the site
<http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=5045252>
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Varroville house is sited as 'a house in landscape' according to estate planning principles put
forward by British landscape designers Humphrey Repton in the 1790s-1810s (echoed by the
Sydney-based horticulturalist and landscape designer, Thomas Shepherd in the 1830s) and John
Claudius Loudon in the 1820s-40s. The house is sited to take advantage of sweeping, wrap-around
views of the scenic hills from Raby Road in the west to Bunbury Curran Hill in the north and to an
extending ridgeline of the range to the east. The important western view dominates the entry
through the front door and across the rear courtyard.
Varroville, through the Sturt dams and modified watercourses, accounts from the Sturt period and
the large underground water tank c. 1858 that extends westwards from the ends of the wings of the
house illustrates early recognition of the importance of water conservation to colonists in New
South Wales and South Australia. Sturt's accounts relate to the great drought of the 1830s that led
to the depression of the early 1840s that was devastating to early NSW society.
Varroville is significant for the relationship between the house and its group of farm buildings, sited
in relation to each other on the ridge. The location of the outbuildings along the entrance drive
reflect Augustus Earle's c. 1829 watercolour view of Lieut William Lawson's Veteran Hall, Prospect
(National Library of Australia) and Mrs Charles Meredith's description of Homebush in the 1840s
with barns, stables and estate worker's cottages and other 'ornamental edifices' being visible en
route to the house (although not through the front door as Mrs Meredith complained of Homebush).
Both Veteran Hall and Homebush have since been demolished.
The house dating from 1858-9 is a significant example of the work of William Weaver, former
Government Architect 1854-56. The firm, Weaver and Kemp, also designed Jarvisfield, Picton and
Burundulla, Mudgee. The fabric of the house is intact with surviving blackbutt floors, cedar joinery,
plaster ceiling roses and imported marble chimneypieces. The roof, originally shingled, is now
covered with corrugated iron. The house appears to occupy the site of a previous (1810s) house
and the kitchen of the northern wing incorporates the sandstone chimneypiece of a previous
service wing. With the exception of generously scaled rooms and plate glass windows (allowing
maximum light and taking in of the views), the symmetrical Italianate villa is architecturally
conservative (and comparable with houses such as Yasmar, Haberfield, designed by John Bibb in
c. 1852). This, and the large underground watertank at the end of the wings may reflect Weaver's
engineering (rather than architectural) training.
The garden immediately surrounding the house is a substantially intact mid-19th century plan with
a gravelled carriage drive (with post-1950 concrete edgings), lawn tennis court site c. 1870,
remains of a glasshouse and a trellis. Perimeter fence lines and gates have been relocated post
1950 but the original locations are well documented in photographs of c. 1935.
Hardy Wilson described 'Varraville' [sic] as 'an Early-Victorian homestead encompassed by many
oleanders'. The pink oleander at the north-east corner of the house was extant in 1950 (information
from Mrs Jackaman) and may have been one of the oleanders described by Hardy Wilson. The
garden contains staples of Cumberland Plain gardening: Moreton Bay figs, hoop pines, funeral
cypresses, white cedars, pepper trees, a Norfolk Island hibiscus, Bauhinia, agaves (bordering the
original drive), yuccas, aloes and hedges of cape honeysuckle (Tecomaria capensis) and common
olive. The Queensland rain forest tree, Barclaya syringifolia, may survive from the c. 1890s - 1910
period.
Varroville received important early 20th century literary and artistic recognition as a major
homestead of the Cumberland Plain through its inclusion on the parchment map that provides the
key to W. Hardy Wilson's romance, 'The Cowpasture Road' (1920). The fictional postmaster,
Raymond Plenty in The Cowpasture Road (pp 38-40) is no doubt inspired by James Raymond,
owner of Varroville 1839-1851, and the reference to the squires having chased Governor Bligh
under his bed (p. 8) may be a reference to Townson.
Varroville is 'historically important for its association with prominent owners Dr Robert Townson,
Charles Sturt, James Raymond and Alfred Cheeke and for its relationship with Bunbury Curran Hill
- a viewing point used by both Governor and Mrs Macquarie.' (Morris and Britton, 2000 p. 19)
Varroville during the Raymond, Cheeke and Jackaman periods was a prestigious country estate for
owners whose wealth came from other sources. Between c. 1876 and 1950 the property was
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FIGURE 42 – SIGNIFICANCE PLANS

PICTURE 83 – SITE PLAN SHOWING SIGNIFICANT ELEMENTS

URBIS
CMP_166-176 ST ANDREWS RD VARROV LLE ESTATE_OCTOBER_2015

SIGN FICANCE

93

PICTURE 84 – THE COACH HOUSE – FLOOR PLAN
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PICTURE 85 – ROOF PLANS – COTTAGE AND FORMER COACH HOUSE
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PICTURE 86 – COTTAGE FLOOR PLAN
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5.7

SIGNIFICANT VIEWS AND VISTAS

Views and vistas can be significant elements within a cultural landscape, providing residents and visitors
with panoramic views, restricted views, narrow vistas and glimpses of natural areas, geographic and
historic landmarks and historic sites. There are existing and potential views and vistas from the public
domain into the subject property, from public roads including St Andrews Road and the F5 Freeway and
the public reserve on Bunbury Curran Hill. Some of these views are panoramic while others are restricted
to varying degrees by vegetation and landscaping along roadsides and within properties.
The scenic values of the site have been assessed by Paul Davies and Geoffrey Britton in 2011 as part of
the Visual analysis of Campbelltown’s Scenic Hills and East Edge Scenic Protection Lands, October
2011. The visual qualities of the Scenic Hills in which the subject property is located have been
128
assessed and ‘Varroville’ and the subject property are included in Scenic Hills Landscape Unit 1 (SH
LU 1), which is characterised by retained pastoral character on the lower slopes and foothills, patches of
remnant indigenous woodland or regrowth thereof, extensive areas of land infested with Olea europaea
ssp. cuspidata (African olive), with a small scattering of modestly scaled buildings along St Andrews Road
and St Davids Road.
FIGURE 43 – ILLUSTRATION OF LANDSCAPE UNIT 1 COMPRISING VARROVILLE

SOURCE: VISUAL ANALYSIS OF CAMPBELLTOWN’S SCENIC HILLS AND EAST EDGE SCENIC PROTECTION LANDS
PAUL DAVIES PTY LTD IN ASSOCIATION WITH GEOFFREY BRITTON OCTOBER 2011 FIGURE 4.1.6
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Paul Davies Pty Ltd in association with Geoffrey Britton (Environmental Design Consultant), Visual analysis of
Campbelltown’s Scenic Hills and East Edge Scenic Protection Lands, October 2011
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Along with Varroville, Landscape Unit 1 incorporates part of what was originally Andrew Thompsons grant
(St Andrews), most of Robert Cordeaux’s grant of 700 acres which was situated to the north-west of
Townson’s, as well as part of the land granted to Simeon Lord and several smaller settlers. The original
configuration and landscapes of the Colonial landscape continue to be expressed clearly through the
roads, subdivisions and land uses seen in the unit today.
In the above study Davies and Britton state:
“The focal point of the [Scenic Hills Landscape] Unit [1] is the historic Varroville Estate, with its
early Victorian house set on a low ridge against the imposing backdrop of Bunbury Curran Hill to
the west and the rolling topography of Andrew Thompson’s former St Andrews estate to the south.
It is interesting to note that Governor Macquarie thought the siting of the house ill-advised – his
journal does not record his preferred location, but after his trip to the top of Bunbury Curran Hill he
may have thought that the house should have been located higher on the slope to capture more of
the scenic views of the surrounding area. The landscape of the Varroville Estate includes
significant plantings, outbuildings and evidence of early infrastructure such as Charles Sturt’s chain
of hand-formed dams. Other evidence is more subtle, such as the traces of the alignment of the
route of the original carriage drive from the original entrance from Campbelltown Road that are still
visible as a depression in the paddock facing the freeway when viewed in the early morning or after
129
a period of rain.
Their report continues:
“The original grant has been subdivided into the areas around the house and its immediate garden;
the bulk of the original Varroville grant including Charles Sturt’s dams and the farm outbuildings;
Bunbury Curran Hill and the bushland subdivision of St James Road; and the low-lying area near
the creek which was the original eastern boundary of ‘Varroville’ but is now alienated by the [F5]
freeway. Although in multiple ownership today, Varroville’s historic and visual curtilages have
survived substantially intact for 200 years and can still be readily understood and appreciated as a
Colonial cultural landscape. It is critically important for Campbelltown, the Cumberland Plain (as the
site of the earliest Colonial settlement) and the State of NSW that this rare historic complex
130
remains intact and able to be interpreted as a cultural landscape.”
Varroville is characterised by undulating rural landscape. In August 1809, James Meehan surveyed land
that was to become Robert Townson’s grant of “Varro Ville”. In doing so Meehan mentioned the hill of
Bunbury Curran, a range, flats and hollows, hills and dales, ponds and iron bark trees, and the [Bunbury
Curran] creek. These intrinsic landscape features are typical of the Campbelltown area and have been
recognised and admired. A year after Meehan undertook his survey at Varroville, Lachlan and Elizabeth
Macquarie - as part of their 1810 tour of the Liverpool, Campbelltown and Camden areas - also visited
Townson’s grant. The Governor’s poignant response mentioning the “highly gratifying view … of the
surrounding country” is noted in section 3.2.1 above and highlights the significance of the site.
Locally, the site it is slightly more prominent as a result of the height, slope and vegetation of the north
western ridge. Although the lot of Varroville House is isolated inside the site, there is no visual evidence
that it is not simply an early rural residence with outbuildings, evidence of past land use practices and
garden planting.
Whilst Varroville House is not part of the site, it is visually integral to it, as the centrepiece of the estate.
Varroville House has local landmark significance because of the visibility of its garden vegetation, in
particular Moreton Bay Figs, Hoop Pines and Funeral Cypress and visual contact along view lines that
remain between it and significant properties such as Denham Court and Macquarie Field House and the
site of Robin Hood Farm and their respective marker plantings, as well as traditional routes such as
Campbelltown Road. Views both toward and from the setting are considered to be of heritage significance
as set out in Table 9 below.
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FIGURE 44 – SIGNIFICANT VIEWS AND VISTAS
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5.8

ARCHAEOLOGY AND ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE

The site may have historical archaeological potential or it may be a place of Aboriginal cultural heritage.
Artefact Heritage was commissioned by Urbis, on behalf of CMCT, to undertake an assessment of
Aboriginal and historical archaeological potential for the site. The respective assessments have been
summarised below, and are appended to the document at Appendix C and Appendix D. Reference
should be made to the appendices for the full assessment and recommendation’s.

5.8.1

ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE

Aboriginal cultural heritage consists of places and items that are of significance to Aboriginal people
because of their traditions, observances, lore, customs, beliefs and history. It provides evidence of the
lives and existence of Aboriginal people before European settlement through to the present. Aboriginal
cultural heritage is dynamic and may comprise physical (tangible) or non-physical (intangible) elements. It
includes things made and used in traditional societies, such as stone tools, art sites and ceremonial or
burial grounds. It also includes more contemporary and/or historical elements such as old mission
131
buildings, massacre sites and cemeteries.
Aboriginal cultural heritage also relates to the connection and sense of belonging that people have with
the landscape and each other. It recognises that Aboriginal people understand cultural heritage and
cultural practices as being part of both the past and the present and that cultural heritage is kept alive and
strong by being part of everyday life.
Cultural heritage is not confined to sites; it also includes peoples' memories, storylines, ceremonies,
language and 'ways of doing things' that continue to enrich local knowledge about the cultural landscape.
It involves teaching and educating younger generations. It is also about learning and looking after cultural
traditions and places, and passing on knowledge. It is enduring but also changing. It is ancient but also
new. Aboriginal cultural knowledge provides crucial links between the past and present and therefore
represents an essential part of the identities of Aboriginal people and all Australians.
Artefact Heritage was been engaged by Urbis on behalf of the proponent to prepare an Aboriginal Survey
Reports (ASR) for the entire study area in conjunction with this CMP and site master planning. The ASR
aimed to provide a detailed archaeological assessment of the study area, and provide recommendations
for further archaeological investigation and Aboriginal stakeholder consultation.
The ASR found that:
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There are 11 registered sites located within the study area. There are 17 newly recorded sites
located within the study area.



Two Aboriginal site complexes consisting of 16 individual sites are currently known to be located
within the current study area (VSC1 and VSC2). These site complexes have been assessed as
demonstrating high archaeological significance.



Five of the recorded sites in the study area have been assessed as demonstrating low
archaeological significance and two have been assessed as demonstrating unknown
archaeological significance.



Archaeological sensitivity mapping for the study area has identified areas of high, moderate, low
and nil archaeological sensitivity.

Office of Environment and Heritage 2011a
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FIGURE 45 – ZONES OF ABORIGINAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL SENSITIVITY

SOURCE: ARTEFACT 2015:
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5.8.2

HISTORICAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL POTENTIAL

Historical archaeology is the study of the past using physical evidence in conjunction with historical
sources. It focuses on the objects used by people in the past and the places where they lived and
worked. It can tell us about the way things were made and used and how people lived their daily lives.
Archaeology is not just about objects and remains; it is also about landscapes and links between sites.
Historical archaeological potential is defined as:

132

The degree of physical evidence present on an archaeological site, usually assessed on the basis of
physical evaluation and historical research. Common units for describing archaeological potential are:


known archaeological features/sites (high archaeological potential);



potential archaeological features/sites (medium archaeological potential);



no archaeological features/sites (low archaeological potential).

Artefact Heritage was engaged by Urbis to prepare a historical archaeological assessment of the study
area. Like the ASR (discussed above), the historical archaeological assessment was intended to inform
this CMP, and site master planning. This report was prepared in accordance with NSW Heritage Division
guidelines for archaeological assessments and provides a detailed analysis of the site’s archaeological
potential and management recommendations for the proposed development.
The historical archaeological assessment found that:
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The study area was once part of the Varroville estate dating from the early 19th century and it
contains a complex of outbuildings in the southwest. The estate has been associated with various
farming activities, viticulture, orcharding, stock breeding, a horse stud, pasture and dairying.



The southwest of the study area (Area 1) has moderate potential for local and state significant
archaeological relics in the vicinity of the outbuilding complex. The archaeological resources in
this area include evidence associated with previous phases of domestic occupation and farming
activities.



In the southeast of the study area (Area 2) there is high potential for archaeological remains of
terracing and other landscape features associated with viticultural activities. Whilst not ‘relics’,
these features have historical and aesthetic heritage significance.



The remaining study area (Area 3) has low potential for archaeological remains associated with
land clearance, water storage (dams) and former paddock divisions. These remains have little
research potential or archaeological significance.



The archaeological resources would require appropriate management as part of the planning,
design and use the Macarthur Memorial Park.

Department of Urban Affairs and Planning 1996
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FIGURE 46 – ARCHAEOLOGICAL POTENTIAL OF THE STUDY AREA

SOURCE: ARTEFACT 2015: FIGURE 26
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FIGURE 47 – ARCHAEOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE (RELICS) OF STUDY AREA

SOURCE: ARTEFACT 2015: FIGURE 27
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impact on matters of national environmental significance. These actions require approval from the
Commonwealth Minister, Environment and Heritage. Actions are projects, developments, undertakings,
activities, and series of activities or alteration of any of these. An action that needs Commonwealth
approval is known as a controlled action. A controlled action needs approval where the Commonwealth
decides the action would have a significant effect on an NES matter.
Where a proposed activity is located in an area identified to be of NES, or such that it is likely to
significantly affect threatened species, ecological communities, migratory species or their habitats, then
the matter needs to be referred to the Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and
Communities (SEWPAC) for assessment. In the case where no listed federal species are located on site
then no referral is required. The onus is on the proponent to make the application and not on the Council
to make any referral.
A significant impact is regarded as being:
important, notable, or of consequence, having regard to its context or intensity and depends upon the
sensitivity, value, and quality of the environment which is impacted and upon the duration, magnitude,
and geographical extent of the impacts. A significant impact is likely when it is a real or not a remote
133
chance or possibility.
Guidelines on the correct interpretation of the actions and assessment of significance are located on the
department’s web site http://www.environment.gov.au/epbc/publications
The Register of the National Estate (RNE) is a non-statutory heritage register under the EPBC Act. The
RNE is a list of natural, Indigenous and historic heritage places throughout Australia. It was established
under the Australian Heritage Commission Act 1975 and in 2004 the responsibility for maintaining the
Register shifted to the Australian Heritage Council under the Australian Heritage Council Act 2003 (AHC
Act).
Following amendments to the AHC Act the RNE was frozen in February 2007. From February 2012 all
references to the Register were removed from the EPBC Act and the AHC Act. The RNE has since been
134
maintained as a non-statutory basis as a publicly available archive. Varroville is listed under the RNE
however as the listing is not statutory, there are no legislative requirements associated with this.
A new national heritage system was established in January 2004 under the EPBC Act. This led to the
introduction of the National Heritage List, which recognises and protects places of outstanding heritage to
the Nation, and the Commonwealth Heritage List, which includes Commonwealth owned or leased places
of significant heritage value. Varroville is not listed on the National and/or Commonwealth Heritage Lists.
Works to Varroville must comply with the EPBC Act, such as where works may impact on one or more
places of national environmental significance (e.g. works to EEC). Heritage impacts should be considered
in the preparation of an REF or other assessment under this Act and other state government legislation
and policies.

6.2.2

NSW LEGISLATION

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979
The Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EPA Act) governs strategic planning and
development assessment processes undertaken by State and Local Government in NSW. The EP&A Act
is administered by the Department of Planning and Infrastructure, and provides planning controls and
requirements for environmental assessment in the development approval process.
The EP&A Act requires that environmental impacts are considered prior to land development; this
includes impacts on cultural heritage items and places as well as archaeological sites and deposits. The
EP&A Act also requires that Local Governments prepare planning instruments (such as Local
Environmental Plans [LEPs] and Development Control Plans [DCPs]) in accordance with the Act to

133
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EPBC Policy Statement
http://www.environment.gov.au/heritage/places/rne/index.html
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provide guidance on the level of environmental assessment required. The current study area falls within
the boundaries of the Campbelltown Local Government Area LGA, and is subject to the Campbelltown
LEP 1995 and the draft Campbelltown LEP 2014 (refer to section 6.2.4 below).
It is necessary in most cases to submit a development application to the relevant Local Council for
permission to erect or alter a building, demolish a building; or change the use of an existing building
except where this is deemed to be ‘exempt development.’ Six categories of development are defined by
the new legislation: Exempt Development, Complying Development, Local Development, Integrated
Development, Designated Development or State Significant Development.
Approval may be required under this Act for alterations and additions to the buildings or landscape at
Varroville. Independent heritage advice or assessment may be required if works are likely to impact on
the overall heritage significance of the place or elements identified in this report as being of exceptional or
high significance. As the subject site is presently not subject to any statutory listings, approvals may only
be required in relation to potential impacts to Varroville House or in the vicinity thereof. Should the subject
estate be listed under the SHR or LEP as has been recommended, additional approvals would apply.
This Act also has three main parts of direct relevance to Aboriginal cultural heritage. Namely, Part 3
which governs the preparation of planning instruments, Part 4 which relates to development assessment
processes for local government (consent) authorities and Part 5 which relates to activity approvals by
governing (determining) authorities.
Heritage Act 1977
The NSW Heritage Act 1977 (Heritage Act) is the primary piece of State legislation affording protection to
items of environmental heritage (natural and cultural) in NSW. Under the Heritage Act, ‘items of
environmental heritage’ include places, buildings, works, relics, moveable objects and precincts identified
as significant based on historical, scientific, cultural, social, archaeological, architectural, natural or
aesthetic values. The Heritage Act is administered by the Office of Environment and Heritage. The
purpose of the Heritage Act 1977 is to ensure cultural heritage in NSW is adequately identified and
conserved. Items of significance to the State of NSW are listed on the NSW State Heritage Register
(SHR) under Section 60 of the Act and are given automatic protection under the Heritage Act against any
activities that may damage an item or affect its heritage significance.
State Heritage Register (SHR)
The SHR is a list of places and objects of particular importance to the people of NSW and is administered
by the Heritage Branch of the Office of Environment and Heritage. The register lists a diverse range of
over 1,500 items, in both private and public ownership. To be listed, an item must be deemed to be of
heritage significance for the whole of NSW.
Varroville House/ Lot 21 DP 564065/ 196 St Andrews Road, Varroville (Listing number 00737) is listed on
the SHR. The subject Varroville Estate is not listed under the SHR however extension of the curtilage for
the Varroville House listing has been recommended, which should incorporate at least part of the subject
site and the relevant approvals would then be applicable.
Historical Archaeology
The Heritage Act also protects 'relics', which can include archaeological material, features and deposits.
Section 4(1) of the Heritage Act (as amended 2009) defines ‘relic’ as follows:
“relic means any deposit, artefact, object or material evidence that:
(a) relates to the settlement of the area that comprises New South Wales, not being Aboriginal
settlement, and
(b) is of State or local heritage significance.”
Section 139 to 145 of the Heritage Act prevents the excavation or disturbance of land known or likely to
contain relics, unless under an excavation permit. Section 139 (1) states:
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A person must not disturb or excavate any land knowingly or having reasonable cause to suspect that the
disturbance or excavation will or is likely to result in a relic being discovered, exposed, damaged or
destroyed unless the disturbance is carried out in accordance with an excavation permit.
Excavation permits are issued by the NSW Heritage Council or a Delegate of the NSW Heritage Council
under Section 140 of the Heritage Act for relics not listed on the SHR or under Section 60 for relics listed
on the SHR. An application for an excavation permit must be supported by an Archaeological Research
Design and Archaeological Assessment prepared in accordance with the NSW Heritage Division
archaeological guidelines. Minor works that will have a minimal impact on archaeological relics may be
granted an exception under Section 139 (4) or an exemption under Section 57 (2) of the Heritage Act.
National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974
The National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 is administered by the Office of Environment and
Heritage. Under the Act, the Director-General of the National Parks and Wildlife Service is responsible
for the care, control and management of all national parks, historic sites, nature reserves, reserves,
Aboriginal areas and state game reserves. State conservation areas, karst conservation reserves and
regional parks are also administered under the Act. The Director-General is also responsible for the
protection and care of native fauna and flora, and Aboriginal places and objects throughout NSW.
If Aboriginal objects and places are found, the National Parks and Wildlife Service must be informed
under Section 91 of the Act and permits may apply under Section 90. A licence may also be required
under the Act to damage or destroy threatened fauna species. Penalties apply for the destruction of
Aboriginal objects and places, and the harm of any protected species. There are Interim Guidelines for
Consultation associated with applications for permits under Section 90 of the Act.
Dam Safety Act 1978
All dams in NSW have to meet the requirements of the Dams Safety Committee (DSC) under the NSW
Dams Safety Act, 1978. The Dams Safety Committee (DSC) is the State's regulator for dam safety and
therefore responsible to develop and implement policies and procedures for effective dam safety
management to protect life, property and the environment from dam failures.
Dams are defined as man-made structures that store liquids (usually water). They come in many forms
and sizes, including water supply dams, tailings & industrial dams, and stormwater detention & retarding
dams.
"Prescribed" dams are those listed in Schedule 1 of the Dams Safety Act 1978. The Dams Safety
Committee (DSC) can require owners of prescribed dams to do things to ensure the safety of their dams.
None of the site dams are currently prescribed on Schedule 1 of the Dams Safety Act 1978.
Aboriginal Land Rights Act (1983)
The Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 is administered by the NSW Department of Human Services Aboriginal Affairs. This Act established Aboriginal Land Councils (at State and Local levels). These
bodies have a statutory obligation under the Act to; (a) take action to protect the culture and heritage of
Aboriginal persons in the council’s area, subject to any other law, and (b) promote awareness in the
community of the culture and heritage of Aboriginal persons in the council’s area.
Native Title Act (1994)
The Native Title Act 1994 was introduced to work in conjunction with the Commonwealth Native Title Act.
Native Title claims, registers and Indigenous Land Use Agreements are administered under the Act.
Threatened Species Conservation Act (1995)
The Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 identifies and protects native plants and animals in
danger of becoming extinct. The Act also provides for species recovery and threat abatement programs.
The specific requirements of the TSC Act must be addressed in the assessment of impacts on threatened
flora and fauna, populations and ecological communities. The factors to be taken into account in deciding
whether there is a significant effect are set out in Section 5A of the EP&A Act and are based on a 7 part
test of significance. Where a proposed activity is located in an area identified as critical habitat, or such
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that it is likely to significantly affect threatened species, populations, ecological communities, or their
habitats, a species impact statement (SIS) is required to be prepared. This may be applicable to EEC
communities within the Varroville Estate.

6.2.3

COMMONWEALTH POLICIES

Building Code of Australia 1996
The Building Code of Australia guides all construction work in Australia. Under the Local Government
(Approvals) Regulation 1993 the consent authority has the discretionary power to require that existing
buildings comply with current building standards, as a condition of approval for proposed works to the
building. The BCA provisions relate to fire safety, access and egress, and services and equipment.
Any strategies or solutions to ensure that components of the Varroville Estate comply with the BCA
should be driven by the cultural significance of the place. Where necessary, alternative solutions and
performance based outcomes should be pursed to ensure the intent of the code is met without adversely
impacting on significant fabric. Professional advice should always be obtained. Should conflicts arise
between compliance and cultural significance the Heritage Council of NSW is able to provide advice and
assistance in seeking appropriate compliance solutions through its Fire and Services Advisory Panel.

6.2.4

LOCAL GOVERNMENT POLICIES

Campbelltown Local Environmental Plan (CLEP) 1995 District 8 (Central Hills Lands)
The land is in the Campbelltown Municipality and has been designated part of the Scenic Hills and zoned
7(d1) Environmental Protection (Scenic) in the Campbelltown Local Environmental Plan (the LEP) District
8 (LEP D-8)(Central Hills Lands). It is also partly zoned 6(c) Open Space (Scenic) and the entire site is
covered by a hatching indicating an Escarpment Preservation Area in the LEP zoning map.
This plan aims to ensure that the Central Hills Lands District of the City of Campbelltown retains the rural
character that was envisaged for it during the planning that preceded the urbanisation of that City.
The CLEP 1995 District 8 (Central Hills Lands) includes a list of items/sites of heritage significance within
the Campbelltown area. The study area is not presently listed as a heritage item under the LEP however
is adjacent to the following item listed in Schedule 1 – Items of Environmental Heritage:


Varro Ville (Varro Ville House) - Lot 21 DP564065

Heritage provisions are incorporated under Part 3 Special Provisions, primarily under sections 18 Items of
Environmental Heritage and 19 Conservative incentive relating to items of the environmental heritage.
Reference should be made to the LEP for specific provisions.
Draft Campbelltown Local Environmental Plan (CLEP) 2014
The draft LEP has been exhibited in accordance with the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act
1979 however has not yet commenced.
The plan aims to conserve the environmental heritage of the land to which it is subject. Under the Draft
Campbelltown LEP 2014, provisions 5.10 refer to heritage conservation.
Varroville Estate is not presently listed as a heritage item under Schedule 5 of the LEP however this CMP
recommends the LEP be amended to incorporate the subject estate, in whole or part. The subject site is
adjacent to the following item, which is listed on Schedule 5-Environmental Heritage:


Varroville – Varro Ville Homestead Group, 196 St Andrews Road – is listed as a State heritage item
– Part Lot 21 DP564065 (Item #00737).
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FIGURE 48 – DRAFT LEP HERITAGE ITEM MAP SHOWING THE SUBJECT SITE

PICTURE 87 – DRAFT LEP HERITAGE ITEM MAP SHOWING THE SUBJECT SITE AND ASSOCIATED HERITAGE LISTED
VARROVILLE HOUSE
SOURCE: CAMPBELLTOWN COUNCIL DRAFT LEP 2014, HERITAGE MAP 006

Campbelltown DCP No. 83 (Heritage Policy)
A development control plan is a non-legal document that supports the LEP (or IDO) with more detailed
planning and design guidelines. For development where Campbelltown Council are the consent authority,
various DCP’s may apply. The Campbelltown DCP No. 83 (Heritage Policy) applies to the subject site.
Council adopted a list of the heritage items of Campbelltown on 1 August 1995 after carrying out a
heritage study in 1994, and this policy applies to those items (including Varroville and would also include
the subject site should the LEP be amended to incorporate the subject estate lots in whole or part).
Where new works or uses are proposed to the site, specific provisions within the DCP should be
considered including (but not limited to):


Part 2 Development Consent requirements



Part 3 Conservation Guidelines;



Part 4 Incentives
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7

Obligations and Constraints

7.1

INTRODUCTION

The conservation planning process established by the Burra Charter of Australia ICOMOS guidelines
(refer Article 6 which defines the Burra Charter Process) requires that relevant constraints be identified as
part of the process for developing conservation policies for places of significance. These constraints
include:


Obligations arising from the cultural significance of the place;



Physical constraints of the place, including environmental factors and the physical condition of the
fabric;



Relevant statutory and non-statutory controls;



Owners needs, resources and other external constraints;



Obligations involved in undertaking research, maintaining records and communicating the heritage
values of the place.

The assessment of the following specific constraints and opportunities will result in appropriate policies
for the subject Varroville Estate.

7.2

OBLIGATIONS ARISING FROM STATUTORY AND NON STATUTORY
REQUIREMENTS

Approvals for works to the site may be required under the EP&A Act, the Heritage Act, the National Parks
and Wildlife (NP&W) Act and other legislation as outlined above in section 6 of this report. This section
should be referred to prior to undertaking any works.
Should the site be listed in whole or part under the State Heritage Register (SHR); the site will be subject
to maintenance in accordance with the Minimum Standards of Maintenance and Repair under section 118
of the Heritage Act 1977 and the Heritage Regulation 2012.
Where new works are proposed to the outbuildings group, compliance with the Building Code of Australia
/ National Construction Code and Australian Standard AS1428 (Universal Access) may also be required
as outlined in Section 6.2.3. Any strategies or solutions to ensure that components of the significant
buildings comply with the BCA/ NCC or AS1428 should be driven by the cultural significance of the place.
Where necessary, alternative solutions and performance based outcomes should be pursed to ensure the
intent of the code is met without adversely impacting on significant fabric.
To minimise adverse interventions and to assist in maximising the exposure of significant heritage fabric,
alternate solutions to the deemed to satisfy provisions of the BCA should be derived from performance
based assessments particularly in relation to structural provisions, fire resistance and stability, fire
separation, provisions for access and egress, sound transmission and isolation, and energy efficiency.
Professional advice should always be obtained. Should conflicts arise between compliance and cultural
significance the Heritage Council of NSW is able to provide advice and assistance in seeking appropriate
compliance solutions through its Fire and Services Advisory Panel.

7.2.1

THE BURRA CHARTER

The ICOMOS Burra Charter 2013 adopted by Australia ICOMOS, establishes the nationally accepted
principles for the conservation of places of cultural significance. Although the Burra Charter is not cited
formally in an Act, it is nationally recognised as a document that shapes the policies of the Heritage
Council of NSW. The document provides the underlying methodology by works to heritage items of all
levels of significance are undertaken and provides the guidelines for the management of heritage items.
The Varroville Estate is of demonstrated cultural significance and therefore, procedures for managing
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changes and activities at the site should be in accordance with the recognised conservation methodology
of The Burra Charter.
FIGURE 49 – THE BURRA CHARTER PROCESS

FLOW CHART SHOWING THE STEPS IN PLANNING FOR AND MANAGING A PLACE OF CULTURAL SIGNIFICANCE,
WITH KEY ARTICLES RELEVANT TO EACH STEP SHOWN IN THE BOXES.
SOURCE: THE BURRA CHARTER: THE AUSTRALIA ICOMOS CHARTER FOR PLACES OF CULTURAL SIGNIFICANCE,
2013.
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7.3

OBLIGATIONS ARISING FROM HERITAGE SIGNIFICANCE

This CMP provides an analysis of the significance of the Varroville Estate in its present form. It has been
determined that the site is of state heritage significance for its historic values and for its rarity and further
that it satisfies all criteria for local significance (Historic, Associative, Aesthetic, Social, Research
potential, Rarity and Representativeness). This places an obligation for owners, occupants, operators and
users of the site and any other stakeholders responsible for or involved in the maintenance and
management of the place to conserve this identified significance. This applies to built and landscape
elements, and natural heritage features as well as the collective cultural heritage values of the site as set
out in section 5 of this report.
The site is also in the vicinity of and inextricably linked to Varroville House which is in separate ownership
on an excised lot within the subject site. Varroville House is listed on the State Heritage Register (SHR)
and as a heritage item under the Campbelltown Council LEP. The identified significance of Varroville
House and the associated values of the estate must be retained and conserved. This includes identified
significant views and vistas.
Any future proposed changes to the Varroville Estate must be undertaken in accordance with the relevant
legislation, the Burra Charter and with reference to the identified significance and policy
recommendations within this CMP. The significance of the site and component elements is assessed
above in section 5: Significance.
General constraints in relation to the site, specific elements, fabric and spaces of heritage significance
and setting include:


All future decisions and works to the place must be guided by the statement of significance and the
identified significant spaces, views, fabric, and building elements identified in this CMP together with
any additional detailed research and assessment. Significance is defined in section 5 of this Plan with
a statement of significance provided at section 5.4 and schedule of significant elements provided in
section 5.6. Significant views and vistas should be retained and conserved as identified in section 5.7.



Elements of moderate or high significance should be retained and conserved. Nominated intrusive
elements should be considered for removal.



The significant landform and natural values of the site should be retained, and the landform should
remain the dominant aspect of the site.



The significant rural and pastoral character of the estate should be retained and conserved.



Development in the vicinity of Varroville House and the outbuildings should consider the setting and
significance of the buildings.



New work and the introduction of new uses should be managed in accordance with the policy outlined
in Section 8: Conservation Policies.



Future proposed works to the outbuildings should aim to regain and interpret “lost” elements of the
site which were once important contributors to its design, amenity and significance.



Conservation and maintenance of the site should be managed in accordance with the policies herein
and the schedules provided in section 9.



The potential archaeological resource should be managed in accordance with the policies outlined in
8.9 and the Aboriginal and historical archaeological assessments at Appendix C and Appendix D.
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7.4

OBLIGATIONS ARISING FROM THE CONDITION AND INTEGRITY OF
FABRIC AND PHYSICAL EVIDENCE

This CMP has considered the condition of the outbuildings group which is generally derelict and in poor
condition. The building group as described in section 2 of this report includes some ruins of shed
buildings and structures (of no significance), the c.1950s dairy which is in good condition but of neutral
th
heritage significance and remnant significant 19 century farm buildings.
The timber barn is in extremely poor condition, having largely collapsed, the highly significant timber slab
hut is in a ruinous condition, with the roof having collapsed and the former coach house is also noted as
being in an unsafe condition. The rear portion of the western roof structure of the coach house has
collapsed, and ground settlement has caused major cracks in the northern, southern and western walls
and sections of the brickwork in the northern wall of the main room are failing, with a large area of the
inner skin of the double brick wall having collapsed. The fin walls of the skillion section at the rear indicate
movement and there is major cracking along the juncture with the gabled main section of the building.
Only the cottage is accessible and is in fair but derelict condition. Substantial works are required to
conserve and where appropriate, reconstruct the significant outbuildings group.
General constraints in relation to condition of the fabric include:


Conservation works are required to be undertaken as an urgent priority to stabilise the coach house
and the collapsed timber slab hut. This should include structural engineers advice. Works should also
be undertaken to the cottage to ensure it does not further deteriorate.



Conservation of the building fabric should be managed in accordance with the Conservation Policies
in Section 8.6 and the conservation and cyclical maintenance schedules provided in Section 9.



Where the SHR curtilage of Varroville is extended to include the outbuildings group as recommended
by this CMP, the outbuildings will be required to be maintained in accordance with the Minimum
Standards of Maintenance and Repair found under section 118 of the Heritage Act 1977 and the
Heritage Regulation 2012.



Fabric identified as highly significant should have works undertaken as a priority when required.
Impact on significant fabric should be considered and the appropriate approvals sought.



Any repair, conservation or reconstruction works to significant elements or facades should be
undertaken with appropriate supervision by a suitably qualified heritage consultant /architect and/ or
relevant materials specialist/s or conservator;



Owners, occupiers and stakeholders responsible for and involved in the maintenance and
management of the outbuildings group should be aware of the identified significance of the site and
the component elements and aim to conserve and enhance this significance as well as identified
significant internal and external fabric and spaces.



Identified intrusive elements should be removed; concurrent with any major conservation works
programme, major alterations and additions or adaptive reuse proposal



“Lost” elements of the building which were once important contributors to its architectural design,
amenity and significance should be reinstated or interpreted as part of any major conservation works
programme, adaptive reuse or as part of alterations and additions to the buildings.



The process for conservation should be informed by the relative condition of the fabric, the level of
documentary and historical evidence associated with the fabric and significance gradings.
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7.5

OWNERS REQUIREMENT’S

The Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust (CMCT) which manages several Government cemeteries in
Sydney’s Metropolitan area, has purchased this site with the view to provide a landscape cemetery for the
135
whole community in Sydney’s West. As set out in the Master plan, the vision for the site is to provide :


Much needed burial space for the area whilst offering choice, at affordable prices, in varied settings,
for a multi-denominational community.



A distinctive landscaped cemetery, the best of its kind, the pride of the industry



A Sculpture Park, offering opportunities for local and Australian artists



A respectful space and scenic route, open to all,



A cemetery which respects and safe keeps the important colonial and non-colonial landscape.



An arboretum for future preservation and education of generations to come.



A concept which respects the Land, its landform and ecology by carefully laying roads and any built
environment and limiting their “footprint” (for example minimum width, using boardwalks, avoiding
existing significant trees)



Concealed, private and low laying burial spaces to minimise visual impact

CMCT acknowledges that the site is a culturally significant and important part of Campbelltown and
greater Sydney’s heritage and the Masterplan seeks to provide for the new use in a sympathetic manner,
while maintaining and enhancing the identified heritage values of the site. The staged development of the
site will be subject to further detailed design development, informed by significance assessment and
policies as set out in this plan and in conjunction with heritage advice. Comprehensive investigation and
scheduling of conservation works to the outbuildings is proposed in conjunction with the future detailed
design proposals in addition to the schedules provided in Section 9 of this Plan.
The development of the cemetery will happen over many years. Typically each stage would represent 510 years of burial demand, slowly extending the footprint of the cemetery, one section at a time. It is
expected that the northern half of the site will reach capacity in approximately 105 years and full capacity
in approximately 150 years, except where double internments are proposed, which would extend
capacity.

7.6

CURRENT AND FUTURE USES

The Varroville Estate forms part of the Scenic Hills and is presently used for farming/ grazing.
The site is presently subject to a draft Masterplan for development of a Memorial Park on the subject
property. This CMP accompanies a planning proposal to amend the present zoning for the site to enable
the cemetery use. The site is predominantly zoned 7(d1) (Environmental Protection (Scenic) pursuant
to Clause 8 of the CLEP, and in part zoned 6 (c) Open Space (Regional). The zoning map also identifies
an ‘Escarpment Preservation Area’ across the entire site. The objectives of the scenic protection zoning
136
as set out in the LEP are as follows :
(a) to set aside certain land as a protected scenic environment,
(b) to ensure that that land will remain a rural environment providing visual contrast to the urban areas of
Campbelltown, Camden and Liverpool,
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Jacquet September 2015: Macarthur and Memorial Park Masterplan, Varroville NSW: 3
Campbelltown Local Environmental Plan—District 8 (Central Hills Lands) Part 9 Zone objectives and
development control table, Zone No 7 (d1) (Environmental Protection (Scenic)
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(c) to ensure that the inhabitants of Campbelltown will continue to have views of, and access to, a rural
environment,
(d) to maintain a stock of land that is capable of being developed for the purpose of providing recreation
establishments of the kind that require large areas of open space, and
(e) to preserve existing farming and agricultural research activities.
The consideration of any future uses therefore must be mindful of the identified significance as well as
considering the objectives of the zoning and the intent of the LEP. The cemetery use would be
permissible and is considered consistent with the intent of the LEP zoning use, where the cemetery can
be demonstrated not to impact on the significant heritage or scenic values of the site.
In principle, future uses for this significant building may be considered compatible if the following criteria
are met:


The new use should actively enhance the appreciation of the site’s values and significance.



Ensure the conservation of the identified significant cultural and natural landscape.



Retain significant elements, fabric and spaces (this does not preclude sympathetic alterations and
additions).
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8

Conservation Policies

8.1

WHAT IS A CONSERVATION POLICY?

A conservation policy explains the principles to be followed to retain or reveal a place’s heritage
significance, and how the significance can be enhanced and maintained. This relies on a full
understanding of the item’s significance and a review of the constraints and opportunities arising out of
that significance.

8.2

PRINCIPLE MANAGEMENT

8.2.1

ADOPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS MANAGEMENT PLAN

Background
Any works to the property should comply with appropriate legislation, policies and guidelines, as
amended from time to time, including but not limited to the Heritage Act 1977 (NSW), the Building Code
of Australia, the Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter 2013 and relevant Campbelltown Council LEP and
DCP documentation.
Guidelines


This CMP should be adopted by present and future owners and used as a guide for the management,
conservation and maintenance of the place.



If ownership of the property is transferred, a copy of the CMP should be provided to the new owner.
Copies of the completed CMP should also be provided to any operators of the site.



All persons responsible for the management and maintenance of Varroville should be familiar with the
significance of the place and the conservation policies in this report.



Conservation works undertaken in accordance with the CMP should involve experienced heritage and
conservation professionals at appropriate points.

Policy 1.

This conservation management plan should be adopted by present and future owners
and operators of the site and used as a guide for management and conservation of the
place. A copy of this conservation management plan should be provided with the sale of
the site (or part of the site) and retained by the property on site at all times for use by
those responsible for the management and conservation of the place.

Policy 2.

A copy of the plan should be submitted to Campbelltown Council and to the Office of
Environment and Heritage (Heritage Division) for research purposes.

Policy 3.

This conservation management plan should be submitted to Campbelltown Council and
OEH as part of any application for new works. Where appropriate or requested, it should
be accompanied by a heritage impact statement that assesses the specific impacts of the
proposal against relevant legislation and policies in this CMP.

The following table lists actions for implementing the conservation policies for Varroville Estate. These
actions have been cross-referenced to conservation policies as follows:
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Policy 4.

This CMP should be submitted to the NSW Heritage Council for endorsement. The
current SHR inventory listing should be updated to take into account the historical
analysis and statement of significance in this document.

Policy 5.

This conservation management plan should be reviewed and updated within 10 years to
remain relevant to ongoing change and use of the place, and statutory compliance.
Irrespective of the requirement to review the document every 10 years, the CMP should
continue to be used for on-going heritage management until such reviews are completed.

Policy 6.

Where the opportunity arises, Varroville House and the subject estate should be returned
to single ownership for management and conservation purposes.

Policy 7.

Should Varroville House and the Estate be returned to single ownership, this CMP and
the CMP for Varroville House should be reviewed and consolidated as a single document.

8.3

CONSERVATION PROCESSES

8.3.1

BEST PRACTICE HERITAGE MANAGEMENT

Article 3 of The Burra Charter indicates that conservation is based on a respect for the existing fabric of a
place and should therefore involve the least possible physical intervention in order not to distort the
evidence provided by the fabric. One of the key objectives therefore, of contemporary conservation
practice is to retain as much of the significant original fabric as possible, in order to preserve the
essential integrity of the heritage resource.
Guidelines


Management of the Varroville Estate should generally follow the principles and conservation
methodology of the ICOMOS Burra Charter 2013. The document provides the methodology for which
works to heritage items should be undertaken and provides the guidelines for the management of
heritage items.



Any works to the place should be carried out in accordance with the Heritage Act and EP&A Act.



Any works to the place for BCA/ NCC compliance purposes may be subject to undertaking a formal
Heritage Impact Statement in accordance with the Office of Environment and Heritage Guidelines and
deemed to comply solutions may be appropriate. Works should be cognisant of the significance of the
place



All personnel engaged in works with the potential to have an impact on the site’s heritage values
should have proven experience and qualifications in the relevant field of heritage conservation. This
includes both professionals and tradespeople.

Policy 8.

The future conservation and management of the place should be carried out in
accordance with the principles of the Burra Charter. The Burra Charter advocates a
cautious approach to change: do as much as necessary to care for the place and to make
it useable, but otherwise change it as little as possible so that its cultural significance is
retained.

Policy 9.

All future decisions and works to the place must be guided by the statement of
significance and the identified significant spaces, views, fabric, and building elements
identified in this CMP (section 5.4) together with any additional detailed research and
assessment.

Policy 10.

All contractors, consultants and project managers engaged to work on the site should
have appropriate conservation skills, experience and techniques appropriate to the trade,
fabric or services.
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8.3.2

STATUTORY COMPLIANCE

Background
The site is not presently listed under any statutory listings however an extension of the existing Varroville
House listing on the SHR has been recommended, along with a corresponding listing under the
Campbelltown LEP. Where amendment to the listing proceeds, approvals will be required for
development works to the Varroville Estate, except where exemptions apply or for maintenance or minor
works or where site specific exemptions apply. Where the listing is not amended, approvals are required
under the LEP for works in the vicinity of heritage items, and works in the vicinity of Varroville House may
therefore require consent under the LEP.
Guidelines


Management of the site under legislation should be guided by the site’s significance, this CMP and
the policies herein.



Should the SHR curtilage be amended to include the Varroville Estate in whole or part, approval will
be required under Section 60 of the Heritage Act for all works within the SHR curtilage except for
routine maintenance and cleaning or repairs or other works covered under the standard or site
specific exemptions. Minor works may require an exemption application (S57.2).



Should the SHR curtilage be amended to include the Varroville Estate in whole or part, modifications
to the Varroville Estate within the SHR curtilage may be subject to undertaking a formal heritage
impact statement in accordance with Office of Environment and Heritage Guidelines.



Should the Campbelltown Council LEP be amended to include the Varroville Estate in whole or part,
consent will be required under the EP&A Act for works within the listed curtilage (excluding minor
works). Where state heritage listing also applies, consolidated approvals may be sought through an
Integrated Development Application (IDA).



Consent is required for works in the vicinity of heritage items, and approval may be required for works
within the estate, which are in the vicinity of the heritage listed Varroville House.



Additional approvals may be required by Campbelltown Council for works under the EP&A Act, and
reference should be made to section 6.2.2 and the respective legislation.



Future proposed changes to the site need to be undertaken in accordance with the relevant LEP and
DCP and OEH guidelines. A heritage impact statement or archaeological assessment may be
required to assess any works to the place.



The Office of Environment and Heritage and Campbelltown Council should refer to the CMP when
considering development applications for the place.

Policy 11.

The current SHR curtilage is considered inadequate and should be enlarged to enable
further protection of the outbuildings and significant landscape elements. Options for
extension of the curtilage are depicted in the plan at Figure 50.This includes extension of
the curtilage to either incorporate an area around Varroville House comprising the
outbuildings, former drive and remnant vineyard terraces (curtilage 1), or alternatively,
extension of the listing to include lot 1 in Deposited Plan 218016A and Lot 22 in
Deposited Plan 564065 to also include the majority of the potential Sturt dams (curtilage
2).

Policy 12.

It is considered that the extended listing would not preclude development. Development
within the proposed conservation zone/ curtilage 1 (refer Figure 50) would be permissible
but should be carefully considered. The extended listing should be gazetted with
applicable site specific exemptions to facilitate future works in accordance with the master
plan.
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FIGURE 50 – MINIMUM RECOMMENDED CURTILAGE (INDICATED IN YELLOW)

Policy 13.

The Varroville Estate should be included as an item of environmental heritage under
Schedule 5 of the amended Campbelltown LEP with listed boundary as per Policy 11.

Policy 14.

Proposals for new development or change within the SHR curtilage which is not permitted
under Standard Exemptions will need to be done with advice from heritage practitioners
with relevant experience and will need the approval of the NSW Heritage Division and
Campbelltown Council prior to works commencing. Proposals for new development or
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change which is not permitted under Standard Exemptions should be accompanied by a
Heritage Impact Statement (HIS).
Policy 15.

8.4

A Heritage Impact Statement (HIS) should be prepared for all proposals for new
development within the Varroville Estate. Where relevant, the HIS should assess impacts
on landscape, setting and views, built elements and the potential archaeological
resource.

PROTECTION OF CURTILAGE, SETTINGS AND VIEWS

Curtilage may be simply defined as the area necessary to retain and protect the significance of the place
being assessed. The subject property is an integral part of the historic Varroville Estate even though it is
now in different ownership from the Varroville homestead and its immediate garden setting. The current
statutory curtilage for ‘Varroville’ is considered to be inadequate to retain and protect the heritage values
of the place and the curtilage for LEP listing should be expanded as set out in Policy 11 and Policy 13.
The subject site comprises three adjoining parcels of land, comprising lot 22 in Deposited Plan 564065,
lot B in Deposited Plan 370979, lot 1 in Deposited Plan 218016A and lot 1 in Deposited Plan 218016B.
Although the site is a remnant of the original grant comprising approximately 113 hectares of the original
404 hectares (1000 acres) the original grant and larger rural/ pastoral curtilage remains apparent
(although in separate ownership) and has remained largely unchanged. Lack of development has allowed
Varroville House to retain its original visual and functional curtilage as a farmhouse set in a pastoral
landscape, although the homestead has been excised from the remainder of the estate. It is characteristic
of rural homesteads that the natural topography dominates and the pastoral setting and open character of
Varroville must be retained and conserved.
Expansive views over the property from Bunbury Curran Hill and the ridgeline remain unencumbered and
significant views have been identified in section 5.7. It is noted that identified significant views to the
homesteads of Robin Hood Farm, Macquarie Fields House and Denham Court have relied on previous
studies due to lack of access to Varroville House and should be subject to further assessment.
Policy 16.

The Scenic Protection zoning should be retained to maintain the scenic landscape values
of the site and the setting of the homestead. The zoning and land uses of the subject
property should retain the rural landscaped setting, with any new development designed
to minimise adverse visual impacts on the landscape setting of ‘Varroville’.

Policy 17.

The original topography and open landscape character of the site must be retained and
conserved and must remain the dominant feature of the site.

Policy 18.

Significant views to, from and within Varroville should be retained and conserved. This
includes views between the house and Bunbury Curran Hill and long distance views
between the house and other significant homesteads as identified in section 5.7.
Identified distant views to other homesteads should be subject to further assessment.

Policy 19.

The dense stand of African olive below the summit of Bunbury Curran Hill should be
controlled to open up the main views to the east and south.

Policy 20.

Development in the immediate vicinity of Varroville house and significant outbuildings
should have regard to the heritage significance of the place and/or individual elements
and should enhance the setting of the site.

Policy 21.

Development and the placement and selection of larger specimen trees should be
carefully planned to avoid impacting or obscuring identified significant views and should
not impact on the pastoral character or cultural landscape.

Policy 22.

There should be no further subdivision of the estate, to maintain the rural character.

Policy 23.

Any development should be below the main ridgeline from Bunbury Curran Hill and
should not impact significant views or the overall appreciation of the rural setting. The
‘main ridgeline’ refers to the ridge on the eastern side of the property running south from
Bunbury Curran towards Varroville House.
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8.5

PROTECTION OF HERITAGE SIGNIFICANCE

Background
The Varroville Estate has been identified as being of state heritage significance for its historic values and
for its rarity. In addition it is considered to satisfy all criteria for listing at the local level. The site also
complements and forms an integral part of the significance of the associated Varroville House, which is
listed on the State Heritage Register. Varroville has been celebrated as an early farm estate dating from
1810, comprising early structures, the 1850s homestead, early agricultural evidence (vineyard terracing),
evidence of the early access road, and associated archaeological resource. It is rare as one of the few
estates in the Cumberland Plain where the form of the original grant, the former agricultural uses and
rural landscape character can be appreciated.
The significance of the estate has been assessed in section 5 of this report. A statement of significance
provided in section 5.4. Significant elements have been identified in the schedule in section 5.6.
Decisions regarding conservation, new works, maintenance and general management of Varroville Estate
should be informed by the identified significance herein. Various components contribute in different ways
to the overall significance of the estate and the degree of change considered appropriate is dependent on
its assessed level and grading of significance. Elements with a higher grade of significance will have
greater constraints on change.

8.5.1

GENERAL POLICY

Guidelines


The Statement of significance embodies the core heritage values of the place and all future decisions
and works to the place must be guided by the statement of significance and the identified significant
spaces, views, fabric and building elements identified in this CMP together with any additional
detailed research and assessment. The significance is defined in section 5.4 of this report
incorporating a schedule of significant elements.



Owners, operators and stakeholders responsible for and involved in the maintenance and
management of the place should be aware of the identified significance and aim to conserve and
enhance this significance.

Policy 24.

The relative grading of significance of individual elements should determine the
appropriate conservation process as per the following policies:
Elements of high significance have a high degree of original fabric; they demonstrate a
key aspect of the place’s overall heritage significance and should be retained and
conserved; retention should be considered in-situ; minor change is allowed so long as
significant values and fabric are retained and conserved. Removal is appropriate only
where it can be demonstrated that it is essential for the ongoing function of the element or
place. Elements of high significance should not be obstructed by new works, structures or
services, and they should be clearly visible and interpreted as part of any new works.
Elements of moderate significance may have been altered or modified or do not
demonstrate a key aspect of the significance of the place. They contribute to the place’s
overall heritage significance however change is allowed so long as it does not adversely
affect values and fabric of exceptional or high significance or the significance of the place
as a whole.
Elements of little significance do not substantially add to the significance of the place in
a positive way, though neither do they detract from its overall significance. Elements of
little significance may refer to historical fabric that may have been substantially altered or
modified or may reflect non-significant phases of development or new elements. Changes
are allowed so long as it does not adversely affect values and fabric of exceptional or
high significance or the significance of the place as a whole.
Elements identified as neutral do not contribute or detract from significance. The
attribution of ‘neutral’ typically applies to introduced new or utilitarian fabric that does not
relate to a significant historical period or use. Changes are allowed so long as they do not
impact on associated fabric of higher significance.
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Intrusive elements are damaging to the place’s overall heritage significance; they should
be considered for removal or alteration to reduce adverse heritage impact.
Policy 25.

8.5.2

All future planning, management, works and impact assessment must be guided by the
statement of significance and the significant spaces, landscape, fabric and building
elements identified in this CMP together with any additional detailed research and
assessment. The significance assessment should be used to identify the contribution that
individual elements make to the significance of the site collectively. Individual elements
should not be assessed in isolation.

MANAGING THE CULTURAL LANDSCAPE

Background
Cultural heritage management has, until recently, conceptualised heritage mainly as isolated sites or
objects however, this site-based approach has the unfortunate effect of reinforcing the notion of culture
and nature as spatially separate and thus able to be managed independently. A cultural landscape
approach offers an opportunity to integrate natural and cultural heritage conservation by seeing culture
and nature as interconnected dimensions of the same space.
The entire study area is an historic cultural landscape, including relict areas that demonstrate historic
agricultural, viticultural and horticultural practices. Cultural landscapes by their name imply human
intervention but they may also include substantial natural elements such as remnants of indigenous
vegetation communities. “They can present a cumulative record of human activity and land use in the
landscape, and as such can offer insights into the values, ideals and philosophies of the communities
forming them, and of their relationship to the place. Cultural landscapes have a strong role in providing
the distinguishing character of a locale, a character that might have varying degrees of aesthetic quality,
137
but, regardless, is considered important in establishing the communities’ sense of place.”
The subject property displays a rich diversity of cultural landscape demonstrating a wide range of
historical themes including but not limited to environment – naturally evolved; Aboriginal cultures and
interactions with other cultures; agriculture; commerce; environment – cultural landscape; events;
exploration; industry; technology; transport; land tenure; accommodation; labour; creative endeavour;
events; and persons. Thus a holistic approach needs to be undertaken in management of the site’s
values.
Policy 26.

Significant aspects of the natural topography and landforms should be retained, this
includes the primary ridges and valleys and undulating slopes. Development is to respond
to the topography.

Policy 27.

The significant rural and pastoral character of the estate should be retained and
conserved.

Policy 28.

The remnant significant endangered ecological communities, specifically Cumberland
Plain Woodland (CPW) and Moist Shale Woodland should be retained and conserved in
the majority and subject to ecological advice.

Policy 29.

Those dams identified and assessed by archaeological or other detailed physical
investigation to have been formed in the Sturt period are regarded as being of heritage
significance and should be retained and conserved where possible, and used for ongoing
water management of the subject property. Dams should be managed in accordance with
dam safety guidelines, geotechnical advice, ecological and riparian requirements.
Geotechnical advice should be sought in regard to any dam failure, seepage or landslip
event. Where dams are to be retained, the profile of said dams should be maintained
where possible.

Policy 30.

Remnant timber post and rail fencing should be retained and conserved where possible.
Repairs and replacement should be sympathetic in material and style whilst being able to
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Pearson, Michael and Sullivan, Sharon 1995, Looking After Heritage Places, Melbourne University Press,
Melbourne.
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be identified as new work. There is little early fencing remaining, generally located in
proximity to the outbuildings group.
Policy 31.

8.5.3

The plantings along the c1950s driveway to the outbuildings from St Andrews Road are of
little significance and are dominated by two species which are invasive (African olive) or
have structural problems as they age (coral tree). Where the driveway is proposed to be
retained, consideration should be given to replanting this driveway with more suitable
species (preferably native species that are part of the original vegetation community or
non-invasive exotic species that are sympathetic to the historic landscape). Where the
plantings are proposed for removal, the driveway would not be required to be retained.

OUTBUILDINGS
th

th

The subject site incorporates a group of 19 and 20 century outbuildings on the southern side of the site,
south of the main house. The group comprises the former coach house/ machine shed, a cottage, dairy
building, timber slab hut, and timber barn, as well as the ruins of a large shed and some modern
structures. Collectively the outbuildings contribute to the significance of Varroville House and the site as
th
representative 19 century vernacular farm buildings, reflecting the pastoral character and agricultural
uses of the site.
Policy 32.

Buildings identified as being of high significance, specifically the former coach house, the
cottage and the remnant slab hut should be retained and conserved or reconstructed,
with reconstruction being appropriate only where required by a detailed condition
assessment, incorporating structural engineers advice. This should include salvage of
fabric where possible. Reconstruction is appropriate only where there is sufficient
evidence to reproduce an earlier state of the fabric. Reconstruction should be identifiable
on close inspection or through additional interpretation. (Burra Charter Article 20).

Policy 33.

Extant significant building elements, spaces and fabric, both internally and externally
should be retained and conserved, in accordance with the levels of significance identified
in this CMP and in accordance with particular actions specified in specific policies of this
CMP.

Policy 34.

Fabric or elements of high significance uncovered in new works or investigations (such as
original weatherboard wall linings within the cottage) should be exposed and restored
where condition permits (subject to fabric assessment and heritage advice).

Policy 35.

Where it is clear that original or significant fabric has been removed it is considered
appropriate if proposed to adaptively reconstruct based on documentary evidence.

Policy 36.

The timber barn is identified as being of moderate heritage significance however is in
extremely poor condition and would likely require a full reconstruction should it be
proposed to be retained. Demolition is considered appropriate, subject to a detailed
archival recording, incorporating detailed measured drawings including plans, elevations
and scaled drawings of any significant detailing.

8.6

CONSERVATION AND MAINTENANCE

The outbuildings group are in need of urgent conservation works to stabilise and preserve built elements
and following conservation will require regular maintenance and upgrade works to conserve their heritage
significance and identified significant fabric. Ongoing sustainable and viable uses would encourage and
facilitate the conservation and maintenance of the outbuildings and new uses should be considered with a
goal to conserve and enhance the identified heritage values of the asset whilst providing for those uses.
Guidelines


Fabric identified as highly significant should have priority works undertaken when required. Impact on
significant fabric should be considered and the appropriate approvals sought.
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Maintenance work should be prioritised according to the heritage significance and vulnerability to
deterioration of individual elements and fabric



Maintenance of the asset should aim to conserve heritage significance and fabric to the greatest
extent feasible and repairs should be undertaken over replacement, where possible, and with
consideration for condition of the fabric.



A schedule of conservation works has been prepared (refer to section 9) to guide the conservation of
fabric at the site. The schedule should be adopted as the minimum requirement for conservation
works.



Maintenance works to the outbuildings group and the estate should be undertaken on a regular basis
to avoid substantive conservation works.



Any repair, conservation or reconstruction works to significant elements should be undertaken with
appropriate supervision by a suitably qualified heritage consultant /architect and/ or relevant materials
specialist/s or conservator.



All personnel engaged in works with the potential to have an impact on the site’s heritage values
should have proven experience and qualifications in the relevant field of heritage conservation. This
includes both professionals and tradespeople.



Works to remove hazardous materials (e.g. removal of asbestos) should be preceded by appropriate
research, documentation and assessment. Remediate or replace hazardous materials with suitable
alternatives and adopt a methodology that minimises heritage impacts.



The conservation of particular materials requires due consideration and the expertise of appropriately
experienced personnel. The NSW Heritage Division ‘Maintenance Series’ provides general advice as
to the cause, treatment and remediation of various traditional building materials. These publications
can be sourced from the Office of Environment and Heritage and are available online:
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/Heritage/publications/

Policy 37.

The schedule of Conservation works (Table 12) should be undertaken as a priority as part
of long term management and maintenance of the property and to stabilise the
outbuildings.

Policy 38.

Following conservation works, the significant fabric of the outbuildings should be
maintained by the implementation of a cyclical maintenance program. As a necessary
minimum, the ongoing maintenance should include works that will ensure that each
element retains its current level of significance and not allow the loss of significance due
to the deterioration of fabric. The schedule of maintenance works (Table 14) should be
adopted as part of the ongoing management and maintenance of the property.

Policy 39.

The future conservation and maintenance of the place should be carried out with a
cautious approach to change; i.e. to do as much as necessary to care for the place and to
make it useable, but otherwise change it as little as possible so that its cultural
significance is retained.

Policy 40.

Any reconstruction or restoration works (e.g. restoration of the collapsed slab hut) should
be based on historical documentation rather than speculation and should be undertaken
in conjunction with heritage advice.

Policy 41.

Materials used for repair and reconstruction of significant outbuildings should preferably
be traditional materials used in the construction of the building. Missing or damaged fabric
will be replaced observing the ‘like for like’ principle. For example, replace with similar
fabric (e.g. timber with timber) or replace with new fabric of similar appearance or replace
with different fabric of similar profile and dimensions.

Policy 42.

Where elements of high significance have been damaged they should be repaired with
sympathetic materials in preference to replacement. Significant elements should be
repaired in-situ where-ever possible.
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Policy 43.

A program of regular monitoring of significant dams should be undertaken in conjunction
with appropriate dam safety guidelines, and incorporated where relevant into
management decisions.

Policy 44.

Water must be maintained in the dams and monitored to ensure that the dams are never
emptied (except where undergoing maintenance works or in conjunction with approved
construction, for either adaptation, modification or perimeter civil works) to protect the
dam banks from dry cracking.

8.7

USE

Background
Every significant heritage place should have an up-to-date heritage management document to guide its
conservation and sound management. In practice, such documents are often not prepared unless there is
a current development proposal for the place, necessitating the identification, assessment, management
and interpretation of the place to inform master planning and development.
At the time of preparation of this CMP, there is a draft Masterplan for development of a Memorial park on
the subject property. The site forms part of the Scenic Hills and is presently used for farming/ grazing.
It is considered that the proposed cemetery appears to be one of the least intensive potential uses within
the zone, other than retaining the site for its present farming/ agricultural use. Whilst it is acknowledged
that the proposed cemetery use represents a form of development, use of the site as a cemetery would
be compatible with providing an open, landscaped setting. The proposed adaptation can be undertaken in
such a way that it will not impact on the rural character of the site. Provided that the natural topography
dominates, and appropriate consideration is given to identified significant built and landscape elements
(as demonstrated in the concept master plan), there are many possible locations on the site for the few
required buildings to be sympathetically located in a manner that will not impact on the pastoral character
or significant view corridors. The conceptual Master Plan shows a group of small buildings in an
appropriate location that is consistent with traditional siting of buildings and is consistent with the rural
character of the Scenic Hills and the objectives of the zoning of the relevant part of the land. The form of
development proposed would in most views appear no different from an area of landscaped rural
parkland consistent with its existing rural character.
Whatever the new use, careful planning and design is essential if the significance of the cultural
landscape is to be retained and protected.
The ongoing use of the outbuildings is vital to retention of heritage significance and the conservation and
maintenance of the items. The outbuildings are presently leased in conjunction with the farm/ grazing use
but have fallen into disrepair and neglect. It is preferable that the rural residential function is retained in
the short term to facilitate maintenance of the items. The consideration of any future uses of the place
must be mindful of its original historic use and significance. Other and associated uses may be
permissible, providing that the use does not negatively affect its identified significance.
Guidelines


Preserving the natural landscape and significant cultural landscape features including buildings,
structures and views would be a requirement of any future development in conjunction with the new
use.

Policy 45.

Any proposed new use of the Varroville Estate should be compatible with the nature and
identified significance of the place. A cemetery use is considered appropriate, where the
required associated development and landscaping works are able to maintain the natural
character of the Scenic Hills and the significant character of the cultural landscape.

Policy 46.

The use of the property as a cemetery should not require any significant changes to
landform (including primary ridges, valleys and undulating slopes), which would be seen
as inappropriate to the relatively natural overall topography of the site and its rural
character.

URBIS
CMP_166-176 ST ANDREWS RD VARROVILLE ESTATE_OCTOBER_2015

CONSERVATION POLIC ES

129

Policy 47.

The use should not necessitate substantial built form development and in fact should
minimise development to maintain the open and scenic rural character. Furthermore,
development should be sympathetically located, to minimise impacts on significant views
and vistas.

Policy 48.

The outbuildings should maintain similar rural residential uses in the short term however
adaptive reuse in association with the cemetery function may be considered in the long
term. New and future uses for the outbuildings should not require excessive adaptation or
intervention for upgrading to ordinance compliance and should not obscure significant
fabric.

8.8

MANAGING CHANGE: ALTERATIONS, ADAPTATION AND NEW
WORK

Background
It is acknowledged that a cemetery use will require alterations and additions to the Varroville Estate
however as discussed in section 8.7, it is considered that the proposed works are able to be undertaken
in such a way that the new use will not detract from the rural character of the landscape, or the significant
heritage character of the place. It is imperative that new works and site landscaping be designed with the
intent that the original topography and open landscape character of the site remain the prevailing feature
of the site. To this end; new landscaping should not lead to a perception of a significant change to the
existing rural character and required new built form development should be minimised and
sympathetically located. New works should also recognise and not compete with the landmark values
associated with cultural vegetation within the formal garden of Varroville House, or significant landscape
elements such as remnant vineyard terracing and significant dams.
Whilst the site is presently privately owned land, the proposed cemetery use has the benefit of enabling
public access to the site. Proposed site landscaping and new works should capitalise on this opportunity,
providing for public access to identified views and vistas, such as the panoramic views available from
Bunbury Curran Hill and providing for public open space.
Guidelines


The design of a future cemetery would be subject to close assessment of specific areas to be used in
different ways, for example burial areas, commemorative gardens, sculpture park and public
recreation area, consistent with their appearance, visibility, potential for effects on heritage values
and intended landscape character.



Removal of intrusive fabric (as identified in the CMP) is encouraged.



New works to the outbuildings should comply with the BCA/ NCC and Australian Standards unless
the heritage significance determines that the matter will be professionally determined under
performance standards. Where necessary, alternative solutions and performance based outcomes
should be pursued to ensure the intent of the code is met without adversely impacting on significant
fabric. Professional advice should always be obtained. Due to the complex nature of heritage
buildings, ‘deemed to comply’ design solutions approved by BCA or access consultants may be used
to satisfy the intent of the Standard.

8.8.1

GENERAL POLICY

Policy 49.

Whilst the conceptual Memorial Park is consistent with the retention of a grassy and open
character for the landscape; detailed design of the cemetery and further staged
development should consider nominated significant view lines, vistas, landmarks and
cultural landscape features. Reference should be made to the site description in section 2
and significance assessment in section 5, in particular sections 5.6, 5.7 and 5.8

Policy 50.

New development associated with the cemetery use should be controlled to minimise the
required built form development to mitigate impacts to views from the public domain, and
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ensure the retention of the overall rural character. As a guide to the potential location of
buildings, the concept Master Plan is consistent with visual impact assessment and
traditional siting of buildings.
Policy 51.

New development should be responsive to the rural nature and scale and be of materials
and colours that are recessive. Location, form, design, siting and materials for buildings
should be subject to further detailed design in conjunction with heritage advice and
subject to heritage assessment.

Policy 52.

Detailed design of the future cemetery should be subject to close assessment of the
specific areas to be used in different ways, for example burial areas, commemorative
gardens, sculpture park and public recreation areas, are to be located in a manner which
considers their appearance, visibility, potential for effects on heritage values and the
intended landscape character.

Policy 53.

The master plan and future development should provide for public access to the main
eastern ridge of Bunbury Curran Hill so that the significant view over the main
Campbelltown valley to the East Edge Scenic Protection Lands and beyond; and to the
south over the distant hills of Mount Sugarloaf, Mount Annan, Badgally Hill, Kenny Hill
and the intermediate landscape can be appreciated.

Policy 54.

Planting schedules, location, density and identity of plant species should be subject to
detailed design development as part of future development applications, to ensure that
the prevailing natural and rural character of the site is retained. Preference should be
given to locally indigenous plant species and those non-invasive exotic species
traditionally grown on the property.

8.8.2

THE LANDSCAPE

Policy 55.

Burial markers and conventional headstones are to be located in areas where their
visibility does not lead to a perception of a significant change to the existing rural
character. Specific controls regarding height, colour, materials etc. must be applicable, to
mitigate visual impacts on the rural character.

Policy 56.

No structure that may break or compromise the skyline, in either close or distant views
formed by the main ridgeline should be permitted. The ‘main ridgeline’ refers to the ridge
on the eastern side of the property running south from Bunbury Curran towards Varroville
House.

Policy 57.

New works would need to recognise the need to maintain the landmark character of the
garden vegetation of Varroville House and the distinctiveness of any significant informal
vegetation in choice of species, locations, densities and distribution of areas of any new
vegetation. Any new vegetation needs to be of appropriate scale and species and
distributed in space and at densities and future heights that do not conflict with the
Varroville House or with significant views. Preference should be given to locally
indigenous plant species and those non-invasive exotic species traditionally grown on the
property.

Policy 58.

The alignment of the original drive/ carriageway should be reinstated or interpreted.

Policy 59.

Modifications to identified significant dams are permissible for safety and compliance or
for minor adaptation in conjunction with use of the area as public open space.

Policy 60.

Remnant vineyard terracing to the east and north east of Varroville House and the
outbuildings group, has been identified as being of high significance, with as much of the
terracing as possible to be retained and conserved. This would not preclude development
in this area; however development should be more restricted and should be subject to
detailed design development as well as heritage and potential archaeological
assessment.

Policy 61.

New works within the terraced area should provide for the interpretation of the current
extent of the terraced areas.

Policy 62.

New roads and tracks should be minimal, maintain a rural character and incorporate
appropriate surfaces with low reflectivity and visually recessive finishes.
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8.8.3

OUTBUILDINGS AND STRUCTURES

General
Policy 63.

The timber barn should ideally be stabilised and conserved but may be considered for
removal subject to structural assessment and archival recording.

Policy 64.

Fabric identified as being of neutral significance or fabric which has been excluded from
the schedule of significant elements (i.e. modern structures as set out in the site
description) is not required to be retained. This includes recent dairying infrastructure,
stockyards, later fencing and infrastructure as well as non-significant shed buildings.

Policy 65.

Remains of former structures, e.g. the collapsed shed buildings should be documented
and recorded prior to removal.

Policy 66.

The c.1950s dairy building is not required to be retained. Removal is permissible subject
to archival recording.

Policy 67.

Future proposed works should consider removal of nominated intrusive elements as
identified in the schedule of significant elements, and/ or removal of neutral elements that
obscure highly significant fabric.

Policy 68.

Siting of additional ancillary buildings within the curtilage of the outbuildings group is
permissible, subject to heritage assessment. New development in the vicinity of the
outbuildings should consider the context and setting of the group, the relationship to
Varroville House and the original driveway. Any new buildings should maintain a
consistent rural character; be subservient in scale, form and materiality; while remaining
apparent as contemporary.

The Timber Slab Hut
Policy 69.

The slab hut should be reconstructed using salvaged materials and based on physical
and documentary evidence or further detailed assessment.

Policy 70.

No further additions should be made to the slab hut and the building should retain its
modest scale and character.

The Cottage
Policy 71.

The cottage should be retained and conserved and is able to be sympathetically adapted
and extended subject to heritage assessment. Any proposed additions should be
subservient to the principal form of the structure. The extant 1950s addition is not
required to be retained.

Policy 72.

Additions to the cottage should be sited to the rear, subservient in form and should retain
and interpret the principal form of the cottage. Linked pavilion additions are preferred.
Lean to or contiguous extensions should enable interpretation of the original form of the
cottage. Vertical additions are not permitted.

Policy 73.

Original/ early timber windows of moderate or greater significance should be retained and
conserved.

Policy 74.

Original/ early windows and doors in the principal facade should not be enlarged or filled
in. Missing or damaged fenestration should be restored to match window W03 and should
consider reinstatement of the six panes per sash arrangement, to match the original.

Policy 75.

The cottage previously functioned as two dwellings and the second doorway to the
principal eastern façade should be reinstated where possible. Other than this, there
should be no new openings to the principal eastern façade.

Policy 76.

The extant eastern verandah is a later reconstruction (c.1950s) and is not required to be
retained, however should be retained in preference to removing the element altogether.
Any works to the verandah should maintain a traditional form, profile and materiality, in
th
keeping with the 19 century vernacular tradition.
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Policy 77.

Significant internal features presently obscured by the fit out of the cottage (such as the
northern fireplace and the original exposed raked ceiling) should preferably be exposed in
future works.

Policy 78.

The internal joinery, ceilings, floors and wall linings have been replaced and the room
configuration is not of heritage significance (excluding the masonry walling). Internal
refurbishment is permissible subject to heritage assessment. New works should aim to
maximise exposure of original fabric and features.

Policy 79.

New services and amenities required should not cause damage, destroy or compromise
the building or any interior spaces, elements and fabric of significance. Preference should
be given to inserting new services in existing runs.

The Former Coach House and Cottage
Policy 80.

Original roof shingles should be retained in future reroofing proposals (these are currently
retained under the corrugated sheeting). The extant galvanised roof sheeting is a
comparatively early addition (pre 1930s) and has some significance and should be
retained where possible. Any replacement roofing should match the existing galvanised
sheeting in traditional profile and traditional short sheet lengths and fixings.

The Former Coach House
Policy 81.

The former coach house should be retained and conserved and is able to be
sympathetically adapted subject to heritage assessment. The form and utilitarian
character of the coach house should remain able to be interpreted.

Policy 82.

Where reconstruction is required (subject to structural assessment), reconstruction
should match the existing, based on documentary evidence, and using salvaged
materials.

Policy 83.

Additions to the former coach house should be minimal and sited to the rear, subservient
in form and should retain and interpret the principal form of the building. Vertical additions
are not permitted.

Policy 84.

Elements that reflect the utilitarian function of the coach house, such as the remnant
pulley, should be retained, conserved and interpreted.

Policy 85.

Future proposals should consider reinstatement of missing elements, such as the loft,
and reinstatement of the eastern façade, based on documentary evidence (refer Figure
32).

Policy 86.

Missing or damaged fenestration should be restored based on extant original elements
and documentation.

Policy 87.

Rendered and painted finishes should be maintained. Painted external surfaces should
continue to be painted in a traditional colour scheme. Prior to any proposed stripping of
paintwork or modifications to finishes, investigation and study of early paint schemes and
finishes should be undertaken by a suitably qualified heritage consultant.

8.9

MANAGING THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCE

Background
Varroville incorporates a significant Aboriginal and Historical archaeological resource, as set out in
section 5.8 and the appended reports at Appendix C and Appendix D. Management of the site’s
archaeological values should be undertaken in accordance with the recommendations of the respective
assessments and the below policies.

8.9.1

HISTORICAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE

The study area has potential for archaeological relics of both local and state significance. Archaeological
relics associated with the early to mid-19th century occupation and use of the Varroville estate would be
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of state significance. Similar archaeological remains dating to the later 19th and early 20th century would
be of local significance.
The Archaeological assessment divided the site into three distinct zones; Area 1, the southwest of the
study area has moderate potential for local and state significant archaeological relics, likely including
evidence associated with previous phases of domestic occupation and farming activities. Area 2, the
southeast of the study area has high potential for archaeological remains of terracing and other
landscape features associated with viticultural and orcharding activities, which have been identified as
being of high historical and aesthetic heritage significance. Area 3 comprises the remainder of the study
area and has low potential for archaeological remains associated with land clearance, water storage
(dams) and former paddock divisions. These remains have little research potential or archaeological
significance.
Guidelines


The archaeological resource requires appropriate management as part of the planning, design and
use of the cemetery and under the respective legislation.



The results of this report should be used to inform development planning for the proposal. The
archaeological management strategy presented in Section 6.0 of the Historical Archaeological
Assessment should be adopted.



Approval from the NSW Heritage Division would be required in Area 1 for activities that disturb or
impact archaeological relics, or have the potential to do so.



Section 139(4) exception – is required for activities where there would be minor impacts to
archaeological relics, including archaeological test excavation to verify the presence of relics without
removing or impacting them.



Section 140 excavation permit – is required for archaeological excavation and activities which disturb
and impact archaeological relics.

Archaeological investigation


Archaeological investigation can include testing, monitoring and recording, and salvage excavation.
All archaeological investigation should be guided by an Archaeological Research Design.



Archaeological investigation in Area 1 can be undertaken with either a Section 139(4) exception or
Section 140 excavation permit.



Archaeological investigation in Area 2 can be undertaken without an approval or permit. However, if
relics were unexpectedly identified, approval to impact them would be required.

Unexpected finds policy


An unexpected finds policy should be adopted for ground disturbances associated with the
preparation and use of the study area as a cemetery. An unexpected finds policy follows:
1) Stop work in the affected area and protect item.
2) Contact a suitably qualified archaeological or heritage consultant to provide advice and assess the
item if required.
3) Notify the appropriate regulatory authority (such as the Heritage Division) and obtain statutory
approvals (if required).
4) Implement archaeological or heritage management plan.
5) Resume work.
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Policy 88.

Future development of the site should be informed by the archaeological assessment and
the management strategy presented in section 6.0 of the assessment should be adopted
(Appendix C). This includes undertaking an archaeological impact assessment for
proposed works and archaeological test excavation within Area 1 to refine the
understanding of significance and archaeological potential.

Policy 89.

An archaeological impact assessment should be prepared for future development
applications within the study area, particularly for Study Areas 1 and 2, as identified in the
assessment

Policy 90.

State significant archaeological relics should be retained in situ (noting that the vineyard
terraces are not defined as relics)

8.9.2

ABORIGINAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE

Archaeological sensitivity mapping for the study area has identified areas of high, moderate, low and nil
archaeological sensitivity and reference should be made to Appendix D for the full report and
recommendations. The Archaeological Survey Report found 11 registered sites and a further 17 newly
recorded sites located within the study area. Two Aboriginal site complexes are currently known to be
located within the study area and these site complexes have been assessed as demonstrating high
archaeological significance. Five of the recorded sites in the study area have been assessed as
demonstrating low archaeological significance and two have been assessed as demonstrating unknown
archaeological significance.
Guidelines


The archaeological resource requires appropriate management as part of the planning, design and
use of the Macarthur Memorial Park and under the respective legislation.



The areas of high and moderate archaeological sensitivity require further archaeological investigation
in the form of excavation prior to any ground disturbance works commencing in those areas. Efforts to
avoid impacts to areas of high archaeological sensitivity should be a priority.



Areas of low archaeological sensitivity do not require subsurface archaeological investigations prior to
works commencing. However, should artefacts be identified works should stop immediately and the
unexpected finds procedure should be followed.



There are no archaeological heritage constraints for areas that have been assessed as
demonstrating no archaeological sensitivity.



If unforseen Aboriginal objects are uncovered during construction, work should cease, and an
archaeologist, OEH, and Tharawal Local Aboriginal Land Council (TLALC) should be informed. If
human remains are found, work should cease, the site should be secured and the NSW Police and
OEH should be notified

Policy 91.

Future development of the site should be informed by the ASR and the management
strategy presented therein should be adopted (refer to Appendix D). This may include
undertaking test excavation of the various landforms located in the area of sensitivity
under the OEH Code of Practice. Efforts to conserve these areas should be made where
possible

Policy 92.

Efforts should be made during the design process to avoid impacts to Aboriginal objects
and to conserve areas of high archaeological sensitivity. However, if Aboriginal sites are
to be impacted by the proposal an area based AHIP would be required prior to impacts.

Policy 93.

If Aboriginal sites are to be impacted by the proposal an area based Aboriginal Heritage
Impact Permit (AHIP) would be required prior to impacts.

URBIS
CMP_166-176 ST ANDREWS RD VARROVILLE ESTATE_OCTOBER_2015

CONSERVATION POLIC ES

135

8.10

MOVABLE HERITAGE

Background
There is only one significant movable heritage item associated with the subject site; that is the wool press
currently located within the timber barn, within the outbuildings group. It is understood that the press is
under separate ownership and its provenance to the subject estate has not been established.
Policy 94.

8.11

Should the press be acquired by the CMCT, further research should be undertaken into
its provenance and the press retained and interpreted at the site.

INTERPRETATION AND FURTHER INVESTIGATION

Background
As outlined in section 5, the Varroville Estate has been identified as being of state heritage significance
for its historic values and for its rarity. In addition it is considered to satisfy all criteria for listing at the local
level. The site also complements and forms an integral part of the significance of the associated Varroville
House. Presently, the site is privately owned and there is no heritage interpretation; however the
proposed new use would facilitate and should encourage interpretation of the site’s significant values.
Interpretation is an essential part of the heritage conservation process. The active interpretation of
heritage places supports the recognition and understanding of a site’s significance.
There remain opportunities for further investigation beyond the scope and limitations of this report,
namely in the form of physical investigation of fabric (e.g. works to the outbuildings) and archaeological
investigation (e.g. excavation to determine location of earlier buildings) to enhance understanding of the
historical development of the site and the identified significance of the site.
Guidelines


Interpretation should be consistent with the NSW Heritage Manual, the NSW Heritage Office
Interpreting Heritage Places and Items: Guidelines (August 2005) and the NSW Heritage Council’s
Heritage Interpretation Policy (endorsed August 2005).

Heritage Interpretation
Policy 95.

An interpretation strategy should be prepared for the site that interprets the significant use
and historical values of the site in sympathetic and culturally appropriate ways.
Interpretive themes and devices should take into account all periods of development and
also consider the early agricultural history and uses of the site as part of the Townson’s
th
original grant and place the site in its broader context of colonial and 19 century farming
and agricultural development in the Cumberland Plain.

Policy 96.

Heritage interpretation should also consider the historical archaeological resource and
interpret any remains or findings from test excavation and further site assessment.

Policy 97.

A Heritage Interpretation Plan (HIP) should be prepared for the study area in consultation
with Aboriginal stakeholders. This plan would include methods of incorporating identified
Aboriginal heritage values into the design process, such as use of native vegetation in
replanting, use of local Aboriginal place names and interpretive signage providing
information on Aboriginal land-use within the study area and surrounding area.

Policy 98.

The highest form of interpretation is the retention and conservation of significant fabric,
spaces and relationships and accordingly significant elements should be retained,
exposed and interpreted.

Policy 99.

Any Interpretation should be considered strategically, with consideration for future uses,
ongoing maintenance of interpretive media, public access and amenity issues and
ordinance compliance.
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Additional Research and Assessment
Policy 100.

Any newly discovered physical evidence, such as early building fabric, should be
assessed prior to making decisions about its future management. Where this has
implications for the heritage values of the place, the implementation of the CMP may
need to be reviewed or re-assessed.

Policy 101.

Archaeological investigations should be carried out on the dams on the property to
identify and protect those formed by Sturt.

Records of Maintenance and Change
Policy 102.

Any significant elements (of moderate or higher significance) proposed for demolition or
removal should be subject to archival photographic recording, prior to works being
undertaken. Copies of the archival recording should be retained on site and provided to
the Office of Environment and Heritage and Campbelltown Council. This should include
photography and/ or measured drawings. Archival recording should be undertaken in
accordance with the Heritage Council of NSW Guidelines for Photographic Recording
(Photographic Recording of Heritage Items using Film or Digital Capture (2006))

Policy 103.

The site should be photographically recorded to archival standards prior to any new
development taking place.

Policy 104.

There is an opportunity to investigate lost elements such as the original garden layout,
locations of paddocks and fence lines, previous orchards, previous development etc. to
inform understanding of the site’s history and significance. The results of further analysis
and all new evidence uncovered during works to the place should be recorded to provide
an on-going resource and added to the existing archive on the place or incorporated into
a report or addendum to this Conservation Management Plan, as appropriate.
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Joinery


Replacing original hardware unless absolutely necessary and preferably approved by heritage
architect or consultant



Removing original hardware, keep in place and install new adjacent



Installing or replacing hardware with new not in keeping with the building.



Installing one way or different coloured glass when replacing glazing.



Replacing original joinery, patch repair where required



Using difference timber species to repair joinery where possible

Paint


Painting surfaces not previously painted such as face brick and stonework



Using inappropriate colours.

Stripping painted surfaces back to substrate without heritage advice. (Evidence of existing colour
schemes must be retained)
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The estate also contains a series of dams attributed to Sturt’s ownership, that show characteristics of
having been hand-made and may therefore demonstrate the earliest attempts at water conservation
for agricultural use in the colony.
The estate has a continuity of pastoral and agricultural uses that is becoming rare in the area due to
urban expansion. The cultural landscape around ‘Varroville’ also demonstrates rarity as a largely-intact
setting for an important colonial homestead and as one of the few larger estate landscapes remaining
in the Campbelltown area where the form of the original grant and the former agricultural use of the
estate and its rural landscape character may be appreciated, despite subdivision. Although excised
from the original grant and the main homestead, the lack of development throughout this landscape
has allowed Varroville House to retain its original visual and functional curtilage as a farmhouse set in
a pastoral landscape of quality which is now rare in New South Wales.
The cultural landscape of the subject site is also of local heritage significance for its associative,
aesthetic, social, and representative values and for its research potential.
Varroville and the estate have strong associations with several individuals and families important in the
development of rural industries in the colony of NSW including agriculture, horticulture, viticulture and
stock breeding. Other occupants were significant figures in exploration, postal services, horse racing
and heritage conservation. This includes Doctor Robert Townson, the original grantee for the estate
and the colony's most highly regarded academic when he arrived in 1807; explorer Charles Sturt, who
is credited with the construction of the dams, James Raymond and Alfred Cheeke. The site is also
significant for its relationship with Bunbury Curran Hill - a viewing point used by both Governor and
Mrs Macquarie.
The cultural landscape collectively has high aesthetic significance as the setting of the historic colonial
homestead ‘Varroville’ and a rural landscape of the Scenic Hills. The subject property complements
and allows significant views to and from ‘Varroville’ and to the surrounding rural landscape. Significant
views and visual connections are also retained to and from Bunbury Curran Hill and to other properties
from the estate including Robin Hood farm and Macquarie Fields House, which is visible from the
Varroville homestead.
The cottage and former stables have aesthetic significance as characteristic, albeit modest, 19th
century farm buildings. The timber slab hut is of significance as a potentially early vernacular dwelling,
reflecting the first phase of development of the farm, (1810-1827). Significant landscape features
include evidence of ground modelling for vineyard terracing, evidence of the original/ former drive and
the dams, many of which appear to have survived in what is likely to be their original, hand formed
configuration and have the potential to provide highly significant evidence of this important
technological innovation from the period of early Colonial settlement.
There is high probability for an intact archaeological resource that may provide additional and new
evidence of significant phases of the development of the estate, and is likely to produce unique
evidence which will considerably add to the story of its development and management. It is likely to
provide complimentary evidence for the evolution and management of a continuously occupied country
estate that could be compared to other significant colonial homesteads in the Campbelltown and Appin
area and the broader Cumberland Plain such as Bella Vista and Rouse Hill House. Potential remains
include evidence of agricultural practices, Townson’s original hut (c.1810) and the first homestead
(c.1812-17), 19th century development and outbuildings, artefactual evidence, landscape elements
and evidence of the original driveway/ access road. The site also has Indigenous archaeological
potential and significance with archaeological sensitivity mapping for the study area identifying areas
of high, moderate, low and nil archaeological sensitivity.
The Sturt dams have the potential to provide important and very rare physical evidence of one of the
earliest attempts at water conservation for agricultural use in the colony. The site’s natural heritage
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macrophylla), hoop pines (Araucaria cunninghamii) funeral cypresses (Chamaecyparis
funebris)(particularly along the back drive), white cedars (Melia azederach var.australasica), pepper
trees (Schinus molle var.areira), coral trees (Erythrina sp., probably E.indica or E.x sykesii)(Read, S.,
pers.comm.), a Norfolk Island hibiscus /white oak (Lagunaria patersonae), orchid tree (Bauhinia
variegata), century plants/agaves (A.americana) (the stretch of original drive in front of the house is a
forest of these), Spanish bayonets/Adam's needles (Yucca sp.), aloes (A.sp.) and hedges of Cape
honeysuckle/tecoma (Tecomaria capensis) and common African olive (Olea europaea var.africana).
The kitchen garden laid out in 1809 and described in Sturt's 1839 sale advertisement may have
occupied sloping ground to the north - west of the house (Carlin, 2007 with botanic names added by
Stuart Read, 22/12/08).
The oldest colonial plantings appear to be located in the tennis court area east of the house, which is
supports the current owners' view that this is the most likely site of the second house on the property
(built by Townson and lived in by Sturt and Raymond). Landscape architect Geoffrey Britton advises
that Varroville's Indian shot/ Canna lily is the species plant (C.indica) and that was located en masse
on the far slope of what is now a herbaceous border on the southern bank above the tennis court.
Geoffrey also considers that the Cypress located on the entrance there is very old. Aside from the figs
and hoop pines and re-seeded white cedars, the rest of the garden is largely of the Jackaman era
planted out in the 1950s and early 1960s. C.japonica on site is likely also to be remnant progeny of an
early colonial planting as there are many in the tennis court area, along with cotoneasters.
Cotoneasters could have been put there by the Jackamans, as Cherry Jackaman apparently had
cotoneasters espaliered down the northern side of the house (removed by later owners)(Kirkby, J.,
pers.comm., 22/12/08 edited by Stuart Read).
There are two arbors in the garden - an old arbour with an enormous Banksia rose (Rosa banksia
'Lutea') which was replaced by the previous owners and a second arbour (with an old jasmine
(Jasminium sp.) and wisteria (W.sinensis) is now propped up with iron bars (Kirkby, J., edited by Stuart
Read, 14/1/2009).
Outbuildings
Varroville incorporates a group of 19th and 20th century outbuildings on the southern side of the site,
south of the main homestead. The buildings are generally oriented to the north east and comprise the
former coach house/ machine shed, a cottage, dairy building, timber slab hut, and timber barn, as well
as the ruins of a large shed and a chicken coop/ shed and other modest structures.
The original drive from Campbelltown Road to the homestead is still clearly visible in historical aerials,
but today is less discernible, apparent as a depression in the landscape, running from Campbelltown
road and in front of the outbuildings group to the east. The original driveway was made redundant by
the motorway and the outbuildings are now accessed via a later 1950s driveway from St Andrews
Road.
Former Coach House/Machine Shed
An exact date of construction for the coach house has not been determined; however the form and
materiality, incorporating early wood fired brick and shingled roof suggest a late colonial/ early
Victorian construction (c.1830-1860). Various sale records from the period make reference to a coach
house, however specifics as to the location or form of the building are not available.
The original form of the building comprised a simple gabled structure with a broken back skillion roof
wing at the rear. Views of the building c.1935 illustrate that the principal eastern façade was enclosed
with a wide bay of double timber doors, while the northernmost section of the façade was masonry,
with a single door opening to a separate utility room. The northern façade features a double hung
window at the ground floor, with a second matching window within the gabled roof and a vent on the
rear skillion section of the façade. The southern façade retains remnants of a pulley and timber ledge
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within the gable end, for storage within the roof/ loft. The original roof was shingled and is retained
beneath the galvanised sheeting on the eastern façade.
The building was modified in the early 1950s for use as a machinery shed, incorporating a new
verandah to the eastern façade. This incorporated provision of steel and timber framing to facilitate
access for trucks. The extended masonry sections are of breeze block construction, with a rendered
finish. A new room addition was also constructed at the northern end of the verandah in the latter part
of the 20th century.
The Timber Slab Hut
The timber slab hut is likely to date to the early 1800s. Townson is recorded to have lived in a very
uncomfortable manner while on his grant in 1812 and it has been speculated (although not
documented) that the slab hut may have been Townson’s first residence at Varroville. Such buildings
were typical of the colonial period and the slab hut may have served as a temporary residence until
the farm turned a profit and a more substantial dwelling of brick or stone could be built.
It is constructed of vertical timber slabs and originally featured a low pitched gabled roof with gable
vents. It was a residence in the 1950s but more recently was used as a laundry. Views of the slab hut
in 2004 illustrate that the hut had been modified with a concrete floor, and sheet lined interior.
The Cottage
An exact date of construction for the cottage has not been determined; however the form and
materiality, suggest a late Victorian construction (c.1860-1880).
It is constructed of timber, weatherboard and masonry; the principal eastern and rear western facades
are weatherboard and the northern and southern gable ends are masonry with brick chimneys. The
principal eastern façade features a central entry and three refurbished double hung timber windows.
The roof is gabled, clad in corrugated iron (over the original timber shingle), with a verandah supported
on timber posts. The verandah is concreted with stone sandstone flagged path leading to the entry.
There is a hipped roofed vent on the ridge line of the gable. At the rear, a small skillion roofed
projection houses the WC (accessed internally).
The cottage originally served as two dwellings, with the second doorway adjacent to the central entry
(on the north side) infilled sometime after the 1950s. A low pitched skillion roofed extension wraps
around the south western corner of the cottage, constructed in the early 1950s, reportedly from a
prefabricated migrant hostel (Howard Tanner). It is understood that the Jackamans substantially
reconstructed the cottage, noting that when they purchased Varroville, the cottage had no internal
walls, a dirt floor and the southern wall is described as having “disappeared”, although it is assumed
that this likely refers to the external weatherboard rather than the structure itself. Internal joinery,
dropped ceilings, timber floors and lightweight walls date to the 1950s reconstruction and the eastern
verandah was also reconstructed at this time.
Timber Barn
The barn appears to be of late 19th / early 20th century construction and is a simple rectangular form,
of timber and weatherboard construction, with a gabled roof, clad in corrugated iron. The eastern
façade is the most intact, presenting a simple weatherboard façade with plain bargeboards to the
gable end and the only decoration being the gable vent. The structure incorporates a low level brick
wall at the base (rebuilt) and supporting timbers have been propped on concrete piers. The northern
and southern sides appear to have been open, with the north side retaining a decorated pointed timber
valance. There is a partial concrete floor with an earthen floor at the eastern end.
The Dairy
The dairy building and associated concrete slab to the rear was constructed between 1952 and 1955
by the Jackamans. The building is a masonry structure of breeze block construction with a rendered
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selling points was that it was near a railway. Campbelltown now provided easy access to Sydney and
its markets and grew as the centre of the district. Although Camden was established in 1836, with no
railway line it remained a small town.
The large estates that flanked Cowpasture Road (later Camden Valley Way) and the Northern Road
were run largely as sheep and cattle farms, with wheat and other grain crops being grown as well until
the 1850s. The houses were often built on surrounding ridges or hills, providing sweeping views of the
countryside and ensuring that any passing traveller could appreciate the owner's status by viewing
their impressive country mansions from the road. This land use pattern of large farm estates and small
towns, established in the nineteenth century, remained largely the pattern of development of the area
up until the late 1990s. Aerial photographs of the area in 1947 show a rural landscape with some
limited urban development on either side of (then) Camden Valley Way (ibid, 22-23).
Varroville House and Estate
The following historical analysis utilises the six key phases relating to primary periods of change or
evolution at Varroville Estate.
Phase 1: Alienation and establishment of the first house (c1810-1827)
1810
Varroville and the estate form part of the original grant of 1000 acres (405) hectares by Governor
Macquarie to Dr Robert Townson. Townson was born in England in 1762. He travelled widely,
publishing various publications reflecting his interest in natural history, geology and mineralogy.
Proficient in all branches of natural science and also in Latin, Greek, German, French, he was
regarded as the most eminent scholar in the young colony. He was granted 1000 acres in the parish of
Minto in 1810, and named his grant Varroville after Marcus Terentius Varro, a Roman scholar who had
written a treatise on agriculture. He also referred to the property as Bunbury Curran, when advertising
in the Sydney press.
Dr. Townson emigrated to NSW as a free settler in 1807 aboard the Young William. His brother,
Captain John Townson had previously served as a military officer in the colony and later returned as a
settler. John had brought a letter stating that the secretary of state intended to direct Governor William
Bligh to grant him 2000 acres (809 ha) and certain indulgences. Bligh however would not 'locate the
grant' until he received specific instructions from London, but proposed that meanwhile Townson
should select and occupy his land, buy livestock and have the use of four convicts for eighteen
months. Dr. Robert Townson was armed with a similar letter and received similar treatment.
Frustrated by the problems with the grant and in addition to other problems with Bligh, Townson
became an opponent of his and in fact signed the requisition to Johnstone to depose Bligh in 1808.
After Bligh was overthrown, Dr. Robert Townson was granted land by Lieutenant Governor William
Patterson in 1809. He immediately occupied the land, expending a considerable sum to build a horse
yard, cultivate a large garden, clearing and fencing paddocks and making roads. Townson had at least
6 convicts to clear land, grow wheat, and tend to stock as well as build the necessary infrastructure for
the farm.
When the new Governor Lachlan Macquarie arrived at the end of 1809, he invalidated and recalled all
grants made by the rebel government. On the 8th of November 1810, Macquarie visited Townson’s
farm, noting that the soil and pasturage was the best in the colony, along with the land at St Andrews.
On the 21st of November, Macquarie again visited Townson. The Governor and Lady Macquarie are
recorded as having viewed the estate from Bunbury Curran Hill and Macquarie’s journal records that
he was “highly gratified with the noble extensive view I had from the top of it of the surrounding
country”. While having praise for the pasturage and the landscape, Macquarie does however refer to
the location of the intended house and farm buildings as “ill chosen”.
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Although he did not receive the formal grant until some time in 1811, the grant for Townson’s property
was back dated, like many others, to 1 January 1810. The grant was conditional on the fact that
Townson had to maintain the property for at least five years before it was sold, and during that time he
was to cultivate at least five acres. The government also reserved all timber that could be used for
naval purposes on the property, as well as the right to make a public road across the property.
Townson was not pleased with this latter condition, and claimed that the decision to construct a road
would influence his choice of a site for his future house and outbuildings and it appeared that the road
would likely be in what he considered to be the better farming section of the estate, being “the low land
lying between the hill and the creek.”. This corresponds with the present placement of the house and
outbuildings.
1812
By 1812 Townson had still not built his house, due to the debate about the location of a proposed
public road. He was noted as “living in a very uncomfortable manner” at Bunbury Curran in the
meantime. It is suggested that Townson originally occupied a hut or some other shelter during his first
years on the property, which may refer to the extant slab hut, although this has not been documented.
He moved to the first permanent house at Varroville in 1813 close to the site of the current house.
1817
By 1817, Townson appears to have developed his farm, and was granted a licence to establish a
slaughterhouse on the estate in the same year. In the 1818 muster of stock, Townson had 214 head of
horned cattle and 1961 sheep. He had twenty-two acres in wheat, eight in maize, four in barley, two in
potatoes and two in garden and orchard. Following drought (and the caterpillar plague of 1819)
Townson obtained a permit to pasture cattle across the mountains. The house, outbuildings and
gardens were firmly established by 1820. Wool sales were held at the property in the 1820s, implying
stockyards, barns etc. The overseer and the convict labour also lived on the site.
1820
In 1820, Townson advertised the estate for sale as well as various flocks, with the intention of
returning to England. The sales description provides evidence for the extent of the property in its early
years:
“1000 acres of land at Bunbury Curran with a good House and offices and one of the best
gardens in the colony. A great part is fenced in and divided into paddocks…”
“To prevent unnecessary explanations Bunbury Curran Estate, the prime ewe flock and
about 40 head of horned cattle will not be sold until all the other Lots are disposed of…”

However, the sale did not proceed and Townson did not return to England. He developed a
psychopathic personality; subordinating everything to the development of his farms, shutting himself
off from society, and doing no scientific work in New South Wales. He became 'singular' and eccentric,
and his rigid economy became a byword.
1822
In 1822, Townson had 20 acres under wheat, 5 of barely, 6 acres of garden/orchard and held a total of
2680 acres (total of all his holdings) with 3 horses, 400 head of cattle, 3350 sheep and 24 hogs.
Townson also planted experimental crops and established a thriving vineyard. Varroville became
known for its beauty and abundance and for its variety of orchards and gardens. His vineyard was
second only to that of Gregory Blaxland; his fine-woolled sheep and their clip were in great demand;
his cattle were numerous and in the opinion of his contemporaries 'no single man had accomplished
more in the rearing of stock'.
1827
Townson died at Varroville in 1827at age 64, after a few days illness. He was buried at St Johns
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Anglican Church, Parramatta. As he was unmarried, his death created much speculation over the
distribution of his estate and he left his fortune to his brother Captain John Townson of Van Diemen ’s
Land, two nieces (residing in England) and his nephew Captain John Witts.
Phase 2: 1827-1858: Extension of the first house
1829
There is no documentation from the period between 1827, Robert Townson’s death, and the sale of
the house, in 1829. The new owner of the estate was Thomas Wills. Wills was born in 1800 and was
the brother of Mrs Sarah Redfern and the son of ex-convict ship builder Edward Wills and his wife
Sarah.
1830
Around 1830, 2 acres of the Varroville site was sold. Liverpool Road had separated this portion of the
site and the Robin Hood Inn was licensed on this site in 1830. The NSW calendar and General Post
Office Directory of 1832 refers to:
28½ (miles) gate leading to the residence of the late Dr Townson, now the property of
Thomas Wills Esq. This place is celebrated for a garden and vinery. 1½ (miles) to the left, a
little farther on is a Public House called the Robin Hood recently erected near the Bridge
over Bunbury Curran Creek.

Wills initially studied medicine but found no future in it and instead entered the Bank of NSW as a
principal accountant. He became the first Australian born Justice of the Peace in 1833. He vacated
Varroville in 1836 and returned to England the following year.
1836
The property was sold in 1836 to Charles Sturt. Sturt, an explorer, soldier and public servant, he was
born in India in 1795, one of thirteen children of Thomas Lenox Napier Sturt, a judge in Bengal under
the East India Co. In December 1826 he embarked for NSW with a detachment of his regiment in the
Mariner, arrived at Sydney on 23 May 1827.
At Varroville, Sturt gratified his passion for gardening as the gardens and orchards were thriving. Sturt
was devoted to ornithology and in 1838, the celebrated bird artist John Gould visited Sturt at Varroville,
seeking to purchase Sturt’s water colours, which Sturt refused. The water colours were later stolen
and were never found.
1838
Sturt reportedly made water holes in each of the paddocks. He recorded:
On my farm at Varroville, until labour and skill were exerted, one only of many channels
held water, and that was brackish. When I passed that farm, every paddock had its proper
water-hole. In a season of severe drought, I not only fed 180 head of stock on 1000 acres,
of which 350 were under cultivation, but I permitted 19 families to supply themselves from
my tanks.

Sturt’s second son was born at Varroville in September of 1838 (Charles Sheppey), and their first
(Napier George) was recorded as almost drowning in one of the water holes on the property.
1839
The Sturts moved to Adelaide in 1839 and later returned to England in 1853. The sale notice for the
property, advertised in 1839, mentions additional outbuildings and improvements to the water supply:
“The Estate of ‘Varro Ville’ situated on the Campbelltown Road … This compact and
beautiful property has proved its value by the abundance of its crops this season. It contains
1000 acres, 600 of which are cleared and 25 under cultivation … The farm has an abundant
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supply of the purest water in several tanks of great depth and is laid out into numerous
paddocks. The cottage is convenient and an excellent kitchen and wash-house have been
added to it. The out-houses consist of stables, coach-house, verandah dairy, store, barn etc
and there is a well-stocked garden and vineyard”

The latter notations relating to the outhouses may refer to the subject buildings, in particular the
reference to the coach house, although no specifics are provided.
The estate was conveyed from Sturt to a partnership of three; Thomas Wills (former owner), John
Gilchrist and John Manning. Wills quickly transferred his share in the estate to John Gilchrist and a
new partner David Chambers with the provision that they find a new owner as quickly as possible.
Gilchrist and Chambers sold the property in November 1839 to James Raymond, the first PostmasterGeneral. He was responsible for the introduction of pre-paid postage in 1838, the world’s first system
of pre-paid postage.
The Raymond’s arrived in the colony from Ireland in 1826, with 8 of their 9 children. A further 2
children were born in the colony. Raymond was a keen follower of horse racing and owned several
race horses. Three generations of the family lived on the property with their spouses and children.
Raymond had a social position and frequently entertained at Varroville, which was considered part of
the famous social triangle which included the Cordeaux family of Leppington and the Brooks family of
Denham court.
Raymond’s daughter Aphra (Aphrasia) eventually inherited the property after her mother died in 1848
and her father 18 months later, when his will permitted his daughter and her family to live rent free at
Varroville. The 5 Raymond sons (James, Samuel, John, William and Robert) continued to run the
estate as a farm until it was sold to its new owner.
Phase 3: Construction of the Second House (c1858-1912)
1858
In 1858, Raymond’s sons sold the property to George T Rowe. Rowe quickly mortgaged the estate to
H. H. Browne, and in the same month notices were posted advertising tenders for masons to lay the
foundations for a house at ‘Varro Ville’ near Campbelltown. The architects for the project were Weaver
and Kemp of Pitt Street Sydney. It is clear that Rowe was at least responsible for commencing the
construction of the new and second ‘Varro Ville’, and while it is likely that it was completed during his
tenure, later evidence (the 1876 sale notices) imply that the next owner, Alfred Cheeke, was
responsible for at least part of the construction.
Rowe may also have been responsible for the demolition of some earlier buildings although there is no
evidence for this action. One of the later sale notices mentions a second residence close to the new
house, and this may have been the earlier cottage, though the evidence is ambiguous.
1859-1876
Rowe defaulted on his mortgage in 1859 and the mortgagee, H. H. Browne, claimed possession of the
house. In 1859 he sold the estate to Alfred Cheeke. English born Judge Cheeke was attracted by
prospects of advancement in the colony. He migrated to Sydney in 1837, with a strong letter of
commendation from Lord Glenelg to Sir George Gipps.
Cheeke, a keen racing enthusiast, established a successful stud at ‘Varro Ville’, and also used the
estate to train race horses. He established a private race course on the flat below Varroville, although
a specific location has not been established. His filly ‘Clove’ won the first Australian Derby in 1865 and
by 1872 his stable on the estate was being managed by a John Chaffe. In 1876 it was stated that the
property had:
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“been admirably adapted for the breeding of blood stock and has been used by the present
owner for the last twenty years as a breeding and training establishment.”

1876
Alfred Cheeke died in 1876 and his executors put the house up for sale in the same year. It is believed
that Cheeke completed Varroville house, started by Rowe. The sale notices give a good description of
the estate during the latter nineteenth century. The notice describes that the property was “a first class
noted agricultural and grazing estate” located on the Campbelltown Road about 4 miles from
Campbelltown Railway Station, and was larger than 1000 acres in size. The notice also describes the
estate’s numerous artificial dams “which have never been known to fail” and its soil “famed in the
district for productiveness and acknowledged by all to be unsurpassed for richness by any other estate
in the colony”.
The property itself, ‘Varro Ville’ house, is described as a “commodious family residence recently
erected by the late proprietor”, and refers to the most recent addition to the property by Rowe and then
by Cheeke. The notice describes that it was built of brick and stone, surrounded by verandahs, and
included a hall, drawing and dining rooms, 6 bedrooms, a dressing room, patent closet, stove, kitchen
with oven, servant’s hall, wine cellar, laundry with copper, larder, pantry, china closet etc. The notice
also states that there was an additional residence of six apartments a few yards from the principal
house, both surrounded by gardens and shrubbery, and “erected on a beautiful elevation and
approached by a fine carriage drive from the main road.” The notice also includes a brief description of
the outbuildings which were “very numerous and comprise gardener’s house, barn, cow-houses, calf
pens, dairy, piggery with coppers, stock and drafting yards, complete range of stabling including a
number of well finished spacious loose boxes for blood stock.”
Thus, at this time there were three houses on the property. One of the houses (probably the first
house) appears to have been demolished prior to the 1950s, although there is evidence that the extant
house incorporates parts of the original. The reference to the gardeners house could refer to the
extant cottage in the outbuildings group which is consistent with the latter 19th century stylistically,
however this is speculation and is not able to be documented.
1880s-1912
Between the 1880s and the first decade of the 20th century the property changed hands a number of
times. The property was sold to M. Suttor, a grazier in 1876. Suttor mortgaged the property almost
immediately to W. F. Jones but remained in possession until 1885. At that time the estate still
encompassed the full 1000 acres, but it appears likely that soon after, subdivision commenced on the
original grant. Suttor sold the estate to a Sydney solicitor, Thomas Salter, in 1885, and a survey from
1885 shows the site comprising 1027 acres.
By the 1890s the property appears to have been reduced in size. At this time, the property appears to
have been leased to an H. R Pockley for dairying.
In 1906 Salter sold the property to Reginald Thomas and, in turn, Thomas sold it in 1912 to William
Henry Staniforth. During these last years of ownership there are no details with regard to any
developments or changes made by the owners.
Phase 4: Dairying and Decline (1912-1950)
1912-1923
William Henry Staniforth purchased Varroville in 1912, having previously owned a number of
properties in the Barmedman and Condobolin districts. While living at Minto, he won hundreds of blue
ribbons showing horses at most of the principal country shows. He also purchased St Andrews where
he bred thoroughbred horses. Staniforth used the property for dairying, and mortgaged it a number of
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times during the period to 1923. In that year, he leased the estate to three brothers, Percy, Austin and
Arthur Smith of Concord. The brothers were all dairymen, and their lease lasted until 1929 at which
time George Smith bought the property. As well as running their own cattle, they transported milk from
other dairy farmers.
1930/40
‘Varro Ville’ appears to have been sold again during the 1930s or 40s to a Robert Stanley Thompson.
By this stage local reminiscences suggest that chickens inhabited the house; at the very least it
appears to have become very run-down.
Phase 5: The Jackaman Period (1950-1990)
1950
In 1950, Thompson sold the property to William Forest Ross, a grazier, and Ross quickly sold the
estate to the Jackaman family in 1950, and they moved in the following year. The family commenced a
series of alterations, renovations and additions to the main house including alterations to room
configurations, changing the use of windows and doors, an extension of one room onto the verandah,
as well as many maintenance works. The family later added a pool and gazebo and Mrs Jackaman
carried out extensive works in the garden.
By the time the Jackamans purchased the property, the outbuildings were in a state of disrepair, in
particular the 19th century cottage, and extensive reconstruction works were undertaken. Mrs
Jackaman recalled that the southern wall was missing and further that there were no internal walls and
a dirt floor. They replaced all the internal joinery and were also responsible for the southern addition,
reportedly constructed from a pre-fab migrant hostel sometime between 1952 and 1955. Views of the
cottage at this time above illustrate that it formerly was used for two dwellings, the northern most entry
having since been infilled. The southernmost window is also shown as infilled and the southern
chimney appears to have been partially reconstructed.
The former coach house was also modified for use as a machinery shed, with works including the
addition of the front verandah and removal of the former timber doors and valance. The dairy building
was also constructed under the Jackaman ownership, c.1952. A new driveway to the property from St
Andrews Road was also established in 1950s. New dams appear to have been constructed at this
time.
1973-1988
In 1973, after various works had been made around the house, the Jackamans applied to the Council
for a special subdivision that would preserve the historic curtilage. This was at first disallowed as the
entire area was to be zoned as a Scenic Preserve and the Jackaman’s proposed subdivision was
considered to be too small. However the subdivision was granted to the family, after an arrangement
was made with the Council whereby the house was to be offered to the National Trust either during
Mrs Jackaman’s life or by the time of her and her immediate descendants’ death. Part of the plateau
to the north west of the property was subdivided for large-lot (mostly 2ha) development prior to 1974.
The house was classified by the National Trust in 1976. This included approximately 108 hectares
(268 acres), the main house and (potentially) the outbuildings on the subject site. In the same year,
Lot 21 of DP564065 (3.161 hectares) which contained the main house was created out of the larger
property. The intention of the subdivision was to enable the bequest of lot 21 to the National Trust Title
documentation records that the property was transferred to Belen Investments in 1974 however the
company was owned by or affiliated with the Jackaman’s who continued to occupy the site until 1980.
In 1981 Mrs Jackaman decided to let ‘Varro Ville’ after the death of her husband, and a local real
estate agent, John Knapp, took up residence there until 1988.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust (the proponent) is proposing a cemetery, known as
Macarthur Memorial Park, at land located at 166-176 St Andrews Road, Varroville. Artefact Heritage
has been engaged by Urbis on behalf of the proponent to prepare an historical archaeological
assessment as part of the planning process for the proposal.

Main findings


The study area was once part of the Varroville estate dating from the early 19th century and it
contains a complex of outbuildings in the southwest. The estate has been associated with various
farming activities, viticulture, orcharding, stock breeding, a horse stud, pasture and dairying.



The southwest of the study area (Area 1) has moderate potential for local and state significant
archaeological relics in the vicinity of the outbuilding complex. The archaeological resources in
this area include evidence associated with previous phases of domestic occupation and farming
activities.



In the southeast of the study area (Area 2) there is high potential for archaeological remains of
terracing and other landscape features associated with viticultural activities. Whilst not ‘relics’,
these features have local historical and aesthetic heritage significance.



The remaining study area (Area 3) has low potential for archaeological remains associated with
land clearance, water storage (dams) and former paddock divisions. These remains have little
research potential or archaeological significance.



The archaeological resources would require appropriate management as part of the planning,
design and use the Macarthur Memorial Park.

Recommendations


The results of this report should be used to inform development planning for the proposal. The
archaeological management strategy presented in Section 6.0 should be adopted.



An archaeological impact assessment should be prepared for future development applications
within Areas 1 and 2. Area 3 does not require approvals and therefore an archaeological impact
assessment is not necessary.
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1.0

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

1.1

Background

The Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust (the proponent) has engaged Urbis to prepare a Planning
Proposal to allow the use of ‘cemeteries’ on land located at 166-176 St Andrews Road, Varroville.
The Planning Proposal will be lodged with Campbelltown City Council as part of an application for an
amendment to the existing Local Environment Plan (LEP) to use land located within the study area for
a cemetery. The proposal is referred to as the Macarthur Memorial Park (Figure 1).
Artefact Heritage has been engaged by Urbis to prepare a historical archaeological assessment for
the proposal. The archaeological assessment is intended to inform the Conservation Management
Plan (CMP) which is being prepared as part of the Concept Plan Development Application (DA). This
report has been prepared in accordance with NSW Heritage Division guidelines for archaeological
assessments and provides a detailed analysis of the site’s archaeological potential and management
recommendations for the proposed development.
Figure 1: Macarthur Memorial Park masterplan.

1.2

Study area

The study area (Figure 2) is located within a rural setting at 166-176 St Andrews Road, Varroville,
The Hume Highway lies to the south of the study area, rural and residential properties are located
along the northern and eastern boundaries. St Andrews Road bounds the study area to the west.
The study area is located within the Local Government Area (LGA) of Campbelltown, within the south
western suburbs of the Sydney Metropolitan area. The property is approximately 7.5 kilometres north
east of the Campbelltown City Centres and approximately 38 kilometres south west of the Sydney
Central Business District. The study area is approximately 113.37 hectares.
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Figure 2: Study area outlined in red.1

1

Spatial Information Exchange (SIX) Maps, Lands & Property Information.

Page 2

Macarthur Memorial Park, St Andrews Road, Varroville

1.3

Statutory context

There are several items of State legislation that are relevant to the current study area. A summary of
these Acts and the potential legislative implications for the proposed development follow.

1.3.1

Heritage Act 1977

The NSW Heritage Act 1977 (Heritage Act) is the primary piece of State legislation affording
protection to items of environmental heritage (natural and cultural) in NSW. Under the Heritage Act,
‘items of environmental heritage’ include places, buildings, works, relics, moveable objects and
precincts identified as significant based on historical, scientific, cultural, social, archaeological,
architectural, natural or aesthetic values. State significant items are listed on the NSW State Heritage
Register (SHR) and are given automatic protection under the Heritage Act against any activities that
may damage an item or affect its heritage significance.
Relics
The Heritage Act also protects 'relics', which can include archaeological material, features and
deposits. Section 4(1) of the Heritage Act (as amended 2009) defines ‘relic’ as follows:
“relic means any deposit, artefact, object or material evidence that:
(a) relates to the settlement of the area that comprises New South Wales, not being Aboriginal
settlement, and
(b) is of State or local heritage significance.”
Section 139 to 145 of the Heritage Act prevents the excavation or disturbance of land known or likely
to contain relics, unless under an excavation permit. Section 139 (1) states:
A person must not disturb or excavate any land knowingly or having reasonable cause to suspect that
the disturbance or excavation will or is likely to result in a relic being discovered, exposed, damaged
or destroyed unless the disturbance is carried out in accordance with an excavation permit.
Excavation permits are issued by the NSW Heritage Council or a Delegate of the NSW Heritage
Council under Section 140 of the Heritage Act for relics not listed on the SHR or under Section 60 for
relics listed on the SHR. An application for an excavation permit must be supported by an
Archaeological Research Design and Archaeological Assessment prepared in accordance with the
NSW Heritage Division archaeological guidelines. Minor works that will have a minimal impact on
archaeological relics may be granted an exception under Section 139 (4) or an exemption under
Section 57 (2) of the Heritage Act.
State Heritage Register (SHR)
The SHR is a list of places and objects of particular importance to the people of NSW and is
administered by the Heritage Branch of the Office of Environment and Heritage. The register lists a
diverse range of over 1,500 items, in both private and public ownership. To be listed, an item must be
deemed to be of heritage significance for the whole of NSW.
There is one item listed on the State Heritage Register near the study area.


Varroville – 196 St Andrews Road, Varroville – Part Lot 21, DP 564065. Listing number 00737.
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1.3.2

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979

The Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) establishes the framework for
cultural heritage values to be formally assessed in the land use planning and development consent
process. The EP&A Act requires that environmental impacts are considered prior to land
development; this includes impacts on cultural heritage items and places as well as archaeological
sites and deposits. The EP&A Act also requires that Local Governments prepare planning
instruments (such as Local Environmental Plans [LEPs] and Development Control Plans [DCPs]) in
accordance with the Act to provide guidance on the level of environmental assessment required. The
current study area falls within the boundaries of the Campbelltown Local Government Area LGA, and
is subject to the Campbelltown LEP 1995 and the draft Campbelltown LEP 2014.
Campbelltown Local Environmental Plan (CLEP) 1995
The CLEP 1995 District 8 (Central Hills Lands) includes a list of items/sites of heritage significance
within the Campbelltown area. The study area is adjacent to the following item is listed in Schedule 1
– Items of Environmental Heritage:


Varro Ville (Varro Ville House) - Lot 21 DP564065

Draft Campbelltown Local Environmental Plan (CLEP) 2014
Adjacent to the study area the following item is listed on Schedule 5-Environmental Heritage:


Varroville – Varro Ville Homestead Group, 196 St Andrews Road – is listed as a State heritage
item – Part Lot 21 DP564065.

1.4

Limitations

This report assesses historical archaeological potential only. Separate reports have been prepared for
built heritage and Aboriginal archaeology.
The Varroville homestead and SHR curtilage is excluded from this report as it is not within the study
area.

1.5

Report authorship

This report was prepared by Anna Foroozani (Heritage Consultant) with input from Jenny Winnett
(Senior Heritage Consultant) and Abi Cryerhall (Principal, Historic Heritage). The map overlays were
prepared by Claire Rayner (Heritage Consultant). The report was reviewed by Dr Sandra Wallace
(Principal).
The assistance of the following people from Urbis is acknowledged: Fiona Binns (Senior Heritage
Consultant) and Alicia Vickers (Consultant).
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2.0

HISTORICAL CONTEXT

This section provides an overview of the historical development of the study area.

2.1

First grants and establishment of Varroville cottage and first house
(1810 – 1827)

The old Varroville estate is located in picturesque rolling country known locally as the Scenic Hills
near Minto between the old Cowpasture Road (Camden Valley Way) and Campbelltown Road in the
County of Cumberland (Figure 3).
The first land grant at Varroville was to Dr Robert Townson who arrived in Sydney in 1807 as a settler
intending to establish himself as a pastoralist and trader (Figure 4). Townson was a doctor of civil
laws and natural scientist as well as a Fellow of the Royal Society of Edinburgh. He was proficient in
five languages and was an eminent scholar.
Townson’s brother, Captain John Townson who had previously served as a military officer in the
colony and later returned as a settler, brought a letter for Townson informing him that the secretary of
state had intentions to direct Governor William Bligh to grant Townson 2000 acres as well as other
indulgences. Bligh would not ‘locate the grant’ until specific instruction was received from London. In
the meantime, Bligh proposed that Townson should select and occupy land, buy livestock and have
the use of four convicts for eighteen months.2
Tensions grew between Townson and Governor Bligh, who had not yet formalised Townson’s grant.
Townson become an opponent of Bligh’s and signed the requisition to Johnstone to depose Bligh in
1808. Following the demise and overthrow of Bligh, Lieutenant Governor William Patterson formalised
Townson’s land grant. Townson immediately occupied the land, employed a great deal of labour, and
expended a great deal of money in building a horse yard, cultivating a large garden, clearing and
fencing paddock and making roads.3
James Meehan surveyed Varroville in August 1809, mentioning the hill of Bunbury Curran, a range,
flats and hollows, hills and dales, ponds and ironbark trees, and the creek. A road was to be reserved
on the south-east side. Townson named his property Varro Ville after Marcus Terentius Varro (116-37
BC), who wrote extensively on techniques of Roman agriculture.
After a proclamation by Governor Lachlan Macquarie in 1809, annulling the revocation of land, stock,
and leases made by the rebel Government, Townson was required to hand in his grant. Townson’s
grant at Varroville was formalised in September 1811 by the Earl of Liverpool, and was backdated to
1 January 1810.4 Townson’s grant stipulated certain conditions, including that he had to maintain the
property for five years before it could be sold and in which time he had to cultivate at least five acres
on the property. Additionally, the government included the condition that all timber would be used for
naval purposes, with a caveat which included the government’s right to make a public road across the
property.5
Governor Macquarie and Lady Macquarie visited the estate in 1810 and recorded as having viewed
the estate from Bunbury Curan hill. Macquarie’s journal records that he was highly gratified with the
noble extensive view I had from the top of it of the surrounding country. Whilst Macquarie praised the

2

Fowler, Verlie, Varroville, the estate of Dr Robert Townson, in Grist Mills, Journal of Campbelltown and Airds
Historical Society Inc., Volume 16, No. 3 November 2003
3 Fowler, p.68
4 Grant to Robert Townson 1 January 1910, reproduced in Jackaman album, in Thorp 1992
5 Ibid
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quality of the pasturage and landscape, he refers to the intended house and farm buildings as “ill
chosen”.6
Historical sources indicate that by c.1812 Townson had not yet built his house at Varroville and was
most likely residing in a hut during his first few years living on the property. The uncertainty over the
route of the public road [St Andrews road, linking the Liverpool -Campbelltown road with the
Cowpasture Road]) posed an issue as it has prevented me from going on with my plans and I am still
living, when at Bunbury Curran, in a very uncomfortable manner, as on this road depends where I
shall place my house and make my inclosures.’7 Townson is recorded as moving into his first
permanent house in 1813 which was in close proximity to his current house.
By 1817 Townson was granted licence to establish a slaughterhouse on the estate. 8 In the 1818
muster of stock, Townson had 214 head of horned cattle and 1961 sheep. He had twenty-two acres in
wheat, eight in maize, four in barley, two in potatoes and two in garden and orchard. Following
drought (and the caterpillar plague of 1819) Townson obtained a permit to pasture cattle across the
mountains.9
In October 1820 Townson offered the Varro Ville property for sale. He advertised the estate for sale
as, 1,000 acres at Bunbury Curran, with a good house and offices and one of the best gardens in the
colony. A great part is fenced in and divided into paddocks.10 Unable to sell the estate, Townson
advertised for a Bailiff or Superintendent, Robert Townson, Esq., of Bunbury Curran, wants a person
to manage the whole of his farming concerns.11 Townson would later advertise for an overseer to
manage his estate (see Figure 5).12 In 1822, an advertisement indicated that Townson had made a
request for additional workers, including, shepherds gardeners and ploughman, and had assigned
convicts to work on his estate.13
In 1822, Townson became a foundation vice-president of the Agricultural Society and a member of its
Horticultural and Stock Fund Committees. Varroville became a show place for its beauty, abundance
and variety in orchard and garden. Next to Gregory Blaxland, Townson was regarded as having most
successfully and most extensively given his attention to the vine.14 Townson received commendation
in a newspaper article dated 1823, When the members of the Agricultural Society [of New South
Wales] dined after the general Quarterly Meeting in Nash's Inn, Parramatta, at the beginning of 1823
the dessert was contributed from the gardens of Dr Townson and Captain Piper. It consisted of no
fewer than 18 kinds of fresh fruit, and 4 of dried; among which were the banana, the Orlean plum, the
green gage, the real peach, the cat-head apple, and a peculiarly fine sort of musk melon.
Townson prospered at Varroville, as sources indicate that his fine-wooled sheep and their clip were in
great demand; and his livestock was numerous. A notice dated 1825 mentions the theft of grain from
Townson's farm and indicates the existence of a granary.15

6

Quoted in Liston, C. Campbelltown Bicentennial History, p. 9, in Thorp 1992, p. 10.
Colonial Secretary’s correspondence, 3rd March 1812.
8 Wendy, 1992 p. 6
9 Office of Environment and Heritage, Varroville. Accessed online at
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=5045252
10 See JRAHS vol 91 pt 2 p. 190 for list of stock.
11 Mills, p.71
12 Ibid, p 72
13 Ibid. Townson is recorded as keeping six convicts for five years on the Government stores with extension from
Macquarie in 1810 and 1811.
14 Ibid p. 198
15 Fowler p.72
7
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Townson died at Varroville in 1827 at age 64 following several days of illness. He was unmarried and
without children, leaving much speculation over his estate. His brother Captain John Townson, two
nieces (residing in England) and nephew, Captain John Witts would inherit his fortune.16
Figure 3: Undated parish plan of Minto showing the modern day estate of Varroville outlined in
red. Original grant issued to Robert Townson outlined in blue. 17

16
17

Urbis 2015, CMP 166-178 St Andrews Rd, Varroville Estate, p. 18
Land & Property Information Historical Land Records Viewer, Parish of Minto, County of Cumberland.
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Figure 4: Portrait of Doctor Robert Townson, painted by Augustus Earle (1825-1827).18

Figure 5: Extract from the Sydney Gazette and New South Wales Advertiser, 25 September
1823, calling for an Overseer who will would live at Varroville and care for the farming
accounts.

2.2

Extension of the first house (1827 – 1858)

By the time of his death in 1827 Townson had elevated the estate of Varroville to a flourishing
agricultural and pastoral property.19 The estate was subsequently owned by a number of other
important colonial figures. Varroville was purchased by Thomas Wills in c.1829 followed by explorer
Captain Charles Sturt. Around 1830, 2 acres of the Varroville estate was sold. Liverpool Road had
separated this portion of the site and the Robin Hood Inn was licensed on the site in 1830.20

18

State Library of NSW, Mitchell Library. Accessed online at
http://trove.nla.gov.au/work/38831055?q=robert+townson&c=picture&versionId=51576391http://acms.sl.nsw.gov.
au/item/itemDetailPaged.aspx?itemID=441970.
19 Obituaries in Sydney Gazette, June 291827 and July 13, 1827
20 Urbis 2015, CMP 166-178 St Andrews Rd, Varroville Estate, p. 19
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During the great drought of 1838, Stuart is recorded as having altered watercourses and put water
holes (dams) in every paddock, when I passed that farm, every paddock had its proper water-hole. In
a season of severe drought, I not only fed 180 head of stock on 1000 acres, of which 350 were under
cultivation, but I permitted 19 families to supply themselves from my tanks. 21 Stuart would later cite
the additional dams as a model of water conservation in his public speeches.22
The estate passed on to a partnership of three; Thomas Wills (former owner), John Gilchrist and John
Manning.23 Wills quickly transferred his share in the estate to John Gilchrist and new partner David
Chambers. In November 1839, the estate was sold to James Raymond, the first Postmaster-General
and introduced the world’s first system of pre-paid postage24, who used Varroville as his country
retreat between 1839 and 1851.
Raymond was a follower of horse racing, owning several horses (Figure 6). Historical sources
indicate that as a result of his social position, Raymond would regularly entertain at Varroville, which
was part of the famous social triangle of the Cordaux family of Leppington and the Brooks family of
Denham Court.25
Raymond’s five sons ran the estate as a farm until its sale to George T. Rowe in 1858.26
Figure 6: “Nazeer Farrib”, A High Castle Arab, the property of Jas. Raymond Esqr. Of
Varroville. Created by Edward Winstanley 1820-1849.27

21

Fowler op.cit 2003
Sturt, N., Life of Charles Sturt, Elder & Co., London, 1899, & Sale notice in the Australian, 31st January 1839.
23 Primary Application 6462, in Thorp 1992
24 Morris, C and Britton, G 2000, Colonial Landscapes of the Cumberland Plain and Camden, NSW, prepared for
the National Trust of Australia, Sydney.
25 Ibid, p.85
26 Urbis 2015, CMP 166-178 St Andrews Rd, Varroville Estate, p. 22
27 Mitchell Library, State Library of New South Wales. Accessed at
http://trove.nla.gov.au/picture/result?q=Nazeer+Farrib
22
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Figure 7: 1850 Survey of proposed new line of road from Campbelltown to the Cowpasture
(St Andrews Road) with study area indicated in red.28

2.3

Construction of the second house (1858 – 1912)

Justice Alfred Cheeke (Figure 8), a Judge of the Supreme Court of NSW, purchased Varroville in
c.1859 from George T. Rowe who had defaulted on his mortgage of the estate. It was during
Cheeke’s occupation of the estate that construction of the second Varroville house commenced, and
is attributed to the former Colonial Architect (c.1854-56) William Weaver in partnership with William
Kemp. Both Weaver and Kemp had worked under Edmund Blacket when he was the Colonial
Architect between1849 to 1854. Weaver took over as Colonial Architect when Blacket left to work on
Sydney University.29 Sources indicate that whilst Rowe was responsible for initiating the construction
of the second house ‘Varro Ville’, a sale notice in 1876 indicates that additions were made to the
house by Cheeke.30

28

Briton and Morris, 2000
http://www.scenichills.org.au/history_6.html
30 Urbis 2015, CMP 166-178 St Andrews Rd, Varroville Estate, p. 23
29
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Cheeke established a private horse stud on the flats below the house.31 There he bred and trained
the horse Clove which won the first recorded AJC Derby in 1865. Sources indicate that Cheeke
completed Varroville house, started by Rowe.32 Following Cheeke’s death in 1876, an auction notice
published by Richardson & Wrench, indicated that the house was built of brick and stone, surrounded
by verandahs, and included a hall, drawing and dining rooms, six bedrooms, a dressing room, patent
closet, stove, kitchen and oven, servant’s hall, wine cellar, laundry with copper, larder, pantry, china
closet etc., …there was an additional residence of six apartments a few yards from the above…and
approached by a fine carriage drive from the main road…The outbuildings are very numerous and
comprise gardener’s house, barn, cow-pastures, calf pens, dairy, piggery with coppers, stock and
drafting yards, complete range of stabling including a number of well finished spacious loose boxes
for blood stock.33
The siting of Varroville house, was endorsed by the horticulturalist and landscape designer, Thomas
Shepherd (c.1776-1836). Confirming its integration with the landscape, a recent study discovered the
existence of a deliberate ‘landscape park’ intention in the land surrounding Varroville house. There is
some conjecture as to whether the park was of Townson’s or Sturt’s time as both men were
enthusiastic horticulturalists educated in the landscape trends of the time. However, it could also be
the work of Weaver who appears to have given the property a major make-over when the current
house, including the adjoining cottage, was built.34
Figure 8: Portrait of Just Alfred Cheeke. Undated. 35

31

Mills, p. 85
Ibid, p. 86
33 Mills, p.86
34 Ibid
35 Mitchell Library, State Library of New South Wales. Accessed on 21.09.15 at http://nla.gov.au/nla.obj136770399/view;jsessionid=1mg4htb4cfecu19pxgc8u0emd9
32
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2.4

Dairying and decline (1912 – present)

Williams Henry Staniforth purchased Varroville in 1912. While residing there he won numerous blue
ribbons showing horses at various exhibitions. 36 Varroville was later purchased by Robert Stanley
Thompson, followed by William Forest Ross.37
In 1950, grazier William Forest Ross purchased Varroville and quickly sold it to Morris and Cherry
Jackaman that same year. The Jackaman’s occupied the house and subdivided the property into
eight acres.
In 1974 Campbelltown City Council re-zoned the Scenic Hills from Denham Court Road to Menangle
creating an Environmental Protection area that has ensured the intact survival of 800 acres of the
original Varroville estate and its remaining colonial rural heritage.
Figure 9: 1947 aerial photograph overlayed with study area boundary as indicated by red line.

36
37

Ibid, p.87
Ibid, p. 88
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Figure 10: Study area overlayed on to 1967 aerial photo of Varroville estate.
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3.0

SITE INSPECTION

3.1

Background

A site inspection was undertaken on Tuesday, 28 July 2015. The aims of the site inspection were to
locate any visible archaeological remains, understand the site topography, assess the condition of the
study area and identify areas of previous disturbance. The survey area was covered on foot and the
survey was undertaken in accordance with best practice standards.

3.2

Site description

A majority of the study area is currently unoccupied with residents remaining on the State heritage
listed homestead of Varroville which is excluded from the study area. The landscape surrounding the
area is typical of the Cumberland Plain with rolling hills and small creeks. A recent aerial view of the
study area (Figure 2) indicates a vegetation regrowth which has occurred to the northern side of the
study area (when compared to a 1947 aerial photo of the study area at Figure 9). In contrast, the
southern side of the study area is more pastoral in nature and has minimal scattered regrowth.
Varroville homestead is situated at the southern end of the study area. There is no clear sight into the
property as there is a dense brush trees surrounding the homestead.
Outbuildings
A number of mid-19th and 20th century outbuildings with an associated gravel driveway are located in
the southern portion of the study area, situated between the Hume Highway and Varroville
homestead. The outbuildings are situated on the hill top facing a northerly direction toward Varroville
homestead.
There are concrete foundations present as part of a garden path to the residential cottages and
concrete foundations have been added to the coach house. The outbuildings include, a cottage
(Figure 12), a coach house (Figure 13), a slab hut (Figure 15), a dairy (Figure 17), a chicken coop
(Figure 18), and a wool press area with remnants of the wool manufacturing equipment present on
site (Figure 19). The area around the outbuildings appears to have been impacted to a higher extent
than the rest of the study area. Regrowth scrub is present throughout the area and has completely
enclosed the rear of the slab hut (Figure 16).
Figure 11: Easterly view of outbuildings.

Figure 12: Front view of the Cottage.
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Figure 13: Front view of coach house.

Figure 14: Rear perspective of coach house.

Figure 15: Front view of slab hut.

Figure 16: Rear view of 19th century slab hut.

Figure 17: Rear view of the dairy.

Figure 18: Front view of chicken coop.

Figure 19: Westerly view of wool shed.

Figure 20: Easterly view of cottage.
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Terracing and paddocks
The southern portion of the study area consists of a terraced landscape including furrows down the
hill slope to the east of the estate (Figure 21). The paddocks adjacent to the outbuildings (Figure 22)
have not been subject to a significant degree of disturbance, as evidenced by the historical aerial
photographs (Figures 9 and 10).
Figure 21: North-west perspective of terracing Figure 22: Southerly perspective of
on hillside.
Varroville estate.

Dams
Several dams were identified on the property (Figure 23 and Figure 24). The dimensions of the dams
vary widely. Presence of dams in the study area indicate that such water sources would have been
part of a water management system used for livestock and agriculture.
Captain Charles Sturt placed great importance on water conservation practices and his tenure saw a
number of dams and water sources established as a conservation measure on the property.
Figure 23: View of dam in southern section of
the study area.

Figure 24: View of dam on the western side
of Varroville estate.

Cisterns/Wells
Two cistern/wells were identified in the study area around the outbuildings. One cistern/well in is
situated at the northern end of the slab hut (Figure 25) and one is located to the rear of the dairy
(Figure 26).
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Figure 25: Well located adjacent to the slab
hut.

Figure 26: Cistern located at the rear of the
dairy.
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4.0

ARCHAEOLOGICAL POTENTIAL

4.1

Background

Historical archaeological potential is assessed by identifying former land uses and associated
features through historical research, and evaluating whether subsequent actions (either natural or
human) may have impacted on evidence for these former land uses.
The following discussion of the historical archaeological potential of the study area is not intended to
be exhaustive. Based on the history of the site and the likely lack of disturbance that has occurred
throughout the study area, there is always some probability that unexpected historical archaeological
remains may be encountered. The following discussion is, therefore, indicative only.

4.2


Land use summary

Phase 1 (1810-1827): This period is associated with the first grants, construction of the first
Varroville house, orcharding, farming and viticultural activities.



Phase 2 (1827-1858): This period is associated with extension of Varroville house, as well as
pastoral, orcharding and farming activities.



Phase 3 (1858-1912): This period is associated with the construction of the second Varroville
house as well as activities such as farming, blood stock breeding and establishment of a stud.



Phase 4 (1912-Present): This period is associated with commercial dairying activities.

4.3

Previous impacts

The study area has undergone development since the earliest phase of non-Indigenous occupation
commenced in 1810. From the 1810 to present, the study area has been associated with rural and
agricultural related activities. It has however undergone several changes of use, initially being utilised
for agriculture and viticulture, then cattle grazing and dairying, and a horse stud. The various land use
phases would have resulted in some ground disturbance.
Previous impacts identified within the study area include:


Vegetation clearance throughout the majority of the study area from 1810 onwards.



Construction of 19th to mid-20th century dwellings.



Additions to earlier dwellings such as verandas.



Landscape gardens, tree plantings, ground modification and machining.



Disturbance to the ground through viticultural practices.



Continual disturbance of the hill slopes and low lying portions of the study area by horses and
other livestock.



Recent impacts such as construction of new pens and yards for livestock, vehicle movement, and
localised ground modification.
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4.4

Discussion of archaeological potential

Analysis of parish maps, aerial photographs, archival documents, and photographs suggests that the
study area has potential to contain archaeological deposits and features associated with the early
habitation and subsequent development of the Varroville estate. Generally, the study area has been
subject to low intensity agricultural uses which have not resulted in a high level of ground disturbance.
The archaeological potential of the study area will be presented using the following grades:
Low Potential: land use history suggests limited development or use, or there is likely to be quite
high impacts in these areas, however deeper sub-surface features such as wells, cesspits and their
artefact-bearing deposits may survive.
Moderate Potential: land use history suggests limited phases of low-moderate development
intensity, or that there are impacts in this area. A range of archaeological remains are likely to survive,
including building footings and shallower remains as well as deeper sub-surface features.
High Potential: substantially intact archaeological remains could survive in these areas.

4.4.1

Phase 1 (1810-1827): First grants, construction of the first cottage, orcharding,
farming and viticultural activities

This phase is associated with Dr Robert Townson’s occupation of Varroville estate from 1810 until his
death in 1827. The following activities appear to have occurred on the estate during this period: land
clearance, the erection of paddock fencing, vine cultivation and the implementation of a water
management system incorporating existing water courses, dams, wells and cisterns.
Archaeological remains of these activities may be evidenced through the presence of post holes
indicating the location of former fence lines, plough marks in subsoils, backfilled tree boles and
evidence of burning, as well as evidence of terracing and irrigation for vine cultivation.
Historical sources indicate that the following structures were located on the estate during this period:
Townson’s first cottage or “hut”, housing for convict labourers, outbuildings including a kitchen and
outhouses, a slaughterhouse, stables, Townson’s permanent cottage (1812-1817), farm buildings and
shelters for cattle and livestock, a granary, offices (1812-1817), landscaped gardens and the original
carriageway and entrance. There is little historical evidence for the precise location of these
structures, although it is likely that they were located in the approximate position of the existing
outbuildings and Varroville house (excluded from the study area).
Archaeological evidence of these types of remains may include in situ brick or stone footings or
structures (such as wells, cisterns or cesspits), postholes associated with verandahs, sheds or huts,
areas of compacted earth or paving indicating the location of flooring, rubbish pits, occupation or
underfloor deposits, yard scatters and evidence of landscaping (such as stone retaining walls, garden
soils and areas of terracing).
The 1850s survey at Figure 7, provides an outline of the carriage drive in proximity to the Varroville
homestead and outhouses, supported by the more recent aerial photographs (Figures 9 and 10)
which indicate the probable gravel carriage drive established by Townson. The gravel path appears to
stretch from the south-eastern portion of the study area, passing along the front of the outhouses.
Archaeological evidence of this carriage way is likely to consist of compacted layers of introduced
gravel or stone.
There is a low to moderate potential that archaeological remains associated with this phase of
use remain in the study area.
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4.4.2

Phase 2 (1827-1858): Extension of Varroville house, pastoral, orcharding and farming
activities.

This phase is distinguished by the occupation of Captain Charles Sturt who implemented additional
water sources and dams throughout the study area, as well as George T. Rowe, who made additional
modifications to Stuart’s water sources. Historical sources indicate that the property changed
ownership numerous times throughout this period. It is likely that the estate was largely unaltered
during this period and pastoral and agricultural activities continued.
Potential features from this phase include, fencing, cottages, outbuildings for labourers, a kitchen and
outhouse, grape cultivation involving terracing, a slaughterhouse, stables, water management
sources including wells or cisterns, additional farm buildings for cattle and livestock, offices, gardens,
early road and carriage way construction. Historical sources are not clear as to the precise location of
the dams established by Stuart however the present dams have the potential to provide evidence of
this period.
The archaeological evidence of this phase is likely to resemble that of Phase 1.
There is low to moderate potential that archaeological remains associated with this phase of
use remain in the study area.

4.4.3

Phase 3 (1858-1912): Construction of the second house at Varroville, farming
activities, blood stock breeding, and establishment of a stud.

This phase is distinguished by the occupation of Rowe’s construction of the present Varroville house
and potential demolition of earlier buildings. Historical evidence indicates that this house was
constructed on or near the site of Townson’s house, additionally physical investigation of Varroville
house suggests that it incorporates the original structure38. It is possible that these structures were
located within close proximity to the existing Varroville house (excluded from the study area).
Historical sources indicate that the following structures were located on the estate during this period:
the second Varroville house, additional brick buildings, Towson’s original house (incorporated into the
second Varroville house), stables associated with the horse stud, barn, couch house, dairy and a
piggery with coppers. In 1876, “immense underground reservoirs” were located within the study area.
It is possible that some of these structures have been adapted from earlier phases.
Archaeological remains would potentially include post holes associated with ephemeral structures
such as coops, stalls, stables, stock yard fencing, wells, water cisterns, privies, garden paths, and
reservoirs, rubbish pits, hard stands/working surfaces and drainage within the boundaries of the study
area, although there is no evidence to suggest where these may be located. Cheeke is attributed with
establishing a stud and private race course at Varroville. Historical sources suggest that the private
race course was established on the flat below Varroville, however no specific location has been
indicated. The study area has potential to contain archaeological remains associated with these
activities, such as stables and fencing.
There is low to moderate potential that archaeological remains associated with this phase of
use remain in the study area.

38

Fowler 2003 p.86
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4.4.4

Phase 4 (1912-Present): Commercial dairying activities

This phase is distinguished by commercial dairying activities. It has been suggested that earlier
outbuildings present within the study area were likely modified and readapted for the use of
commercial dairying during this phase.
Potential archaeological remains for this phase would include, concrete, brick or stone footings,
earthenware drains and service lines. It is considered that there is a moderate probability for intact
archaeological resources to remain for this final phase of the study area.
There is moderate potential that archaeological remains associated with this phase of use
remain in the study area.

4.5

Overview of archaeological potential

While the history of the study area could have produced a range of archaeological evidence related to
former activities and phases, the likelihood of such evidence surviving to the present is influenced by
a range of factors. These factors include the durability of the material evidence and subsequent
impacts such as demolition and construction. The available historical sources provide evidence for an
extensive domestic establishment and associated agricultural landholding that evolved through time
to support a variety of agricultural activities including viticulture, horse breeding and dairying.
The documentary evidence is not specific as to the precise location of the main residence that
preceded present-day Varroville house and associated structures. It is possible that the earlier
phases of Varroville house may have been located within close proximity to the existing residence,
which has been excluded from this assessment. Site inspection indicates that the substantial complex
of outbuildings located to the south of the main residence contains structures dating from the
early/mid-nineteenth to twentieth centuries. It is therefore probable that this location contains
archaeological evidence of earlier phases of the estate.
This archaeological potential of the study area is summarised in Table 1 and illustrated in Figure 27.
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Figure 27: Archaeological potential of the study area.
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5.0

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE ASSESSMENT

5.1

Introduction

The Heritage Division of the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) issued a new set of guidelines
in 2009: Assessing Significance for Historical Archaeological Sites and ‘Relics’. These guidelines call
for broader consideration of multiple values of archaeological sites beyond their research potential.
The following section presents a discussion of the potential archaeological resource’s research
potential and an assessment against the NSW heritage significance criteria.

5.2

Archaeological research potential

Consideration of archaeological research potential is required when undertaking a significance
assessment of an historical archaeological site. Bickford and Sullivan espoused the principles and
developed a framework in order to assess archaeological research potential. These principles have
been incorporated into three questions and should be used as a guide for assessing the significance
of an archaeological site39:


Can the site contribute knowledge that no other site can?

The archaeological resource has the potential to contribute knowledge about the development and
occupation of the Varroville estate from the 1810s, in particular its viticultural activity. It also has
potential to contribute information regarding early pastoral and agricultural activities as well as
viticultural practices associated with early Colonial settlers in western Sydney. The potential
archaeological remains within this study area, such as post holes, water cisterns, privies, wells,
garden paths, gravel carriage way and underfloor deposits, could contribute to our knowledge of rural
domestic and agricultural farm working life in the 19th and 20th century. Archaeological remains within
the SHR listed Varroville house property (excluded from this study) would also have potential to
provide knowledge about the development and occupation of Varroville estate. In a regional context
there are likely to be other archaeological sites of this type elsewhere, such Denham Court, also within
Campbelltown LGA.


Can the site contribute knowledge that no other resource can?

The archaeological resource has the potential to enhance knowledge about the early history of
Varroville that is not available from the documentary sources. In particular, the archaeological
resource could confirm the location of the earlier phases of the main Varroville homestead, as this has
not been identified in the historical resources. The study area could also yield artefacts and other
evidence relating to the lives of the occupiers and workers at Varroville that would not be available in
other historical sources. The archaeological remains associated with items such as the coach house,
carriage way, cisterns, dams and viticultural terracing could provide information about the early use of
the outbuildings in relation to the function of Varroville estate, Additionally, the potential archaeological
resource could provide information regarding the specific layout, form and function of the early 19th
and 20th century agricultural and commercial dairying activities. These resources are also likely to
contribute information about the historical development of Varroville estate.

39

Bickford, A and S Sullivan, pp. 23-24
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Is this knowledge relevant to general questions about human history or other substantive
questions relating to Australian history, or does it contribute to other major research questions?

The study area at Varroville has the potential to contribute to knowledge on a number of questions
relating to the NSW and Local Australian history. 40 These include:
1. Peopling Australia – Convict – Activities relating to incarceration, transport, reform,
accommodation and working during the convict period in NSW (1788-1850);
2. Building settlements, towns and cities – and tenure – Activities and processes for identifying
forms of ownership and occupancy of land and water;
3. Developing local, regional and national economies – Agriculture – Activities relating to the
cultivation and rearing of plant and animal species, usually for commercial purposes;
4. Developing local, regional and national economies – Environment; cultural landscape –
Activities associated with the interactions between humans, human societies and the shaping
of their physical surroundings;
5. Developing local, regional and national economies – Pastoralism – Activities associated with
the breeding, raising , processing and distribution of livestock for human use; and
6. Working – Labour – Activities associated with work practices and organised and unorganised
labour.

5.3

NSW heritage assessment guidelines

Determining the significance of heritage items is undertaken by utilising a system of assessment
centred on the Burra Charter of Australia ICOMOS. The principles of the charter are relevant to the
assessment, conservation and management of sites and relics. The assessment of heritage
significance is outlined through legislation in the Heritage Act and implemented through the NSW
Heritage Manual and the Archaeological Assessment Guidelines.41 If an item meets one of the seven
heritage criteria, and retains the integrity of its key attributes, it can be considered to have heritage
significance.
The significance of an item or potential archaeological site can then be assessed as being of Local or
State significance. If a potential relic is not considered to reach the local or State significance
threshold, then it is not a relic under the Heritage Act. ‘State heritage significance’, in relation to a
place, building, work, relic, moveable object or precinct, means significance to NSW in relation to the
historical, scientific, cultural, social, archaeological, architectural, natural or aesthetic value of the
item. ‘Local heritage significance’, in relation to a place, building, work, relic, moveable object or
precinct, means significance to an area in relation to the historical, scientific, cultural, social,
archaeological, architectural, natural or aesthetic value of the item.42
The heritage significance assessment criteria are as follows:

40

NSW Heritage Council, New South Wales Historical Themes, pp.1-9
NSW Heritage Office 1996; 25-27
42 This section is an extract based on the Heritage Office Assessing Significance for Historical Archaeological
Sites and Relics 2009, p.6.
41
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Archaeological remains associated with Townson’s occupation and the early 19th
century development of the Varroville estate (Phase 1/Phase 2), such as extensive/intact
remains of the early estate layout, cottage, farm buildings and structures such as wells
and cesspits, drainage systems, intact occupation and underfloor deposits containing
artefacts, rubbish pits and well/cesspit backfills containing artefacts.

Archaeological relics which meet the local significance threshold include:


Archaeological remains of mid-19th to early 20th century development and use
(Phase 3), such as relatively intact remains of former farm buildings and structures,
drainage systems, intact occupation and underfloor deposits containing artefacts,
rubbish pits and well/cesspit backfills containing artefacts.

The site investigation identified evidence of viticultural terracing (Figure 27) with the potential to reveal
additional archaeological remains associated with the development of the viticultural terraces. These
landform modifications would not be considered archaeological relics, although they have historic
and aesthetic significance.
Remains associated with land clearance and post holes of former paddock boundaries or fence lines
would have little research potential or archaeological significance. Archaeological remains dating
from the early-mid 20th century (Phase 4) would also have little research potential or archaeological
significance. These archaeological features would not meet the threshold for local significance.
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Figure 28: Archaeological significance of study area
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6.0

ARCHAEOLOGICAL MANAGEMENT

6.1

Introduction

The study area was part of the early 19th century Varroville land grant. The estate has been
associated with agriculture, viticulture, stock grazing and breeding, a horse stud and dairying. The
study area has potential to contain archaeological remains of the Varroville estate and its various
phases of development and use from the early 19th to the 20th century.
Impacts to this potential archaeological resource would need to be assessed as part of future
development applications and appropriately managed within the proposed new use as a cemetery.

6.2

Archaeological management strategy

The study area has potential for archaeological relics of both local and state significance. Depending
on their nature and extent, archaeological relics of early to mid-19th century occupation and use of
the Varroville estate would be of state significance. Similar archaeological remains dating to the later
19th and early 20th century would be of local significance. The study area also has some limited
potential for archaeological remains which would not be considered relics, such as postholes from
former paddock divisions. Whilst terracing associated with early 19th century viticultural activity has
historical and aesthetic significance, these remains would not be relics.
These different areas of archaeological potential and significance within the study area are illustrated
in Figure 29.The following sections outline the archaeological management for each of these areas.

6.2.1


General

Manage archaeological resources in accordance with the relics provisions of the Heritage Act and
appropriate approval from the NSW Heritage Division.



Assess archaeological impacts of future development applications associated with the study area.



Investigate and record archaeological resources in accordance with best practice and NSW
Heritage Division guidelines.



Conserve state significant archaeological relics in situ.



Interpret archaeology within new development.

6.2.2

Area 1 – Outbuildings

This area has moderate potential for both local and state significant archaeological relics.
Development in this area, including adaptive re-use of existing outbuildings, should be undertaken in
conjunction with a program of archaeological investigation and conservation.
To manage the potential archaeological resource in this area the following should be undertaken:


Assessment –prepare an Archaeological Impact Assessment for proposed works within this area.



Approval – any ground disturbance with potential to impact archaeological relics within this area
would require approval from the NSW Heritage Division.



Archaeological investigation – undertake a program of archaeological test excavation to refine the
archaeological potential and significance of this area. Archaeological testing would be guided by
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an Archaeological Research Design and undertaken in accordance with an appropriate approval
or excavation permit from the NSW Heritage Division. Results of the test excavation should inform
planning and design for new work and adaptive re-use of the outbuildings to avoid impact to
archaeological relics.


Conservation – state significant archaeological relics should be conserved in situ.



Interpretation –results of any archaeological investigations and archaeological remains should be
interpreted within the new development.

6.2.3

Area 2 – Viticulture and terracing

There is high potential for archaeological remains of terracing and other landscape features
associated viticulture in this area. Such remains are not archaeological ‘relics’ as defined in the
Heritage Act and approval under the relics provisions is not required. However, these features have
both historic and aesthetic significance.
To manage the potential archaeological resource in this area the following should be undertaken:


Assessment – prepare an Archaeological Impact Assessment for proposed works in this area.



Archival recording – a record of the terracing and viticultural evidence should be made. The
recording should include archaeological survey and test excavation to provide a sample of the
physical remains.



Interpretation – opportunities to interpret this landscape feature and archaeological evidence
should be explored.



Unexpected finds policy – an unexpected finds policy should be adopted for ground disturbances
associated with the preparation and ongoing use of this part of the study area as a cemetery.

6.2.4

Area 3 – Estate paddocks and dams

There is low potential for archaeological remains within this area, the majority of the study area.
Ground disturbances within this area would not require approval under the relics provisions of the
Heritage Act.
To manage the potential archaeological resource in this area the following should be undertaken:


Unexpected finds – an unexpected finds policy should be adopted for ground disturbances
associated with the preparation and ongoing use of this part of the study area as a cemetery.

6.2.5

Archaeological approvals and methodologies

Approvals
Approval from the NSW Heritage Division would be required in Area 1 for activities that disturb or
impact archaeological relics, or have the potential to do so.


Section 139(4) exception – is required for activities where there would be minor impacts to
archaeological relics, including archaeological test excavation to verify the presence of relics
without removing or impacting them.
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Section 140 excavation permit – is required for archaeological excavation and activities which
disturb and impact archaeological relics.

Archaeological investigation
Archaeological investigation can include testing, monitoring and recording, and salvage excavation.
All archaeological investigation should be guided by an Archaeological Research Design.


Archaeological investigation in Area 1 can be undertaken with either a Section 139(4) exception
or Section 140 excavation permit.



Archaeological investigation in Area 2 can be undertaken without an approval or permit. However,
if relics were unexpectedly identified, approval to impact them would be required.



Area 3 does not require archaeological investigation.

Archival recording
Archival recording in Area 2 should be undertaken in accordance with NSW Heritage Division
guidelines and best practice. It should also include an archaeological survey and test excavation,
which is guided by a research design.
Unexpected finds policy
An unexpected finds policy should be adopted for ground disturbances associated with the
preparation and use of the study area as a cemetery. An unexpected finds policy follows:
1) Stop work in the affected area and protect item.
2) Contact a suitably qualified archaeological or heritage consultant to provide advice and assess
the item if required.
3) Notify the appropriate regulatory authority (such as the Heritage Division) and obtain statutory
approvals (if required).
4) Implement archaeological or heritage management plan.
5) Resume work.
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Figure 29: Archaeological management areas based on potential for relics and significance of
the resource.
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7.0

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

7.1

Conclusions



The study area was once part of the Varroville estate dating from the early 19th century and it
contains a complex of outbuildings in the southwest. The estate has been associated with various
farming activities, viticulture, orcharding, stock breeding, a horse stud, pasture and dairying.



The southwest of the study area has moderate potential for local and state significant
archaeological relics in the vicinity of the outbuilding complex. The archaeological resources in
this area include evidence associated with previous phases of domestic occupation and farming
activities.



In the southeast of the study area there is high potential for archaeological remains of terracing
and other landscape features associated with viticultural activities. Whilst not ‘relics’, these
features have historical and aesthetic heritage significance.



The remaining study area (majority of) has low potential for archaeological remains associated
with land clearance, water storage (dams) and former paddock divisions. These remains have little
research potential or archaeological significance.



The archaeological resources would require appropriate management as part of the planning,
design and use the Macarthur Memorial Park.

7.2


Recommendations

The results of this report should be used to inform development planning for the proposal. The
archaeological management strategy presented in Section 6.0 should be adopted.



An archaeological impact assessment should be prepared for future development applications
within Areas 1 and 2. Area 3 does not require approvals and therefore an archaeological impact
assessment is not necessary.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust (the proponent) has engaged Urbis to prepare a Planning
Proposal to allow the use of ‘cemeteries’ on land located at 166-176 St Andrews Road, Varroville,
hereafter referred to as the study area. The proposal is referred to as the Macarthur Memorial Park.
Artefact Heritage (2013) was engaged by Urbis on behalf of the proponent to conduct an Aboriginal
heritage due diligence investigation of the study area. That investigation recorded eight Aboriginal
sites and large areas of archaeological sensitivity where Aboriginal objects were likely to be located
beneath the ground surface. In accordance with the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) Due
Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (2010),
Artefact recommended that further archaeological investigation would be required within the property.
Urbis, on behalf of the proponent, subsequently engaged Artefact Heritage (2014) to prepare an
Archaeological Survey Report (ASR) for Stage 1 of the proposal in accordance with the OEH Code of
Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (2010) (the OEH
Code of Practice). The ASR identified three Aboriginal sites and two areas of Potential Archaeological
Deposit (PAD).
Artefact Heritage has been engaged by Urbis on behalf of the proponent to prepare an ASR for the
entire study area. This ASR is intended to inform the Conservation Management Plan (CMP) which is
being prepared as part of the Concept Plan Development Application (DA). This report has been
prepared in accordance with the OEH Code of Practice and provides a detailed archaeological
assessment of the study area and recommendations for further archaeological investigation and
Aboriginal stakeholder consultation.
It was found that:


There are 11 previously registered sites located within the study area. There are 17 newly
recorded sites located within the study area.



Two Aboriginal site complexes consisting of 16 individual sites are currently known to be located
within the current study area (VSC1 and VSC2). These site complexes have been assessed as
demonstrating high archaeological significance.



Five of the recorded sites in the study area have been assessed as demonstrating low
archaeological significance (VAS7, VAS9, VAS8, VIF3, VIF4 and VIF13).



Two of the recorded sites in the study area have been assessed as demonstrating unknown
archaeological significance (VAS5 and VAS6).



Archaeological sensitivity mapping for the study area has identified areas of high, moderate, low
and nil archaeological sensitivity.

It is therefore recommended that:


Efforts should be made during the design process to avoid impacts to Aboriginal objects and to
conserve areas of high archaeological sensitivity.



If Aboriginal sites are to be impacted by the proposal an area based Aboriginal Heritage Impact
Permit (AHIP) would be required prior to impacts.
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The areas of high archaeological sensitivity require further archaeological investigation in the form
of excavation prior to any ground disturbance works commencing in those areas. Efforts to avoid
impacts to areas of high archaeological sensitivity should be a priority.



Areas of moderate archaeological sensitivity would require further archaeological investigation
prior to ground disturbance works occurring in this area. This investigation would include test
excavation of the various landforms located in the area of sensitivity under the OEH Code of
Practice. Efforts to conserve these areas should be made where possible.



Areas of low archaeological sensitivity do not require subsurface archaeological investigations
prior to works commencing. However, should artefacts be identified works should stop immediately
and the unexpected finds procedure should be followed.



The mature trees located in the south eastern portion of the study area should be inspected by an
archaeologist for cultural scaring or carving after the box thorns have been removed and prior to
the trees being disturbed.



There are no archaeological heritage constraints for areas that have been assessed as
demonstrating no archaeological sensitivity.



If unforseen Aboriginal objects are uncovered during construction, work should cease, and an
archaeologist, OEH, and Tharawal Local Aboriginal Land Council (TLALC) should be informed. If
human remains are found, work should cease, the site should be secured and the NSW Police and
OEH should be notified.



A Heritage Interpretation Plan (HIP) should be prepared for the study area in consultation with
Aboriginal stakeholders. This plan would include methods of incorporating identified Aboriginal
heritage values into the design process, such as use of native vegetation in replanting, use of local
Aboriginal place names and interpretative signage providing information on Aboriginal land-use
within the study area and surrounding area.

Note:
For confidentiality reasons, some detail regarding the location of Aboriginal sites, including
maps, site coordinates and location descriptions, have been removed from the public version
of this report.
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1.0

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND
1.1

Introduction

The Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust (the proponent) has engaged Urbis to prepare a Planning
Proposal to allow the use of ‘cemeteries’ on land located at 166-176 St Andrews Road, Varroville,
hereafter referred to as the study area (see Figure 1). The proposal is referred to as the Macarthur
Memorial Park.
Artefact Heritage (2013) was engaged by Urbis on behalf of the proponent to conduct an Aboriginal
heritage due diligence investigation of the study area. That investigation recorded eight Aboriginal
sites and large areas of archaeological sensitivity where Aboriginal objects were likely to be located
beneath the ground surface. In accordance with the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) Due
Diligence Code of practice for the Protection of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (2010),
Artefact recommended that further archaeological investigation would be required within the property.
Urbis, on behalf of the proponent, subsequently engaged Artefact Heritage (2014) to prepare an
Archaeological Survey Report (ASR) for Stage 1 of the proposal in accordance with the OEH Code of
Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (2010) (the OEH
Code of Practice). The ASR identified three Aboriginal sites and two areas of Potential Archaeological
Deposit (PAD).
Artefact Heritage has been engaged by Urbis on behalf of the proponent to prepare an ASR for the
entirety of the study area. This ASR is intended to inform the Conservation Management Plan (CMP)
which is being prepared as part of the Concept Plan Development Application (DA). This report has
been prepared in accordance with the OEH Code of Practice and provides a detailed archaeological
assessment of the study area and recommendations for further archaeological investigation and
Aboriginal stakeholder consultation.
Consultation with the Tharawal Local Aboriginal Land Council (TLALC) and the Cubbitch Barta Native
Title Claimants Aboriginal Corporation (CBNTCAC) has been conducted throughout the preparation
of this ASR.

1.2

The Study Area

The study area is located within a rural setting north of the suburb of St Andrews. The Hume Highway
lies to the south of the study area, rural and residential properties are located along the northern and
eastern boundaries. St Andrews Road bounds the study area to the west. The study area is located to
the south east of land ear marked for future urban development under the NSW Department of
Planning and Environment’s South West Subregional Strategy.
The study area is located within the Local Government Area (LGA) of Campbelltown, within the south
western suburbs of the Sydney Metropolitan area. The property is approximately 7.5 kilometres north
east of the Campbelltown City Centres and approximately 38 kilometres south west of the Sydney
Central Business District. The study area is approximately 113.37 hectares.

1.3

Objectives of Assessment

The objective of this study is to prepare an ASR in accordance with the OEH Code of Practice. This
report includes the following:


A description of the proposal and the extent of the study area.
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Discussion of the environmental context of the study area.



Discussion of the Aboriginal and historical context of the study area.



A summary of the archaeological context of the study area including a discussion of previous
archaeological work in the area.



Development of an archaeological predictive model.



Results of the archaeological survey.



Description and analysis of the identified Aboriginal sites within the study area.



Development of a significance and impact assessment of the identified Aboriginal site, addressing
archaeological values.



Development of management and mitigation measures.



Recommendations relating to the further mitigation of potential impacts to the identified site.

1.4

Investigators and Contributions

Archaeologist Claire Rayner prepared this report and Principal Archaeologist Dr Sandra Wallace
provided management input and reviewed the report.

1.5

Aboriginal Community Involvement

Aboriginal community consultation throughout the preparation of this ASR was conducted with the
TLALC and CBNTCAC. Representatives from both TLALC and CBNTCAC were invited to participate
in the archaeological survey of the Stage 1 study area. Glenda Chalker, representative of CBNTCAC,
and Abi Whillock, representative of TLALC took part in both days of the survey.
Aboriginal cultural heritage values and recommendations for further archaeological investigations
were discussed with both representatives during the survey. A draft copy of this report has been
forwarded to both TLALC and CBNTCAC for review and comment.
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Figure 1: Location of the study area
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2.0

ENVIRONMENTAL CONTEXT
2.1

Geology

The underlying geology of the study area consists of late Triassic period Bringelly shale deposits
belonging to the Wianamatta Group (Clark and Jones 1991). These deposits consist predominantly of
claystone and siltstone with thin laminate horizons. Areas of sandstone are minor and sporadic within
the Bringelly formation. The majority of the study area is underlain by an unnamed sandstone
member consisting of fine to medium grained quartz-lithic sandstone.

2.2

Soils

The study area is located on three soil landscapes. The Blacktown soil landscape characterises the
western edge of the study area. The northern escarpment is characterised by the Picton soil
landscape. The majority of the study area is located on the Luddenham soil landscape (Bannerman
and Hazelton 1990).
The Luddenham soils are shallow (<100cm) dark podzolic or earthy clays on crests and are
associated with undulating to low rolling hills. The upper slopes are comprised of moderately deep red
podzolic soils (70-150cm) with the lower slopes and drainage lines consisting of moderately deep
(<150cm) yellow podzolic soils. The Luddenham soil group is highly erodible.
The Blacktown soils are shallow (<100cm) hard setting mottled red and brown podzolic soils on crests
and yellow podzolic soils on lower slopes and along drainage lines. The Blacktown soil landscape is
generally associated with gently undulating rises. The soils are primarily poorly drained with very little
erosional activity with minor sheet and gully erosion in zones stripped of vegetation.
The Picton soils are generally associated with south facing ridgelines and steep sideslopes. The soils
are shallow to deep (50-200cm) red and brown podzolic on upper slopes, yellow podzolic on lower
slopes and drainage lines and brown and yellow podzolic soils on colluvial material. The Picton soils
is characterised by mass movement with localised mass movement of material hazard.

2.3

Hydrology

The study area is located approximately 700 metres west of Cottage Creek, a second order tributary
of Bunbury Curan Creek. Bunbury Curan Creek is located 300 metres to the south of the study area.
This water course has been highly modified due to the construction of the Hume Highway. The 1961
aerial imagery for the study area shows that prior to the highway construction Bunbury Curan Creek
was approximately 160 metres south of the study area. Unnamed low order tributaries of this creek
flow through the study area and feed the dams located along the western boundary of the study area.
Bow Bowing Creek is located approximately 1.5 kilometres south east of the study area. The Georges
River is located approximately five kilometres to the east. The study area is also approximately 800
metres south east of the Sydney Water Supply Channel. Drainage channels are associated with
steep slopes across the study area. Drainage channels across the study area run generally south and
south east toward larger drainage channels and toward major permanent water courses.

2.4

Natural Resources

Prior to the settlement of the area by Europeans, the study area and the surrounds would have been
covered by Cumberland Plain Woodland, typical in areas underlain by the Wianamatta Group
geological unit. Cumberland Plain Woodland was dominated by eucalypt species such as Forest Red
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Gum (Eucalyptus tereticornis) and Grey Box (Eucalyptus moluccana) with ground cover consisting
primarily of Kangaroo Grass (Themeda australis) (Benson and Howell 1990).
Aboriginal people were highly mobile hunter-gatherers utilising different landform units and resource
zones. Varying resources are likely to have only been available seasonally, this limitation of the
resources utilised may have necessitated the need for movement and trade of resources across the
landscape (Attenbrow 2010: 78). Aboriginal people hunted kangaroo and wallaby and snared
possums for food and skins (Bradley 1788).
Plants were an important source of nutrition and were also used in the manufacture of tools. Gum and
sap were used for binding or for hafting, such as in the manufacture of stone hatchets and plant fibres
were used to make baskets, nets, ropes and hammocks (Saunders 2003). Plant products were also
used in the manufacture of shelters, shields and other weapons, coolamons, used to carry food and
water, and digging sticks.
Materials used for stone tool production would vary depending on the location of raw material
sources. Stone types recorded on the Cumberland Plain in associated with the Wiannamatta group
include silcrete, chert, indurated mudstone/tuff, quartz, quartzite and basalt (Smith 1989). A silcrete
raw material source occurs at Luddenham approximately 17 kilometres north west of the study area.
Cobbles from The Georges River could also have been transported to the study area.

2.5

Land Use History

The study area is situated within the southern portion of the Cumberland Plain, a broad and gently
undulating feature across the central portion of the Sydney Basin. Exploration to the west of Sydney
Cove began soon after initial colonisation, as it was found that the sandstone soils of coastal Sydney
were unsuited for cultivation (Austral 2011). The Cumberland Plain, with its rich alluvial soils, offered
better conditions for farming and land was cleared in the Cumberland Plain as early as the 1790s
(Austral 2011). Settlement at first focused on the well-watered areas around the Hawkesbury and
Georges Rivers, but soon began to spread further west and south.
Early incentive for European exploration in the Camden and Campbelltown districts was the presence
of a herd of wild cattle descended from two bulls and four cows that had escaped the first settlement
in Sydney in 1788 (Wrigley 2001). Thirteen years later, Governor Hunter explored the region
personally after learning of the cattle from other colonists, and named the district the Cowpastures
(Mylrea 2002:6). The southern limit of the Cowpastures was Stonequarry Creek at Picton extending
beyond Narellan to the north, though its northern boundary was never formally defined (Atkinson
1988:8-9).
The first land grants in the area were appointed in 1805 when John Macarthur was granted 5000
acres on which to breed fine-wool sheep. The region soon became a flourishing farming community
with Campbell Town established in 1820 and the hallmarks of a successful settlement such as the
first post office, church, resident doctor and permanent local police established by 1828.
The study area is located within a land grant of 1000 acres originally granted to Dr Robert Townson in
1810 (McGill et al 1995). Townson raised sheep and cattle and developed a vineyard on his “Varro
Ville” estate or Varroville as it became known (Dictionary of Sydney 2008). The homestead which still
stands on the property was built in 1858. Varroville became renowned for its aesthetic beauty,
abundance and variety in orchard and vineyard and high quality wool and cattle (Goodin 1967).
Following Townson’s death in 1827 the property passed through a number of prominent owners
including Charles Sturt (McGill et al 1995). Portions of the property were eventually leased for dairy
farming which by the 1890s had become the main rural industry of the Campbelltown area (Dictionary
of Sydney 2008). Dairying continued on the property until the 1950s (Dictionary of Sydney 2005).
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The zoning of the area prevented the subdivision of the property during the postwar development of
the Campbelltown district (Dictionary of Sydney 2005). In 1972 the study area was included in the
Central Hills Scenic Protection Lands which has preserved its semi-rural nature.

2.5.1

Aerial Photography Analysis

The analysis of aerial photography from 1947 to the present reveals the varying levels of disturbance
that have occurred throughout the study area related to agricultural uses.
The 1947 aerial shows much of the property as cleared of natural vegetation with small pockets
remaining in the south eastern corner (Figure 2). The main dams located along the western boundary
today had not yet been established to the extent they appear today with only three substantial dams
visible within the study area. Smaller dams appear in paddocks to the west and north of Varroville
House. These have since been filled in and were not observed during the site visit. The northern
escarpment shows very little evidence of disturbance other than vegetation clearance in the 1947
aerial. Incised drainage channels can be seen flowing southwest into the area that would eventually
become dammed. The eastern ridgeline also appears to be relatively intact with little evidence of
ploughing or furrows. The original alignment of Bunbury Curan Creek is approximately 200 metres
south of the study area.
The 1961 aerial indicates that by this time the dams along the western boundary had been
established (Figure 3). The majority of the study area still consists of cleared pastoral land however
the remnant patches of vegetation identified in the 1947 aerial are still visible in the south eastern
corner. The better quality of the 1961 aerial reveals details such as terracing along the southern
slopes of the eastern ridge line and the eastern slopes below Varroville House that were not visible on
the 1947 aerial. Distinct ground modification works are clear on the top of the southern portion of the
eastern ridgeline. Furrows are evident within the western paddocks along St Andrews Road with two
small dams also evident in these areas. The 1961 aerial does not cover the northern escarpment of
the study area.
Aerial imagery captured over the last 10 years demonstrates the continued use of the land within the
study area for agricultural activities. The ground modification works identified in 1961 aerial are still
clear on the southern portion of the eastern ridgeline in recent aerials. Other than these works and the
construction of the dams there doesn’t appear to have been any major landform modifications
undertaken within the study area consistent with its status in the Central Hills Scenic Protection
Lands.
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3.0

ABORIGINAL HISTORICAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL
CONTEXT
3.1

Aboriginal Material Culture

The archaeological understanding of the early Aboriginal settlement of the Sydney Basin and
surrounds is constantly expanding and developing. At present, the earliest occupation known is
associated with deposits on the Parramatta and Nepean Rivers, which have been dated to c.25-30ka
and 36ka (JMCHM Oct 2005; AHMS Feb 2013) Two coastal sites south of Wollongong at Bass Point
and Burrill Lake in the Shoalhaven have both been dated to around 20,000 yBP (Lampert 1971 and
Nanson et al 1987). Evidence of Aboriginal occupation at Lake Mungo has been dated to 50-60,000
yBP (Bowler et al 2003).
The existing archaeological record is limited to certain materials and objects that were able to
withstand degradation and decay. As a result the most common type of Aboriginal objects remaining
in the archaeological record are stone artefacts. Archaeological analyses of these artefacts in their
contexts have provided the basis for the interpretation of change in material culture over time.
Technologies used for making tools changed, along with preference of raw material. Different types of
tools appeared at certain times, for example ground stone hatchets are first observed in the
archaeological record around 4000 yBP in the Sydney region (Attenbrow 2010: 102). It is argued that
these changes in material culture were an indication of changes in social organisation and behaviour.
The Eastern Regional Sequence was first developed by McCarthy in 1948 to explain the typological
differences he was seeing in stone tool technology in different stratigraphic levels during excavations
such as Lapstone Creek near the foot of the Blue Mountains (McCarthy 1948). The sequence had
three phases that corresponded to different technologies and tool types (the Capertian, Bondaian and
Eloueran). The categories have been refined through the interpretation of further excavation data and
radiocarbon dates (Hiscock & Attenbrow 2005; JMCHM 2005). It is now thought that prior to 8500
yBP tool technology remained fairly static with a preference for silicified tuff, quartz and some
unheated silcrete. Bipolar flaking was rare with unifacial flaking predominant. No backed artefacts
have been found of this antiquity. After 8500 yBP silcrete was more dominant as a raw material, and
bifacial flaking became the most common technique for tool manufacture. From about 4000 yBP to
1000 yBP backed artefacts appear more frequently. Tool manufacture techniques become more
complex and bipolar flaking increases (JMCHM 2006). It has been argued that from 1400 to 1000
years before contact there is evidence of a decline in tool manufacture. This reduction may be the
result of decreased tool making, an increase in the use of organic materials, changes in the way tools
were made, or changes in what types of tools were preferred (Attenbrow 2010: 102). The reduction in
evidence coincides with the reduction in frequency of backed blades as a percentage of the
assemblage.
After European colonisation Aboriginal people of the Cumberland Plain often continued to
manufacture tools, sometimes with new materials such as bottle glass or ceramics. There are a
number of sites in the Sydney basin where flaked glass has been recorded, for example at Prospect
(Ngara Consulting 2003) and Oran Park (JMcDCHM 2007).

3.2

Aboriginal Ethno-historic Context

Aboriginal people traditionally lived in small family or clan groups that were associated with particular
territories or places. The language group spoken in the Campbelltown area area is thought to have
been Dharawal (Tindale 1974). The Dhrawal language group is thought to have extended from the
Shoalhaven River, north to Botany Bay and then inland to Camden. The Darug language is thought to
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have extended from the western side of the Georges River to Appin and Picton and as far west as the
Blue Mountains (KARI 2015). Gandangara is said to be the language of the “mountain people”, from
the Blue Mountains to the Nattai and Burragorang Valleys and as far south as Goulburn (KARI 2015).
There is some evidence that Aboriginal people around the Camden/Campbelltown area spoke a
distinctly separate language and their tribal area was known as Cubbitch-Barta after its white pipe
clay (Russell 1914). Government records from the 1830s and 1840s identify an Aboriginal group
known as the Cobbiti Barta as associated with the Camden area (JMcDCHM 2007:21).
Historical records show that Gandangara people visited the Campbelltown area. It is not known
whether these visitations represented recent displacement patterns as a result of European
colonisation or were part of a longer term interaction with the Dharawal (Karskens 2010:496).
Laila Haglund has suggested that at contact the area would have been near the border of the
Dharawal, Darug and Gandangara territories and that the current study area may have been part of a
‘travel corridor’ facilitating movement between the northern Cumberland Plain and the Illawarra
(JMcDCHM 2007:21 after Haglund 1989).
British colonisation had a profound effect on the Aboriginal population of the Sydney region. In the
early days of the colony Aboriginal people were disenfranchised from their land as the British claimed
areas for settlement and agriculture. The colonists, often at the expense of the local Aboriginal
groups, also claimed resources such as pasture, timber, fishing grounds and water sources.
It is thought that during the 1789 smallpox epidemic over half of the Aboriginal people of the Sydney
region died. The disease would have spread southwest to the Cumberland Plain. This loss of life
meant that some of the Aboriginal groups who lived away from the coastal settlement of Sydney may
have disappeared entirely before Europeans could observe them, or record their clan names
(Karskens 2010: 452). This may have been the precursor to Tench’s observation that he did not
encounter Aboriginal people during his exploration of the Camden region during the first years of the
colony (Tench 1793).
Some Aboriginal people of southwestern Sydney may have seen cattle before being first confronted
by the colonists. Two bulls and four cows escaped from the Sydney colony in 1788 and were not
recovered. In 1790 a group of cows were observed grazing near Camden in what became known as
the ‘Cowpastures’. The herd expanded and by 1801 were thought to number in the hundreds and
efforts were made to recapture them (Turbet 2011: 88; Kayandel 2010: 23).
In the early 1800s relationships between the Aboriginal people of the area and the European settlers
were in general amicable. Grace Karskens notes several examples of close relationships between
land owners and local Aboriginal people, including John Kennedy who gave the Dharawal protection
on Teston Farm at Appin in later, not so peaceful, times (Karskens 2010).
Relations between Aboriginal people and colonists did not remain amicable. A sustained drought
during 1814 and 1815, and continued disenfranchisement lead to tensions between farmers and
Aboriginal people who remained to the southwest of Sydney. Aboriginal people were accused of
stealing corn and potatoes and spearing cattle. A number of farmers were killed on their properties. In
a dispatch Governor Macquarie wrote that ‘The Native Blacks of this country…have lately broken out
in open hostility against the British Settlers residing on the banks of the River Nepean near the Cow
Pastures’. Aboriginal people were targeted and it was ordered that Aboriginal men be strung from
trees when they were killed as an example (Turbet 2011: 234).
In 1816 the tensions culminated in the Appin massacre when Aboriginal people where pursued by a
detachment led by Captain James Wallis. Fourteen Aboriginal people of the Dharawal nation were
shot or driven over a cliff to their deaths by the soldiers. The bodies of two of the Aboriginal men were
strung up at the site (Turbet 2011).
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There are 11 AHIMS registered sites located within the study area. These consist of four isolated
artefacts and seven artefact scatters. The majority of the sites are associated with the northern
escarpment and eastern north-south trending ridge line. The predominant raw material is silcrete with
mudstone and one glass artefact also recorded. The assemblages from the different sites consisted
of broken flake fragments, cores and complete flakes.
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3.4

Overview of Previous Archaeological Studies

The Cumberland Plain has been subject to a number of archaeological investigations over recent
decades. Through the information gathered by these studies predictive models have been developed
and tested. Given the large number of reports available only those within the southern Cumberland
Plain are discussed here.
Smith 1989, Liverpool Release Areas: archaeological site survey and planning study
Smith found that generally the location of sites and site densities in the Liverpool area appeared to
reflect the distribution and abundance of water. The absence of known stone sources within the
Liverpool region suggests that stone was being transported over some distance to reach that area.
This was reflected in the relatively small size of the artefacts and the low frequency of cortex. Using
the results of the Liverpool assessment and building on previous predictive models the following
predictive statements were proposed:


Artefact scatters and isolated artefacts will be the most common site types recorded.



Scarred trees are likely to occur where mature native vegetation has not been cleared.



Sites will be concentrated primarily around creek lines followed by crests of hills with less sites
located along hill slopes.



Sites are likely to occur in higher frequencies at the confluence of two creek lines.



Sites will generally be identified within 50 metres to 100 metres of water sources.



The densities of artefact scatters will be related to the distance of the site from water sources.



Silcrete will be the dominant raw material present.

Given the poor visibility of the assessment area Smith considered it likely that many more sites than
those identified would occur within the study area.
Mary Dallas 1999 Preliminary Archaeological Assessment of the Department of Defence Land
at Ingleburn, NSW
Mary Dallas conducted an Aboriginal archaeological assessment of the Department of Defence Land
at Ingleburn three kilometres north east of the study area. The assessment identified ten new
Aboriginal sites consisting of artefact scatters and isolated sites. Half of the artefact scatters were
found in disturbed contexts on dirt tracks with no associated archaeological deposits whilst the other
half were found to have associated potential archaeological deposits (PAD). Sites were found to
generally occur on well-drained level or low gradient ground adjacent to main drainage lines.
AMBS 2003, Edmondson Park Composite Site Master Plan Aboriginal Heritage Management
Plan.
AMBS developed a Heritage Management Plan (HMP) following the outcomes of a preliminary
Aboriginal heritage assessment of the Edmondson Park Composite Site (EPCS) to guide the future
planning polices of the Liverpool and Campbelltown City Councils. The EPCS incorporated the area
originally assessed by Mary Dallas in 1999 located approximately three kilometres north east of the
study area.
A predictive model was proposed that identified areas of potential archaeological deposit (PAD)
based on associated topography, access to permanent water, distance from water and degree of
previous land disturbance. AMBS predicted;
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That sites were more likely to be located on alluvial flats and low slopes than crest and ridgelines.
PADs are likely to occur along valley floors and low slopes in well-drained and aggrading
landforms.



The majority of recorded sites are likely to be open artefact scatters and isolated finds.



Sites are likely to occur at major creekline confluences.



Aboriginal scarred trees, whilst rare, may be present in areas where remnant old growth
vegetation exists.



The survival of subsurface archaeological material is likely to depend on a combination of natural
erosion and sedimentation processes and historical and more recent land use patterns.

The assessment identified 15 newly recorded sites consisting of five isolated artefacts, seven
artefacts and three scatters of heat shattered material. The majority of the new sites were low density
artefact scatters located either on creek flats or surrounding low gentle slopes adjacent to the creek
lines. AMBS found the recorded surface artefact sites to be typical of much of the archaeology of the
Cumberland Plain.
Biosis 2003, Archaeological assessment of a proposed school site, Horningsea Park, NSW
Biosis prepared an Aboriginal archaeological assessment of the proposed John Edmondson High
School site approximately 5.5 kilometres north east of the study area. The assessment built on
previous predictive models for the Cumberland Plain and predicted that stone artefacts would be the
most common site type either in isolation or as a scatter, and these would generally consist of silcrete
artefacts whilst quartz may also be identified. The relationship between site frequency and distance to
water was acknowledged however it was suggested that not enough is known about visibility bias and
other resources to restrict areas of high potential to creek lines. The area may have been attractive as
a local vantage point still in easy access of water.
The assessment did not identify any Aboriginal sites or objects within the investigation area. The area
had been significantly impacted by market gardening and visibility was generally nil to five per cent.
The investigation area was considered to have the potential to contain archaeological deposits
however, given the location of the investigation area near watercourses and on a ridgeline.
Navin Officer 2007, Locality LB, Edmondson Park Archaeological Subsurface Testing Program
Navin Office conducted test excavations within Locality LB of the Edmondson Park release area
approximately 5 kilometres north east of the study area. The testing program involved the excavation
of 68 test pits recovering 31 stone artefacts. The dominant lithology present was silcrete and the
assemblage consisted of complete flakes, debitage, cores and points.
The artefactual remains were interpreted as representative of low intensity occupation and
background scatter. The highest concentration of subsurface artefacts were excavated from lower
slopes in areas closest to creek lines. No artefacts were located on the crest or upper slopes of the
tested area.
KNC 2010, Edmondson Park South Part 3A Concept Plan Application: Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Assessment
KNC prepared an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) for Edmondson Park
South Part 3A approximately three kilometres north east of the study area. The assessment area
included areas previously investigated by Mary Dallas and Biosis. There were 30 sites recorded
within the assessment area. Most of the recorded sites revealed a direct spatial relationship to
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Cabramatta Creek or Maxwells Creek which both run north to south through the investigation area.
Sites along Maxwells Creek illustrate a corridor of cultural activity these sites extend along the
watercourse and it was suggested further studies would give insights into how Aboriginal people
perceived their landscape as opposed to reacting to the environment.
AECOM 2010, Oran Park West Sewer Infrastructure Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment
AECOM was commissioned by Landcom to conduct an assessment for the construction of sewerage
infrastructure on land west of The Northern Road in Cobbitty approximately 10 kilometers west of the
study area. The investigation identified 39 registered AHIMS sites within a 3 kilometre radius of the
assessment area. Areas of PAD were outlined based on the distribution of AHIMS sites and the
“model of archaeological deposit” developed during the Oran Park and Turner Road Precincts Phase
2 excavations.
AECOM predicted that:


Sites are likely to consist of flaked stone artefact scatters and isolated finds.



Silcrete from local and region sources is the most commonly used raw material.



Stone artefacts will occur within topsoil up to 300 metres from fourth order creeks, 200 metres
from third order creeks and 100 metres from second order creeks – these areas may be
designated as a continual deposit and are associated with surface expressions of artefacts.



Archaeological deposit will occur in elevated areas within 300 metres of major creeks where the
surrounding areas can be easily observed.



Aboriginal stone artefact scatter sites with very few artefacts visible on the surface occur widely
over the landscape and are not strongly associated with a particular landform.



Aboriginal stone artefact scatter sites (outside the modelled area) may not be associated with
archaeological deposit.



Scarred trees are rare, but may be present where mature native trees remain in the study area.

Areas surrounding the creek lines were identified as areas of PAD. However given the high levels of
disturbance associated with residential and industrial developments the PAD were considered to be
of low scientific and research potential.
KNC 2011, Bringelly Road Upgrade Camden Valley Way to The Northern Road Aboriginal
Cultural Heritage Assessment Report
KNC prepared a Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (CHAR) on behalf of Roads and Maritime
Services as part of the Bringelly Road Upgrade between Camden Valley Way and The Northern Road
five kilometres north of the study area. There were 44 sites located within the study area. The sites
were generally found to be recorded in areas of high visibility and exposure, in close proximity to
water sources and sources of stone raw materials. Artefact sites were generally found to occur in
gently sloping to flat topographic contexts in proximity to sources of water. PADs were generally
recorded in close proximity to creek lines on gentle slopes and raised terraces above the creek
channel.
GML 2012, East Leppington Precinct Indigenous Heritage Assessment
GML prepared an Indigenous heritage assessment for the East Leppington Precinct in 2012. The
results of this assessment were not available at the time of reporting. It is understood that GML has
since conducted archaeological test excavations and salvage excavations within the East Leppington
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Precinct. It is understood that these results had not been made publically available at the time this
report was prepared. These reports should be obtained to inform any future investigations within the
study area.

3.4.1

Previous archaeological investigations within the study area

Kayandel 2008, Opportunities and Constraints Aboriginal Heritage South-West Business Park,
Varroville
Kayandel were commissioned to conduct an opportunities and constraints assessment of the
proposed south west business park which included the current study area. The assessment was a
desktop study and developed a predictive model and map of areas of potential in relation to the study
area. The study predicted that the following sites would occur in the assessment area:


Stone artefact scatters visible on the surface particularly in disturbed and eroded areas where
there is soil exposure.



Stone artefacts deposits within sub-surface soil layers.



Scarred or carved trees within areas containing remnant trees greater than 100 years of age.



Isolated finds across the landscape.

Based on previous investigations within the Cumberland Plain it was predicted that these sites would
generally occur in the following landform contexts:


High densities of sites along high order water courses.



High densities of sites on high ground and specifically ridgelines.



There is a lower potential for aboriginal sites to be located on gradient slopes greater than 15
degrees.

Oliver Brown 2010, Varroville Reserve Aboriginal Heritage Assessment
Oliver Brown conducted an Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment of the area immediately north of
the study area. The survey covered the ridgeline that extends into the current study area. Artefacts
were recorded in association with AHIMS site #45-5-2403 which had been recorded previously. The
site is located along the northern ridge line of the current study area. An area of archaeological
potential was also mapped in association with the site.
A predictive model was proposed that incorporated the importance placed on distance from water
sources as well as the association of artefacts and ridgelines and hilltops. In particular it was
predicted that:


Artefacts in the general area around the reserve, being mostly sloping and away from significant
water, will be sparse and comprise what is generally referred to as an almost ubiquitous
‘background scatter’ across all of western Sydney.



On the level areas of the ridgeline in the reserve and particularly on crest with a view,
concentrations of artefacts are likely to occur. In general it would not be predicted that these would
be in high densities and if they were it would be strongly indicative that the site held high
significance to Aboriginal people.
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Brown also raised the concept of a site’s amenity for use by people. It was proposed that a site is
more likely to have deposits relating to more frequent and prolonged use based on the following


Levelness of the ground.



Aspect to sunlight.



Protection from winds.



Drainage.



View.

The Bunbury Curan Hill which forms the northern ridgeline of the current study area was found to rate
highly in terms of the excellent vantage point it affords overlooking the surrounding lowlands. This
factor was given greater precedence than the location of the site to water in terms of the
archaeological potential assessment.
Artefact Heritage 2013, Macarthur Memorial Park, St Andrews Road, Varroville Aboriginal
Heritage Due Diligence Assessment
Artefact Heritage prepared a Due Diligence assessment for the study area identifying eight previously
unrecorded sites. The sites consisted of four artefact scatters and four isolated finds. The majority of
the sites were recorded within exposures along the eastern ridgeline and northern escarpment. Two
sites were recorded in exposures located on hill slopes and one site was recorded in an exposure
near an incised drainage line. Silcrete was the predominant raw material recorded within the study
area with some quartz artefacts and one mudstone artefact also recorded. The assemblages
consisted of broken flakes, complete flakes, and core fragments. Reduction techniques identified
included bipolar flaking, unifacial cores and some evidence of backing.
Artefact Heritage 2014, Macarthur Memorial Park, St Andrews Road, Varroville: Stage 1
Archaeological Survey Report.
Artefact Heritage conducted an Aboriginal Archaeological survey of the Stage 1 area of the Macarthur
Memorial Park. The survey identified three previously unrecorded artefact scatters within the study
area as well as two areas of PAD. The artefact scatters were all located within exposures on low lying
crest landforms towards the western boundary of the study area. Silcrete was the dominant raw
material recorded with some quartz artefacts also identified. Artefacts consisted of complete flakes,
broken flakes and cores.
The two PADS identified within the Stage 1 area were located on raised landforms overlooking a
series of converging drainage lines. Disturbance within these areas was minimal and exposures were
limited. Areas of moderate potential were identified in areas where disturbance levels appeared to be
higher than those within the PAD areas. Areas of moderate potential included spur crest landforms
bordered by steep gradients.
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4.0

PREDICTIVE MODEL
4.1

Previous Predictive Models

During the last twenty years, Cumberland Plain predictive modelling has been developed and refined
as new data becomes available. White and McDonald have developed a model for occupation on the
Cumberland plain based on the analysis of subsurface deposits within the Rouse Hill Development
Area (RHDA), located to the north of the study area (White & McDonald 2010). This model examines
the distribution and density of Aboriginal sites in relation to water sources and landforms to analyse
how Aboriginal people were using the landscape in the past. The findings of this study highlighted the
relationship between proximity to freshwater and landscape with Aboriginal occupation. The following
predictive statements were asserted (White & McDonald 2010: 36):


Archaeological evidence of past Aboriginal peoples will comprise a limited representative of
background scatter within proximity to first order creek lines.



Within the reaches of second order creek lines, archaeological evidence will be representative of
background scatter and will likely consist of one-off camp locations and / or isolated events.



Within the reaches of third order creeks, archaeological evidence will consist of repeated
occupation by small groups of people. Archaeological expressions will likely consist of knapping
floors and evidence of repeated use over time.



Along major fourth order creek lines — which include Second Ponds Creek — archaeological
expressions will consist of continued and repeated use by past Aboriginal peoples and may
include stratified deposits.

The major findings of the study were that artefact densities were most likely to be greatest on terraces
and lower slopes within 100m of water. The stream order model was used to differentiate between
artefact densities associated with intermittent streams as opposed to permanent water. It was found
that artefacts were most likely within 50-100m of higher (4th) order streams, within 50m of second
order streams, and that artefact distribution around first order streams was not significantly affected
by distance from the watercourse (White and McDonald 2010: 33). Overall landscapes associated
with higher order streams (2nd order or greater) were found to have higher artefact densities, higher
maximum densities, and more continuous distribution than lower order intermittent streams. The
analysis also concluded that while there were statistically viable correlations that demonstrated a
relationship between stream order, land form unit and artefact distribution across the RHDA, the
entire area should be recognised as a cultural landscape with varied levels of artefact distribution
(White and McDonald 2010: 37). This predictive model can be transferred to other areas of the
Cumberland Plain, especially those on shale soil geology, as landscape, soils and artefacts patterning
are similar throughout the region.
Studies within the southern Cumberland Plain have found that whilst aspects of White and
McDonalds Stream Order model do hold for this area other factors also contribute to site location and
density. AECOM’s 2009 excavations at the Oran Park and Turner Road precincts indicated a low
density spread of archaeological material across the area. This was argued to reflect a ‘pre-contact
landscape of extensive but low intensity Aboriginal activity with evidence of strategic defensive
positioning of campsites within a cultural interaction zone between different language groups’
(AECOM 2009: ES1). Excavations conducted by Artefact Heritage south of the study area confirm
these observations (Artefact Heritage 2013). Based on their excavation results AECOM proposed that
for the southern Cumberland Plain:
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Stone artefacts will occur within topsoil up to 300 metres from fourth order creeks, 200 metres
from third order creeks and 100 metres from second order creeks – these areas may be
designated as a continual deposit and are associated with surface expressions of artefacts.



Archaeological deposit will occur in elevated areas within 300 metres of major creeks where the
surrounding areas can be easily observed.



Aboriginal stone artefact scatter sites with very few artefacts visible on the surface occur widely
over the landscape and are not strongly associated with a particular landform.

In addition to these statements by AECOM (2009), Oliver Brown (2010) highlighted the importance of
crest landforms with extensive views over the surrounding lowlands within the study area. Smith
(1989) also highlighted the high potential associated with crest landforms away from watercourses in
her regional study of the Liverpool area.

4.2

Predictive Model for the Study Area

Archaeological data gathered in the locality has demonstrated the widespread and varying use of the
area by Aboriginal people. This predictive model comprises a series of statements about the nature
and distribution of evidence of Aboriginal land use that is expected in the study area. These
statements are based on the information gathered regarding:


Landscape context and landform units.



Ethno-historical evidence of Aboriginal land use.



Distribution of natural resources.



Results of previous archaeological work in area.



Predictive modelling proposed in previous archaeological investigations.

Predictive statements are as follows:


Stone artefact scatters and isolated stone artefacts are the most likely Aboriginal site type to be
identified within the study area.



Aboriginal scarred trees, whilst rare, may be present in areas where remnant old growth
vegetation exists.



Stone artefacts will occur within topsoil up to 300 metres from fourth order creeks, 200 metres
from third order creeks and 100 metres from second order creeks – these areas may be
designated as a continual deposit and are associated with surface expressions of artefacts.



Based on the results of previous investigations of the study area surface artefact scatters and
areas of potential archaeological deposit are likely to occur on the level areas of the ridgeline and
particularly on crest landforms with a view of the surrounding lowlands.



Silcrete is most likely to be the dominant raw material identified.



The survival of subsurface archaeological material is likely to depend on a combination of natural
erosion and sedimentation processes and historical and more recent land use patterns.



Visibility is likely to be low, obstructed by dense grass cover. Sites on the ground surface will be
most obvious in exposed areas where vegetation has recently been cleared, vehicle tracks and
eroded banks of waterlines. It is likely that sites will occur within areas obstructed by vegetation.
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It is probable that the only material traces of Aboriginal occupation remaining will be stone artefacts
and/or modified trees. The potential for shelter sites, middens, quarries, rock engravings and axe
grinding grooves is limited by the landscape context and historical land use.
Areas of PAD would be dependent on landform and levels of disturbance. Areas of PAD would not be
identified across steep slopes, swampy deposit, in areas of flooding, or in areas of high disturbance.
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5.0

FIELD METHODS
5.1

Site Definition

An Aboriginal site is generally defined as an Aboriginal object or place. An Aboriginal object is the
material evidence of Aboriginal land use, such as stone tools, scarred trees or rock art. Some sites, or
Aboriginal places can also be intangible and although they might not be visible, these places have
cultural significance to Aboriginal people.
OEH guidelines state in regard to site definition that one or more of the following criteria must be used
when recording material traces of Aboriginal land use:


The spatial extent of the visible objects, or direct evidence of their location.



Obvious physical boundaries where present, e.g. mound site and middens (if visibility is good), a
ceremonial ground.



Identification by the Aboriginal community on the basis of cultural information.

For the purposes of this study an Aboriginal site was defined by recording the spatial extent of visible
traces or the direct evidence of their location.

5.2

Survey Methodology and Limitations

A survey of the study area was conducted by Claire Rayner (Artefact Heritage), Duncan Jones
(Artefact Heritage), Glenda Chalker (CBNTCAC) and Abi Whillock (TLALC) on 21 and 24 August
2015. The survey was undertaken in accordance with OEH code of practice.
The study area was divided into seven survey units based on property boundaries. All survey units
were covered on foot. All exposed areas within survey units were targeted for stone artefacts or other
traces of Aboriginal occupation. Where accessible, mature trees were inspected for evidence of
cultural scarring or carving. Previously recorded sites within the study area were revisited. Given the
large amounts of rain during day two of the survey, thick mud within the vicinity of sites made their
relocation difficult.
A handheld Global Positioning System (GPS) was used to track the path of the surveyor, relocate
previously recorded sites and to record the geographical coordinates of features within the study
area. Aerial photographs and topographic maps were carried by survey team members.
A photographic record was kept of all sections of the study area. Photographs were taken to
represent the landform units, vegetation communities, objects of interest and levels of disturbance.
Scales were used for photographs where appropriate.
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Figure 5: Survey Units
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6.2
6.2.1

Survey Observations

Survey Unit 1

Survey unit 1 includes the northern escarpment and part of the slope descending to the south. The
slope is extremely steep and covered by an impenetrable olive grove and introduced weeds such as
lantana (Lantana camara) (Plate 1). A vehicle access track runs east to west across the northern
boundary of the study area (Plate 2). The top of the escarpment is gently undulating and vegetated by
sparse to thick grass and some native trees (Plate 3). All mature trees suitable for cultural scarring
and carving were inspected however no cultural markings were identified. The lower slopes of the
escarpment are covered by dense grasses and exhibit more evidence of disturbance than the top of
the escarpment. This disturbance is related to agricultural and maintenance activities. This included
some ground disturbance associated with track maintenance. A geotechnical pit was noted in the
south east corner of the survey unit (Plate 5).
Exposures were common along the access track with excellent visibility. All artefacts were located
within these exposures. Visibility was generally impaired by vegetation and leaf litter in some places
(Plate 4). There were nine Aboriginal sites all consisting of stone artefacts located along the access
track (Plate 6). These sites have been interpreted as a site complex encompassing the entirety of the
ridge top. These sites are discussed in detail in Section 6.3.
Plate 1: Steep slope to the south covered by
impenetrable vegetation, survey unit 1

Plate 2: Vehicle access track, survey unit 1

Plate 3: Undulating top of escarpment, survey Plate 4: Visibility impaired by leaf litter in
unit 1
some areas, survey unit 1
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Plate 5: geotechnical pit, survey unit 1

6.2.2

Plate 6: Basalt ground fragment, survey unit 1

Survey Unit 2

Survey unit 2 is located to the south east of survey unit 1. This survey unit includes the lower slopes
of the escarpment as well as the north to south trending ridgeline along the eastern boundary of the
study area. Landforms in this survey unit are characterised as slope and crest. The majority of the
survey unit is covered by dense grasses which limited visibility (Plate 7). Visibility is limited to
exposures created by vehicle access tracks which run along the northern boundary of the survey unit
and the eastern ridge line (Plate 8). A drainage line runs north east to south west through the central
portion of the survey unit (Plate 9). Disturbance was noted by the construction of a dam along the
western boundary of the survey unit. The access track along the eastern ridge line has been
stabilised in some places with introduced fill materials (Plate 10).
There were four previously recorded sites and four newly recorded sites located in survey unit 2.
These all consisted of stone artefacts and were located within areas of exposure on vehicle tracks.
Artefacts identified at Varroville Artefact Scatter 2 were found to be eroding out of a vehicle track
(Plate 11). These sites will be discussed in more detail in Section 6.3.
Plate 7: Dense grass impeding visibility,
survey unit 2

Plate 8: High visibility on access tracks,
survey unit 2
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Plate 9: view south west along drainage line
towards dam, survey unit 2

Plate 10: Introduced fill located on ridge line
access track, survey unit 2

Plate 11: Varroville Artefact Scatter 2, view
east orange flags indicate artefact locations,
survey unit 2

6.2.3

Survey Unit 3

Survey unit 3 is located to the south west of survey unit 1. It encompasses the lower slopes of the
northern escarpment as well as low lying crests incised by drainage lines. The majority of the survey
unit is covered in dense grasses with some stands of new growth Eucalypts. Exposures occur in
areas of erosion on the low lying crests although visibility across the survey unit was generally low.
Large amounts of rain during the second day of survey further impeded visibility due to mud. Two
dams have been constructed within survey unit 3. Landforms within the survey unit generally
appeared to be intact and in good condition.
There are two previously recorded sites located within survey unit 3. These all consist of stone
artefacts generally located within exposures on the low lying crest landforms.
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Plate 12: View north towards escarpment,
survey unit 3

Plate 13: View south towards dam dense
grasses impeding visibility, survey unit 3

Plate 14: Silcrete artefact, survey unit 3

6.2.4

Survey Unit 4

Survey unit 4 lies to the south of survey unit 3. It includes flat, slope and crest landforms (Plate 15).
Exposures and visibility were very low within this survey unit. Exposures occur along the western
boundary of the study area along a transmission line access track, along dam walls and in areas of
erosion (Plate 16). The survey unit demonstrated high levels of disturbance associated with
agricultural activities. The south western paddocks show evidence of ploughing while furrows were
identified along the southern slopes of the survey unit (Plate 17). A geotechnical pit was identified
along the western boundary of the study area in survey unit 4. Parts of the survey unit such as the
area to the north of the dams and the crest landform along the eastern boundary demonstrated lower
levels of disturbance and appeared to be in good condition (Plate 18).
There are three previously recorded sites and four newly recorded sites located within survey unit 4.
Varroville Artefact Scatter 5 is located along a transmission line access track running along the
western boundary of the survey unit. The current assessment recorded an additional four artefacts at
this site. These sites are discussed in detail in Section 6.3.
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Plate 15: View west crest, slope and flat
landforms, survey unit 4

Plate 16: Access track along transmission
line, survey unit 4

Plate 17: South western paddocks, survey unit Plate 18: Intact crest landform, survey unit 4
4

6.2.5

Survey Unit 5

Survey unit is located in the central portion of the study area. The survey unit is characterised by a
slope landform and consists of a cleared paddock. Dense grass covers the survey unit impeding
visibility which is limited to infrequent exposures. Exposures occur in eroded areas heavily disturbed
by cattle movements. There were no Aboriginal sites or objects located within survey unit 5. The area
was generally highly disturbed with bioturbation of the soil horizons from cattle apparent over the
majority of the area.
Plate 19: View south west towards dams,
survey unit 5

Plate 20: area of exposure caused by cattle
trampling, survey unit 5
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6.2.6

Survey Unit 6

Survey unit 6 encompasses the southern extent of the eastern ridgeline as well as slope and flat
landforms. The survey unit consists of cleared fields. Dense grass covers the majority of the area with
some stands of mature and new growth eucalypts. A drainage channels runs south through the
eastern portion of the survey unit which has been dammed in several places. Thick vegetation
surrounds the drainage line and dams. It was not possible to inspect all of the mature native trees as
they were surrounded by impenetrable weeds. A possible scarred tree was identified by Glenda
Chalker during survey. On further inspection the scar did not appear to demonstrate any cultural
features such as cutting marks and was found to be irregular in shape suggesting that it is a natural
occurrence rather than cultural (Long 2015).
Visibility was generally low throughout the survey unit. Visibility was impeded by dense vegetation
and heavy rains on the second day of survey that resulted in mud obscuring exposures. Exposures
occurred on vehicle tracks and in areas of erosion on the crest of the ridgeline and slopes.
Disturbance was noted along the southern slope of the eastern ridgeline where terracing associated
with vineyards has occurred. Furrows were apparent across the study area and the drainage line
appears to have been highly modified with the construction of various dams.
There was one previously recorded site and two newly recorded sites located within survey unit 6. All
of the sites consist of stone artefacts and are located within exposures. These sites will be discussed
in more detail in Section 6.3.
Plate 21: View south west across slope and
crest land forms, survey unit 6

Plate 22: View south of dense vegetation
along drainage line
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Plate 23: Detail of scar assessed as natural,
survey unit 6

Plate 24: Location of tree, survey unit 6

Plate 25: Wet conditions impeding visibility,
survey unit 6

Plate 26: Silcrete artefact, survey unit 6

6.2.7

Survey Unit 7

Survey unit 7 extends along the southern most paddock within the study area. Landforms within the
survey unit are slope and flat. The drainage line in survey unit 6 extends to the south east corner of
survey unit 7. Visibility is impeded by dense vegetation and exposures are minimal. Disturbances are
evident related to the construction of the dam and furrows related to ploughing activities throughout
the survey unit. As with survey unit 6, stands of mature vegetation are located around the drainage
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line and dams however dense thickets of weeds prevented their inspection for cultural scarring or
marking.
There was one isolated artefact identified in survey unit 7.
Plate 27: Flat and slope landforms, survey unit Plate 28: Mature vegetation surrounded by
7
thickets of weeds, survey unit 7

Plate 29: Ground disturbances associated
with agricultural activities, survey unit 7

6.3

Plate 30: Silcrete artefact, survey unit 7

Summary of Results

The current survey identified six new artefact scatters and 11 new isolated artefacts (see Figure 6).
The survey also revisited the coordinates of the five previously recorded artefact scatters and four
isolated artefacts.
Two site complexes were identified. The site complexes are shaded in pink in Figure 6. The first of
these, Varroville Site Complex 1 (VAC1) is located along the northern escarpment and the second,
Varroville Site Complex 2 (VAC2) is located along the eastern ridgeline. The site complexes consist of
a series of artefact scatters and isolated finds. The extent of the artefact scatters recorded within the
study area are shaded in light blue in Figure 6. These encompass the physical extent of the artefacts
observed on the surface as well as the crest landforms on which they are located. These extents
have been adopted from the original recording by Artefact Heritage (2014).
The results of the site visit are presented in the following sections. Artefact tables are located in
Appendix 1.
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6.3.1

Previously recorded Aboriginal sites

6.3.1.1 Varroville Artefact Scatter 1 (VAS1 #45-5-4321)
Site Type:
Artefact Scatter
Centroid:
Site Length: Ten metres
Site Width:
Four metres
Varroville Artefact Scatter 1 was originally recorded by Artefact Heritage (2013) during a Due
Diligence assessment of the current study area. It was recorded as a scatter of four artefacts located
along the escarpment ridgeline across an unformed vehicle track. Soils across the unformed vehicle
track appeared to be eroded by water run-off and vehicle use and as such appeared slightly deflated
and compact. Views from the site are clear northwest toward the Blue Mountains with some views
overlooking the Cumberland Plain in the direction of Campbelltown in the southeast. Raw material
included red and grey silcrete, with artefacts including one core fragment.
Results of current assessment
Updated Site Length: 28 metres
Updated Site Width: Four metres
The current assessment identified the original artefacts recorded as well as an additional six artefacts
(n=10). The site generally appeared to be relatively undisturbed and intact (Plate 31). Visibility was
high within the exposure except for areas of dense leaf litter (Plate 32). It is possible that more
artefacts could be located in these areas.
All of the artefacts were identified within an unformed vehicle track with some artefacts eroding from
out of the ground surface. Silcrete was the dominant raw material identified (n= 9, 90%) with one
quartz artefact also recorded (10%, see Plate 33). The assemblage consists of broken flake
fragments (n=4, 40%), two cores (20%), two complete flakes (20%), one angular fragment (10%) and
one pink silcrete blade (10%, see Plate 34).
Plate 31: View east across VAS1, scale: 1 m

Plate 32: Visibility impeded by leaf litter in
some areas of the site
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Plate 33: Quartz angular fragment, scale: 10
cm

Plate 34: Pink silcrete blade, scale: 10 cm

6.3.1.2 Varroville Artefact Scatter 2 (VAS2, #52-2-4021)
Site Type:
Artefact Scatter
Centroid:
Site Length: Eleven metres
Site Width:
Ten metres
Varroville Artefact Scatter 2 was originally recorded by Artefact Heritage (2013) within the northern
portion of the ridgeline that extends south along the eastern boundary of the study area. The site was
recorded across a crest landform context in a surface exposure associated with an unformed vehicle
track. The site comprises an artefact scatter of eleven artefacts and is approximately eleven metres
long and ten metres wide.
The western margin of the site is delineated by steep slopes and drainage channels. Eleven artefacts
were originally recorded consisting of ten silcrete artefacts and one quartz artefact. Artefact types
included one bipolar silcrete flake, one backed silcrete medial flake fragment and one retouched
silcrete proximal flake fragment.
Results of current assessment
Updated Site Length: 40 metres
Updated Site Width: 35 metres
The current assessment relocated the original artefacts recorded at VAS2 as well as an additional 39
artefacts (n=50). The site was found to be in a similar condition to when it was first recorded. Visibility
was generally high throughout the exposure. Visibility was lower along the eastern extent where a
layer of foreign gravels has been deposited along the track (Plate 35). Aside from the introduced
gravels disturbance was generally very low across the site. The western portion of the site consists of
a level grassed area of PAD (Plate 36). Artefacts were found to be eroding out of the surface of the
vehicle track therefore it is likely that this undisturbed area could contain subsurface archaeological
deposits (Plate 37).
The assemblage consists predominantly of silcrete artefacts (n=41, 82%, see Plate 38). Other raw
materials identified include quartz (n= 8, 16%) and one chert piece (2%). Artefact types identified
include complete flakes (n= 20, 40%), flake fragments (n=11, 20%), angular fragments (n= 17, 34%),
a core (2%) and one blade (2%).
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Plate 35: Introduced grey gravels along the
eastern extent of VAS 2

Plate 36: Flags indicate artefact locations,
area of PAD visible in the background

Plate 37: Flat grassed area extending west
from the main concentration of artefacts,
scale: 1 m

Plate 38: Red and pink silcrete artefacts, VAS
2, scale: 10 cm

6.3.1.3 Varroville Artefact Scatter 3 (VAS3, #52-2-4022)
Site Type:
Artefact Scatter
Centroid:
Site Length: Eight metres
Site Width:
Seven metres
Site VAS3 was originally recorded across a crest landform context approximately sixty metres
southeast of site VAS2. The artefacts were recorded within an area of exposure associated with an
unformed vehicle track that runs across the top of the ridgeline.
The site has extensive views west of local landforms including hills, ridgelines and viewpoints. The
western margin of the site is delineated by steep slopes. The site comprised an artefact scatter of five
artefacts and measured approximately eight metres long and seven metres wide. All artefacts
identified were silcrete. Two of the artefacts identified were recorded as unifacially flaked cores.
Results of current assessment
Updated Site Length: Eight metres
Updated Site Width: Seven metres
The current assessment did not relocate the artefacts originally recorded by Artefact Heritage
however an additional five artefacts were identified within the vicinity of the recorded coordinates for
the site (n=10). The site appeared to be in a similar condition to when it was first recorded. Visibility
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was generally high except for areas covered with introduced gravels (Plate 39). Disturbance levels
were generally low aside from the area covered by gravel.
The assemblage consists of silcrete flaked artefacts (Plate 40). Artefact types identified include
complete flakes (n= 5, 50%), cores (n= 3, 30%), and broken flakes (n= 2, 20%).
Plate 39: Exposure containing artefacts, note
area of introduced gravels

Plate 40: Red silcrete artefacts, VAS3, scale:
10 cm

6.3.1.4 Varroville Artefact Scatter 4 (VAS4, #52-2-4023)
Site Type:
Artefact Scatter
Centroid:
Site Length: Eleven metres
Site Width:
Seven metres
Varroville Artefact Scatter 4 was recorded located across a crest landform context approximately fifty
metres south east of site VAS3. The artefacts were located within an area of exposure associated
with the vehicle track that runs across the top of the ridgeline.
The site has extensive views approximately 280 degrees from the north east clockwise to the north
west including views of local hills and ridgelines, Campbelltown, the Woronora Special Area and
Heathcote National Park to the south. The site comprised an artefact scatter of five artefacts and
measured approximately eleven metres long and seven metres wide. Three quartz flakes, all with
negative flake scars evident, one silcrete flake and one indurated mudstone/tuff (IMT) medial flake
were identified during the recording of the site.
Results of current assessment
Updated Site Length: Eleven metres
Updated Site Width: Seven metres
The current assessment did not relocate the original artefacts identified at VAS4 however one
additional artefact was identified (n=6). Visibility was high across the exposure and the site appeared
to be in a similar condition to the original recording. Minimal disturbance caused by erosion was noted
across the exposure. It is likely that the artefacts have eroded from subsurface deposits.
Of the artefacts recorded quartz was the predominant raw material (n=4, 67%), two silcrete artefacts
were also recorded (33%). The assemblage consists of complete flakes (n= 3, 50%) and flake
fragments (n= 3, 50%).
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Plate 41: Exposure in which artefact was
identified, VAS4

Plate 42: Quartz artefact, VAS4, scale: 10 cm

6.3.1.5 Varroville Artefact Scatter 5, (VAS5 #52-2-4108)
Site Type:
Artefact Scatter
Centroid:
Site Length: 140 metres (combined with VAS6)
Site Width:
180 metres (combined with VAS6)
Site VAS5 was originally recorded as an artefact scatter identified across a narrow crest that runs
west to east off the escarpment located directly west of the current study area. Views from the site are
restricted but are primarily to the northeast. The artefact scatter is approximately 50 metres long and
10 metres wide. The artefact scatter was identified along a vehicle access track directly beneath
overhead electrical cables. The majority of the artefacts were located along areas of exposure along
the edge of an unformed vehicle access track.
The site was identified within a landform complex consisting of three well-defined gently sloping crest
landforms and two small drainage depressions. Areas of PAD were identified within this context
associated with VAS5 and VAS6.
Results of current assessment
Updated Site Length: 140 metres (combined with VAS6)
Updated Site Width: 180 metres (combined with VAS6)
The current assessment found VAS5 to be in an intact and good condition (Plate 43). Visibility was
affected by the wet weather conditions at the time of survey. This resulted in lower visibility across the
exposure than when the site was originally recorded. The site is located within an access track
associated with a power line that runs along the western boundary of the study area. The exposure in
which the artefacts are located appears to have been affected by erosion with artefacts identified
embedded in the ground.
The assemblage at VAS5 consists of 13 artefacts. Raw materials present include silcrete (n= 11,
86%, see Plate 44), quartz (n= 1, 7%) and IMT (n= 1, 7%). The assemblage consists predominantly
of flake fragments (n= 8, 62%), with two complete flakes (15%) and one unifacial core (8%) also
identified. Of the artefacts identified two silcrete artefacts were found to be embedded in the ground
surface and so the reduction type was not identified. Retouch was noted on one of the complete
flakes which appeared to have been backed.

Page 37

Macarthur Memorial Park, St Andrews Road, Varroville

Plate 43: View south across VAS5, scale 1 m Plate 44: Yellow silcrete core, scale: 10 cm

6.3.1.6 Varroville Artefact Scatter 6 (VAS6, #52-2-4109)
Site Type:
Artefact Scatter
Location:
Site Length: 140 metres (combined with VAS5)
Site Width:
180 metres (combined with VAS5)
Site VAS6 was originally recorded as an artefact scatter identified across a narrow crest. Views from
the site are restricted. The artefact scatter was identified along the edge of new growth Cumberland
Plain Woodland with some introduced species. The grass cover was dry and sparse with the A1 soil
horizon evident across much of the site. The soil profile was evident in areas of exposure and rivets
and cracks were evident. The majority of the artefacts were located within small areas of exposure.
The site was noted to be located within the same crest context as VAS5 and areas of PAD associated
with this landform.
Results of current assessment
Updated Site Length: 140 metres (combined with VAS6)
Updated Site Width: 180 metres (combined with VAS6)
The current assessment did not identify the previously recorded artefacts at VAS6. Grass has
overgrown much of the exposures in which the artefacts were recorded reducing visibility and
exposure across the site (Plate 45). There were no obvious disturbances noted and the site appeared
to be relatively intact and in good condition. The crest landform on which VAS6 and VAS5 are located
appears to also be in a good condition with very little disturbances noted. It is likely that the crest
would contain subsurface archaeological deposits (Plate 46). For this reason these sites have been
included within the same extent mapped in Figure 6.
Plate 45: Area of exposure at recorded
coordinates for VAS6, scale: 1 m

Plate 46: Area of potential associated with VAS5
and VAS 6
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6.3.1.7 Varroville Artefact Scatter 7 (VAS7, 52-2-4110)
Site Type:
Artefact Scatter
Location:
Site Length: 320 metres
Site Width:
50 metres
Site VAS7 was recorded as an artefact scatter consisting of seven stone artefacts and one glass
artefact. The site was recorded along a bisected narrow crest that runs west to east along the western
boundary fence line that borders St Andrews Road. The artefact scatter was identified along a vehicle
access track directly beneath overhead power lines. The majority of the artefacts were located along
areas of exposure that appeared to be eroding out of the edge of the access track.
Results of current assessment
Updated Site Length: 320 metres
Recorded Site Width: 50 metres
The current assessment did not relocate the artefacts originally recorded at VAS7 however an
additional five artefacts were identified within the vicinity of the recorded coordinates (n= 13). The
artefacts were all recorded within an exposure caused by a vehicle access track (Plate 47). Given the
wet conditions during the assessment visibility was reduced. Dense leaf litter in some areas also
reduced the visibility within the exposures.
The assemblage consists of predominantly silcrete artefacts (n= 10, 77%). Quartz (n=1, 7%), IMT
(n=1, 7%) and glass (n= 1, 7%) were also noted. Reduction types identified included broken flake
fragments (n= 10, 77%), complete flakes (n= 2, 15%, see Plate 48) and one core (7%).
Plate 47: Vehicle track in which artefacts at
VAS7 are located, scale: 1 m

Plate 48: silcrete flake, scale: 10 cm

6.3.1.8 Varroville Isolated Find 1 (VIF1, #45-5-4322)
Site Type:
Isolated Find
Centroid:
Site VIF1 was originally recorded on the escarpment ridgeline towards the northwest corner of the
study area within a deflated exposure. The isolated artefact was recorded as a red silcrete medial
flake fragment located within a zone of heavy disturbance with no A1 horizon evident.
Results of current assessment
VIF1 was not relocated during the current survey. Upon inspection the slope in which the recorded
coordinates place the find was heavily eroded (Plate 49). It is likely that the artefact has since been
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washed away from its recorded location. Another artefact (VIF7) was recorded within 10 metres of
VIF1.
Plate 49: Location of VIF1, scale: 1 m

6.3.1.9 Varroville Isolated Find 2 (VIF2 #45-5-4323)
Site Type:
Isolated Find
Centroid:
VIF2 was originally recorded as a red silcrete proximal flake fragment located along a natural water
run-off channel mid-slope on the northern escarpment face.
Results of current assessment
The artefact at VIF2 was not relocated. The location of the recorded coordinates appeared to be
heavily eroded with deep channels evidencing the erosive nature of the slope (Plate 50).
Plate 50: Location of coordinates for VIF2,
scale: 1 m

6.3.1.10 Varroville Isolated Find 3 (VIF3 #52-2-4024)
Site Type:
Isolated Find
Centroid:
Site VIF3 was recorded as a single artefact identified in a slope landform context on a surface
exposure associated with an unformed vehicle track / livestock activity. The red silcrete split flake with
a facetted platform was located amongst an area of regrowth and old growth trees.
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Results of current assessment
The isolated find was not relocated during the current assessment. The slope on which VIF3 was
originally recorded appeared to be highly eroded and it is likely that the artefact has since been
washed further down the slope (Plate 51). Newly recorded artefact scatter VAS8 was recorded down
slope from VIF3. However it does not appear that VIF3 was recorded with the scatter.
Plate 51: Eroded track where VIF3 was
originally recorded. Scale: 1 m

6.3.1.11 Varroville Isolated Find 4 (VIF4 #52-2-4025)
Site Type:
Isolated Find
Centroid:
Site VIF4 was originally recorded on a slope within a stand of regrowth eucalypts. The identified
artefact consisted of a red silcrete distal flake fragment.
Results of current assessment
The artefact at VIF4 was not relocated during the current assessment. The area in which the recorded
coordinates were located has been heavily trampled by cattle (Plate 52). The area was also
waterlogged due to the wet weather conditions at the time of survey.
Plate 52: Recorded location of VIF4, very
waterlogged and trampled at time of
assessment, scale: 1 m
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6.3.2

Newly recorded Aboriginal sites

6.3.2.1 Varroville Artefact Scatter 8 (VAS8)
Site Type:
Artefact Scatter
Centroid:
Site Length: 25 metres
Site Width:
25 metres
VAS8 is located within an exposure associated with an unsealed vehicle access track. The site is
located on a lower slope 50 metres west of VIF3 and 190 metres south west of VAS2. An incised
drainage line is located 50 metres south of the site. VAS8 featured excellent visibility at the time of
recording. The exposure in which the artefacts are located appears to be highly eroded and artefacts
were noted eroding out of the ground surface (Plate 53). Other than erosion the site appeared to be
relatively undisturbed. Stands of new growth Cumberland Woodland are located to the north and
south of the site.
The assemblage consists of six stone artefacts. Silcrete is the predominant raw material (n= 5, 84%)
with chert also recorded (n=1, 16%). Reduction types present included complete flakes (n =2, 33%),
and flake fragments (n= 4, 67%). Of the artefacts recorded two showed evidence of retouch (see
Plate 54).
Plate 53: View west across VAS8

Plate 54: Silcrete complete flake with evidence
of retouch recorded at VAS8, scale: 10 cm

6.3.2.2 Varroville Artefact Scatter 9 (VAS9)
Site Type:
Artefact Scatter
Centroid:
Site Length: 25 metres
Site Width:
17 metres
VAS9 was recorded within an area of exposure located on a sloping crest landform. The exposed
area appears to be associated with an unsealed vehicle access track (Plate 55). The scatter consists
of a silcrete complete flake and a quartz angular fragment (Plate 56). The exposure featured high
visibility and very little evidence of disturbance. The area surrounding the exposure was covered by
dense short grass.
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Plate 55: View of VAS9 to the North

Plate 56: Quartz angular fragment, VAS9

6.3.2.3 Varroville Artefact Scatter 10 (VAS10)
Site Type:
Artefact Scatter
Centroid:
Site Length: 10 metres
Site Width:
10 metres
VAS10 is located on the northern escarpment approximately 50 metres east of VAS1. The site was
recorded within a similar context as VAS1 and is likely associated with the other artefact scatters
located along this ridgeline. The artefacts were identified within an unsealed narrow access track
(Plate 57). Visibility and exposure was high within the access track however vegetation and leaf litter
inhibited visibility in the areas surrounding the track. The site is bounded by the property fence and
dense bushes to the north and the steep slope of the escarpment to the south. The artefacts recorded
consisted of a silcrete complete flake and a silcrete multi-directional core (Plate 58).
Plate 57: View east across VAS10

Plate 58: Silcrete multi directional core
recorded at VAS10, scale: 10 cm

6.3.2.4 Varroville Artefact Scatter 11 (VAS11)
Site Type:
Artefact Scatter
Centroid:
Site Length: 30 metres
Site Width:
40 metres
VAS11 consists of three artefacts located within a large clearing approximately 75 metres west of
VAS1 (Plate 59). The exposure in which the artefacts were identified featured excellent visibility
impeded in some areas by dense leaf litter. The clearing is surrounded by native remnant
Cumberland Woodland vegetation as well as introduced olive trees and weeds. The assemblage
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consists of a basalt hammer stone fragment, a chert complete flake and a silcrete angular fragment.
The hammer stone fragment featured a ground surface and evidence of pitting (Plate 60).
Plate 59: Clearing in which VAS11 is located

Plate 60: Basalt hammer stone fragment
recorded at VAS11, scale: 10cm

6.3.2.5 Varroville Artefact Scatter 12 (VAS12)
Site Type:
Artefact Scatter
Centroid:
Site Length: 20 metres
Site Width:
10 metres
VAS12 is located in the north western corner of the study area on the ridgeline of the northern
escarpment. The artefacts were recorded in an exposure next to an ants nest. The area in which the
artefacts are located is generally flat with a steep slope located to the south (Plate 61). The
assemblage consists of a chert proximal flake fragment, a chert complete flake and a silcrete
complete flake (Plate 62). The site is located approximately 300 metres west of VAS11 and
approximately 80 metres west of VIF9.
Plate 61: View south across VAS12, scale: 1 m Plate 62: Silcrete complete flake recorded at
VAS12, scale: 10 cm

6.3.2.6 Varroville Artefact Scatter 13 (VAS13)
Site Type:
Artefact Scatter
Centroid:
Site Length: 100 metres
Site Width:
40 metres
VAS13 consists of 10 artefacts recorded within an exposure on the southern crest of the eastern
ridgeline. The ridge line slopes steeply to the south east and north west of the exposure (Plate 63).
The exposure appears to have been heavily disturbed (Plate 64). Basal clay is visible on the ground
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surface and much of the A horizon appears to have been stripped. Mounding is apparent throughout
much of the site and evidence of trampling by cattle was noted. Due to the wet weather conditions at
the time of survey the site was very waterlogged and this impeded visibility to a large extent. In dry
conditions the visibility would generally be excellent throughout the site.
The artefacts recorded predominantly consisted of silcrete (n=7, 7%) with some quartz also present
(n=3, 30%). The most frequent reduction type recorded was angular fragment (n= 6, 60%) with four
complete flakes also recorded (40% see Plate 65 and Plate 66).
Plate 63: View south across VAS13, steep
slopes to the south west of the site

Plate 64: View east across VAS13, evidence of
ground disturbance visible across the site

Plate 65: Silcrete complete flake recorded at
VAS13, scale: 10 cm

Plate 66: Silcrete complete flake recorded at
VAS 13, scale: 10 cm

6.3.2.7 Varroville Isolated Find 5 (VIF5)
Site Type:
Isolated artefact
Centroid:
VIF5 is a quartz angular fragment recorded near the northern boundary of the study area within an
access track (Plate 67 to Plate 68).
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Plate 67: Location of VIF5 view to the east

Plate 68: VIF5, scale: 10 cm

6.3.2.8 Varroville Isolated Find 6 (VIF6)
Site Type:
Isolated artefact
Centroid:
Site VIF6 consists of a red silcrete blade (Plate 69). The artefact is located in between VAS1 and
VAS12 within the same ridgeline access track exposure (Plate 70). The artefact shows evidence of
backing.
Plate 69: VIF6, scale 10 cm

Plate 70: Location of VIF6, view east towards
VAS1

6.3.2.9 Varroville Isolated Find 7 (VIF7)
Site Type:
Isolated artefact
Centroid:
Site VIF7 is located approximately 60 metres west of VAS11 and 10 metres east of VIF1. The site
consists of a single silcrete complete flake (Plate 71). The artefact is located within the same ridgeline
landform context and vehicle access track exposure as VAS1, VAS10, VAS11, VAS12, VIF1 and
VIF6 (Plate 72).
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Plate 71: VIF7, scale: 10 cm

Plate 72: Location of VIF7 view east, scale: 1
m

6.3.2.10 Varroville Isolated Find 8 (VIF8)
Site Type:
Isolated artefact
Centroid:
VIF8 consists of a single silcrete proximal flake fragment (Plate 73). The artefact was recorded within
an exposure on the northern escarpment towards the edge of the ridge line before it descends steeply
to the south (Plate 74).
Plate 73: VIF8, scale: 10 cm

Plate 74: View towards VIF8 located near edge
of ridge line

6.3.2.11 Varroville Isolated Find 9 (VIF9)
Site Type:
Isolated artefact
Centroid:
VIF9 is located approximately 20 metres west of VIF 8 (Plate 75 to Plate 76). The site consists of a
single quartz complete flake. Like VIF8, VIF9 is located towards the southern edge of the escarpment.
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Plate 75: View east across VIF9

Plate 76: VIF9, scale: 10 cm

6.3.2.12 Varroville Isolated Find 10 (VIF10)
Site Type:
Isolated artefact
Centroid:
Site VIF10 consists of single red silcrete angular fragment (Plate 77). The artefact was recorded
within a vehicle access track along the eastern ridgeline. The site is located approximately 40 metres
south of VAS3.
Plate 77: VIF10, scale: 10 cm

6.3.2.13 Varroville Isolated Find 11 (VIF11)
Site Type:
Isolated artefact
Centroid:
Site VIF11 consists of a single yellow indurated mudstone tuff complete flake (Plate 78). The site is
located within an exposure on the eastern ridgeline approximately 45 metres south of VAS4 (Plate
79).
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Plate 78: VIF11, scale 10 cm

Plate 79: Location of VIF 11, view to the west

6.3.2.14 Varroville Isolated Find 12 (VIF12)
Site Type:
Isolated artefact
Centroid:
Site VIF 12 consists of a grey silcrete proximal flake fragment (Plate 80). The artefact was located
within an exposure associated with a cattle feeding trough (Plate 81). The area was very disturbed
due to animal activity.
Plate 80: VIF12, scale: 10 cm

Plate 81: Location of VIF12, view to the west

6.3.2.15 Varroville Isolated Find 13 (VIF13)
Site Type:
Isolated artefact
Centroid:
VIF13 was identified within a cattle track along the eastern boundary of the study area (Plate 82). The
site is located down slope from the eastern ridge line. The site consists of a single quartz complete
flake (Plate 83).
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Plate 82: Location of VIF13, view to the north

Plate 83: VIF13, scale: 10 cm

6.3.2.16 Varroville Isolated Find 14 (VIF14)
Site Type:
Isolated artefact
Centroid:
VIF14 consists of a single banded chert complete flake (Plate 84). The site is located on a crest near
the Varroville House outbuildings. The artefact was identified within a disturbed area of exposure
(Plate 85).
Plate 84: VIF14, scale: 10 cm

Plate 85: Location of VIF14, view to the west

6.3.2.17 Varroville Isolated Find 15 (VIF15)
Site Type:
Isolated artefact
Centroid:
VIF15 consists of single silcrete angular fragment (Plate 86). The artefact was identified within an
exposure associated with a dam located near the western boundary of the study area.
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Plate 86: VIF15, scale: 10 cm

6.3.3

Site Complexes

The current survey identified two concentrations of sites along the northern escarpment and the
eastern ridgeline. These concentrations have been categorised as site complexes due to the
proximity of the sites to each other and their location within two distinct landforms.
6.3.3.1 Varroville Site Complex 1 (VSC1)
Varroville Site Complex 1 incorporates all of the artefact scatters and isolated artefacts within the
northern escarpment (see Figure 7). These sites are:


VAS1



VAS10



VAS11



VAS12



VIF1



VIF5



VIF6



VIF7



VIF8



VIF9

The complex consists of 20 stone artefacts in total identified along an unformed vehicle track
extending approximately 585 metres along the northern escarpment. The artefacts were identified
eroding out of the track. Visibility was generally high although it was lower in areas of dense leaf litter
and grass cover. It is likely that more artefacts could be identified in association with VSC1.
Disturbance was low across the escarpment. Areas of erosion along the steep southern slope were
identified as the main source of any ground disturbance. This was generally outside the vicinity of the
artefact concentration. Areas of medium and high archaeological potential have previously been
identified on the escarpment (Brown 2010, Kayandel 2008). The concentration of artefacts and low
disturbance levels indicates that there is the potential for intact subsurface deposits to be located
within VSC1.
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6.3.3.2 Varroville Site Complex 2 (VSC2)
Varroville site complex 2 is located along the eastern ridgeline of the study area and incorporates the
following sites:


VAS2



VAS3



VAS4



VAS13



VIF10



VIF11

The complex consists of 78 stone artefacts in total located along an unsealed vehicle track extending
approximately 470 metres along the ridgeline (see Figure 8). Visibility was generally high within the
track however dense grass impeded visibility to nil on either side of the track. Artefacts were generally
found to be eroding out of the track indicating that in less disturbed areas there may be the potential
for intact subsurface archaeological deposits to be located within VSC2.
The southern portion of the ridgeline is heavily disturbed. This area of the landform has been heavily
modified with cutting and mounding evident throughout the area of VAS13. Whilst artefacts were
located within this area given that the majority of the A horizon has been removed it is unlikely that
intact archaeological deposits will be located within this area. The analysis of aerial photography for
the study area indicates that this disturbance had occurred at least by 1961.
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7.0

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION
7.1

Disturbance Levels

Disturbance was evident throughout the study area to varying degrees. Vegetation clearance has
occurred across the majority of the study area with some stands of old growth native vegetation
remaining in areas of survey units 6 and 7. Ground disturbance and landform modification was
identified in relation to the numerous dams located across the property and along the southern face of
the eastern ridgeline and eastern slope below Varroville House. This landform modification appears to
be terracing of the slope face relating to viticulture. The southern portion of the eastern ridgeline was
also heavily disturbed with most of the A horizon removed from this area. The paddocks lining St
Andrew’s road along the south eastern portion of the study area in survey units 3, 6 and 7 show some
evidence of disturbance caused by ploughing and crop cultivation.
Areas within survey unit 1, 2, 3 and along the eastern ridgeline demonstrated very low levels of
disturbance. Vehicle access tracks meander through these areas however do not appear to have had
substantial impacts to the top soil in these areas. The majority of the sites identified within the study
area were located within these access tracks.

7.2

Analysis of Archaeological Potential

Archaeological potential is closely related to the levels of ground disturbance in the area. Other
factors are also taken into account when assessing archaeological potential, such as whether
artefacts were located on the surface, and whether the area is within a sensitive land form unit
according to the predictive statements for the area.
Previous archaeological investigation within the local area indicate that there is potential for intact
cultural material to be located within surface and subsurface contexts along level areas of ridgelines
and on crest landforms with a view of the surrounding lowlands. Areas in which considerable ground
disturbance has occurred will have a lower potential for intact cultural material to be located within
surface and subsurface contexts. Within the study area this includes the areas of terracing along the
southern face of the eastern ridge line and the cultivated paddocks along St Andrews Road.
Utilising the conclusions of previous studies in the local area as well the results of the current study
an archaeological sensitivity model has been proposed for the study area (Figure 9). Areas with little
to no disturbance have been identified as having high archaeological sensitivity as marked in blue in
Figure 9. This includes the northern escarpment, eastern ridgeline and central low lying crests. Areas
of moderate sensitivity have been identified in areas were minimal disturbance has been noted but
sensitive landforms such as crests are still intact. This area is shaded in orange in Figure 9. Areas of
low sensitivity are those in which evidence of disturbance is widespread but the surface expression of
artefacts indicates a low possibility of further subsurface materials to be located within the study area.
These areas are shaded in yellow in Figure 9. Areas which are not archaeologically sensitive are
those which have been significantly disturbed. This includes the terracing along the southern hillslope
of the eastern escarpment and those hill slopes that would have been too steep to have been used as
a camping area below the northern escarpment.

7.2.1

Contact archaeology

As noted in Section 3.2, there was friendly contact between some local British landholders and the
local Aboriginal community. This includes reported corrobborees occurring further to the south near
Camden and approximately three kilometres to the north at Denham Court. Although no direct
evidence during preparation of this report has been identified of Aboriginal activities taking place on
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the Varro Ville property, it is possible that evidence of contact between local landholders and the local
Aboriginal community, including glass and ceramic artefacts, may be identified within the study area
during further archaeological investigations.
Figure 9: Archaeological sensitivity
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8.0

STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS

This study has been undertaken in the context of several pieces of legislation that relate to Aboriginal
heritage and its protection in New South Wales.
National Parks and Wildlife Act (1974) (NPW Act)
The NPW Act, administered by the OEH provides statutory protection for all Aboriginal ‘objects’
(consisting of any material evidence of the Aboriginal occupation of NSW) under Section 90 of the
Act, and for ‘Aboriginal Places’ (areas of cultural significance to the Aboriginal community) under
Section 84.
The protection provided to Aboriginal objects applies irrespective of the level of their significance or
issues of land tenure. However, areas are only gazetted as Aboriginal Places if the Minister is
satisfied that sufficient evidence exists to demonstrate that the location was and/or is, of special
significance to Aboriginal culture.
The NPW Act was amended in 2010 and as a result the legislative structure for seeking permission to
impact on heritage items has changed. A Section 90 permit is now the only Aboriginal Heritage
Impact Permit (AHIP) available and is granted by the OEH. Various factors are considered by OEH in
the AHIP application process, such as site significance, Aboriginal consultation requirements, ESD
principles, project justification and consideration of alternatives. The penalties and fines for damaging
or defacing an Aboriginal object have also increased.
As part of the administration of Part 6 of the NPW Act OEH has developed regulatory guidelines on
Aboriginal consultation, which are outlined in Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements
for Proponents (2010). Guidelines have also been developed for the processes of due diligence - Due
Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (2010), and for
investigation of Aboriginal objects - Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal
Objects in New South Wales (2010) in accordance with the 2010 amendment to the NPW Act.
Aboriginal sites are located within the study area. An AHIP would be required prior to impacts to these
sites occurring.
Environmental Planning & Assessment Act (1979)
The EP&A Act is administered by the Department of Planning and Infrastructure, and provides
planning controls and requirements for environmental assessment in the development approval
process. This Act has three main parts of direct relevance to Aboriginal cultural heritage. Namely,
Part 3 which governs the preparation of planning instruments, Part 4 which relates to development
assessment processes for local government (consent) authorities and Part 5 which relates to activity
approvals by governing (determining) authorities.
Aboriginal Land Rights Act (1983)
The Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 is administered by the NSW Department of Human Services Aboriginal Affairs. This Act established Aboriginal Land Councils (at State and Local levels). These
bodies have a statutory obligation under the Act to; (a) take action to protect the culture and heritage
of Aboriginal persons in the council’s area, subject to any other law, and (b) promote awareness in
the community of the culture and heritage of Aboriginal persons in the council’s area.
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Native Title Act (1994)
The Native Title Act 1994 was introduced to work in conjunction with the Commonwealth Native Title
Act. Native Title claims, registers and Indigenous Land Use Agreements are administered under the
Act.
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9.0

SIGNIFICANCE ASSESSMENT
9.1

Assessment Criteria

Archaeological significance refers to the archaeological or scientific importance of a landscape or
area. This is characterised by using archaeological criteria such as archaeological research potential,
representativeness and rarity of the archaeological resource and potential for educational values.
These are outlined below:


Research potential: does the evidence suggest any potential to contribute to an understanding of
the area and/or region and/or state’s natural and cultural history?



Representativeness: how much variability (outside and/or inside the study area) exists, what is
already conserved, how much connectivity is there?



Rarity: is the subject area important in demonstrating a distinctive way of life, custom, process,
landuse, function or design no longer practised? Is it in danger of being lost or of exceptional
interest?



Education potential: does the subject area contain teaching sites or sites that might have teaching
potential?

The archaeological potential of each recorded Aboriginal site and the study area as a whole is closely
related to significance values. Areas of moderate archaeological potential have research potential and
the potential for Aboriginal objects that are representative of Cumberland Plain archaeology. Areas of
moderate archaeological potential are less likely to contain Aboriginal objects with rarity values.
Areas of low archaeological potential have limited research potential and rarity values, and are likely
to be in disturbed contexts not representative of intact areas on the Cumberland Plain. All recorded
Aboriginal sites and areas of archaeological potential within the Precinct have education potential.
The distribution and nature of Aboriginal sites and associated heritage values provide important
educational values for Aboriginal land-use on the Cumberland Plain. Higher educational values are
associated with more intact areas on the Cumberland Plain such as Varroville, considering the dense
residential and commercial development in parts of the region.

9.2

Archaeological Significance Assessment

The archaeological significance of the sites recorded within the study area have been assessed
based on observations made during the site survey, previous investigations in the region as well as
the landscape and archaeological context of the study area. The significance values are summarised
in Table 4 below. The sites composing Varroville Site Complex 1 and 2 have not been assessed
individually as their significance values are associated with their location within the site complexes.
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Sites of unknown archaeological significance
VAS5, and VAS6 have been assessed as demonstrating unknown archaeological significance. This is
due to the fact that these sites are located in areas of limited surface visibility and the surface
artefacts identified in these areas do not necessarily demonstrate the full nature and extent of each
site area. The sites were identified within an area of archaeological sensitivity associated with
ridgeline and crest landforms and undisturbed areas; therefore there may be subsurface cultural
material at these locations. The archaeological significance of these sites cannot be accurately
assessed until further archaeological investigations have been conducted.

9.3

Cultural Significance

The Aboriginal cultural heritage values associated with the Precinct will be discussed by Aboriginal
stakeholders in their written responses to this report.
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10.0 KEY CONSTRAINTS AND OPPORTUNITIES ANALYSIS
The proposed works within the study area have to potential to impact on Aboriginal heritage values.
As there is potential for Aboriginal sites to be impacted, further archaeological investigations would be
conducted, an impact assessment made and mitigation and management measures considered prior
to any works commencing. The potential Aboriginal archaeological constraints are outlined below.

10.1 Aboriginal Sites and Objects
There are 11 registered sites located within the study area. There are 17 newly recorded sites located
within the study area. There are two site complexes located within the study area comprised of these
sites. The site complexes have been assessed to be of high archaeological significance. This is
related to the high density of surface artefacts which is rare within Cumberland Plain archaeology and
their potential to contribute to overarching research questions concerning the Cumberland Plain
archaeology. Further investigation is required within these site complexes to understand the extent
and nature of archaeological material including subsurface deposits. This investigation would take
place before any ground disturbance works would occur within the vicinity of the site complexes.

10.2 Archaeological Sensitivity
The current study has proposed a model of archaeological sensitivity for the study area. This is based
on the findings of the current survey as well as previous research within the local area.

10.2.1 Areas of high archaeological sensitivity
The areas within the northern escarpment and eastern ridgeline have been assessed as
demonstrating high archaeological sensitivity. This is given the high density of sites located on these
landforms. Many of the artefacts were recorded as eroding out of the ground surface therefore it is
likely that intact archaeological deposits may be located within these landforms. The areas of high
archaeological sensitivity require further archaeological investigation in the form of excavation prior to
any ground disturbance works commencing in those areas. Conservation of these areas should be a
priority where possible. Only if all practicable alternatives have been exhausted would impacts be
considered justified. Comprehensive salvage excavations may be necessary.

10.2.2 Areas of moderate archaeological sensitivity
The areas of moderate archaeological sensitivity include low lying crest landforms. The predictive
model indicates that these landforms have the potential to contain intact archaeological deposits. The
sites located within this area were generally of a lower density than those along the higher lying
crests. This region demonstrated some disturbance throughout although the crest landforms
appeared to generally be in good condition. Conservation of these areas should occur where
possible. If conservation is not practicable, salvage excavations or similar mitigation determined in
consultation with the Aboriginal community would be necessary.

10.2.3 Areas of low archaeological sensitivity
Areas of low potential include those areas that have been disturbed through ground surface
modification such as dam construction. Some sites are located within this area although they
generally consist of isolated finds and scatters located in disturbed contexts. The vegetation located
in the south eastern corner of the study area has the potential to contain culturally modified trees
given the relative age of the vegetation. It was not possible to investigate these trees further due to
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dense box thorns located within the vicinity. No subsurface archaeological investigations are required
within the area of low archaeological potential. The trees would be inspected before any vegetation
removal takes place.

10.2.4 Areas deemed not to be archaeologically sensitive
Areas which have no archaeological potential include the steep slopes below the northern
escarpment and the southern slopes of the eastern ridge line and eastern slopes below Varroville
house. The archaeological predictive model indicates that intact archaeological deposits are unlikely
to occur on steep slopes. The remainder of the area of no archaeological potential has been heavily
disturbed due to agricultural activities such as terracing and therefore is unlikely to contain intact
archaeological deposits.

10.3 The Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) Process
Part 6 of the NPW Act administered by OEH provides specific protection for Aboriginal objects and
declared Aboriginal places by establishing offences of harm. Harm is defined to mean destroying,
defacing or damaging an Aboriginal object or declared Aboriginal place, or moving an object from the
land.
Anyone proposing to carry out an activity that may harm an Aboriginal object must investigate, assess
and report on the harm that may be caused by the activity they propose. OEH have developed a
series of guidelines and codes of practice for assessing and investigating Aboriginal cultural heritage
in NSW.
As Aboriginal objects and areas of sensitivity have been found within the study area it will be
necessary to apply for an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) to impact. This permit allows the
proponent to disturb or destroy Aboriginal objects in the area to which the permit applies. Prior to a
permit being granted for an area the proponent must satisfy a number of requirements these include


Initial Due Diligence survey to identify if Aboriginal objects exist in an area.



Review of background information.



Initiation of consultation with Aboriginal stakeholders.



Identification and assessment of cultural heritage values.


This may require test excavation under The Code of Practice.



Assessment of harm of proposed activity.



Avoidance of harm.

If harm to an area can be avoided an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report will be
prepared and submitted to OEH to accompany the application for the AHIP. The AHIP would allow
harm provided the outlined management and mitigation were undertaken.


Minimise the impacts – work out how harm will be minimised.


Where unavoidable impacts occur then measures to mitigate and manage impacts are
proposed. Mitigation measures primarily concern preserving the heritage values of sites
beyond the physical existence of the site. The most common methods of this involve detailed
recording of Aboriginal objects, archaeological test and salvage excavations, artefact analysis
and, where appropriate, reburial of Aboriginal objects in a location determined by the
registered Aboriginal stakeholders.
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10.4 Conservation
Conservation of areas of identified Aboriginal heritage values within the study area should be
considered as part of the ongoing design process. Areas of high archaeological sensitivity should be
conserved as a priority where possible unless all practicable alternatives have been exhausted. Areas
of moderate archaeological sensitivity should also be conserved where practicable.

10.5 Heritage Interpretation
It is recommended that a Heritage Interpretation Plan (HIP) is prepared in consultation with Aboriginal
stakeholders. The HIP should address methods of incorporating identified Aboriginal heritage values
into the design process, such as use of native vegetation in replanting, use of local Aboriginal place
names and interpretative signage providing information on Aboriginal land-use within the study area
and surrounding area.

10.6 Ongoing Aboriginal stakeholder consultation
Ongoing Aboriginal stakeholder consultation should occur throughout the project. This includes
ongoing consultation in accordance with OEH guidelines throughout the archaeological excavation
process, preparation of an ACHAR and when submitting AHIP application(s) to OEH.
Aboriginal stakeholder consultation should also take place during preparation of any Aboriginal
heritage interpretation strategies for the study area (see Section 10.5).
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11.0 RECOMMENDATIONS
The following recommendations were based on consideration of:


Statutory requirements under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 as amended.



The results of the background research, site survey and assessment.



The interests of the Aboriginal stakeholder groups.

It was found that:


There are 11 previously registered sites located within the study area. There are 17 newly
recorded sites located within the study area.



Two Aboriginal site complexes consisting of 16 individual sites are currently known to be located
within the current study area (VSC1 and VSC2). These site complexes have been assessed as
demonstrating high archaeological significance.



Five of the recorded sites in the study area have been assessed as demonstrating low
archaeological significance (VAS7, VAS9, VAS8, VIF3, VIF4 and VIF13).



Two of the recorded sites in the study area have been assessed as demonstrating unknown
archaeological significance (VAS5 and VAS6).



Archaeological sensitivity mapping for the study area has identified areas of high, moderate, low
and nil archaeological sensitivity.

It is therefore recommended that:


Efforts should be made during the design process to avoid impacts to Aboriginal objects and to
conserve areas of high archaeological sensitivity.



If Aboriginal sites are to be impacted by the proposal an area based Aboriginal Heritage Impact
Permit (AHIP) would be required prior to impacts.



The areas of high archaeological sensitivity require further archaeological investigation in the form
of excavation prior to any ground disturbance works commencing in those areas. Efforts to avoid
impacts to areas of high archaeological sensitivity should be a priority.



Areas of moderate archaeological sensitivity would require further archaeological investigation
prior to ground disturbance works occurring in this area. This investigation would include test
excavation of the various landforms located in the area of sensitivity under the OEH Code of
Practice. Efforts to conserve these areas should be made where possible.



Areas of low archaeological sensitivity do not require subsurface archaeological investigations
prior to works commencing. However, should artefacts be identified works should stop immediately
and the unexpected finds procedure should be followed.



The mature trees located in the south eastern portion of the study area should be inspected by an
archaeologist for cultural scaring or carving after the box thorns have been removed and prior to
the trees being disturbed.
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There are no archaeological heritage constraints for areas that have been assessed as
demonstrating no archaeological sensitivity.



If unforseen Aboriginal objects are uncovered during construction, work should cease, and an
archaeologist, OEH, and Tharawal Local Aboriginal Land Council (TLALC) should be informed. If
human remains are found, work should cease, the site should be secured and the NSW Police and
OEH should be notified.



A Heritage Interpretation Plan (HIP) should be prepared for the study area in consultation with
Aboriginal stakeholders. This plan would include methods of incorporating identified Aboriginal
heritage values into the design process, such as use of native vegetation in replanting, use of local
Aboriginal place names and interpretative signage providing information on Aboriginal land-use
within the study area and surrounding area.
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166 St Andrews Road, Varrowville

R e p a i r & Te m p o r a r y P r o t e c t i v e W o r k s M e t h o d o l o g y
for the Shingle Roofed Shed & Cottage Roof

December 2014

Following this visit an approach was agreed for works to the Cottage
roof, these are set out below. It was further agreed that additional
temporary stabilisation works to the adjacent Shingle Roofed Shed
be carried out, these works are described in Section 3 of this report.

1.2

Site Identification

The subject site is located on the north western side of St Andrews
Road, Varroville. It is described by NSW Land and Property
Information (LPI) as Lot 22, DP 564 065.

1.3

Authorship

This report has been prepared by Samantha Polkinghorne, Senior
Heritage Consultant, of Graham Brooks and Associates Pty Ltd
and has been reviewed by the Director, Graham Brooks. Unless
otherwise noted all of the photographs and drawings in this report
are by Graham Brooks and Associates Pty Ltd.

1.4

Report Limitations

This Report is limited to addressing temporary repairs to the Cottage
and stabilisation of the masonry walls of the Shingle Roofed Shed.
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2.0

Cottage
2.1

Temporary Roof Repairs

Issue:
During a recent storm event two to three sheets of corrugated
roofing iron were dislodged from the southern end of the Cottage
roof, with one having fallen to the ground. Early timber shingles can
be seen below this later roofing material.
The two issues arising from this event are,
1. The building is no longer as weatherproof
2. There is the potential to loose original shingle roofing fabric.
Protective Methodology:
•

Salvage the loose sheet of iron for reinstatement.

•

A roofing contractor, with experience working with heritage
buildings, is to repair the loose and dislodged sheets of iron so
that they resume weatheproofing the building.

•

The roofer is to inspect the rest of the roof, including the
verandah, and tighten any loose fixings, provide new fixings
where the have been lost and generally repair any weathered
or damaged flashings that have the potential to allow water
ingress.

2.3

Temporary Stabilisation of the Verandah

Issue:
The structural timbers of the Cottage verandah are in poor and
weathered condition, in some cases portions of the posts are
completely missing. The timber verandah structure is currently
unsafe.

Figure 2.1
View of the northern elevation of the
Cottage, the portion of roof sheeting that
has become dislodged can be seen off the
ridge.

Figure 2.2
Looking towards the western roof of the
Cottage. Timber shingles have been
revealed below the peeled back corrugated
iron.

The intent of the works is to render the verandah safe, and to prevent
additional loss of original fabric or the verandah roof collapses.
Protective Methodology:
•

Securely prop the timber verandah structure and make it safe.

•

Do not remove existing fabric, unless it is unsafe to retain.
If fabric does require removal, salvage and store securely
inside the Cottage building for future reference and possible
reinstatement at a later stage. Take care to store the shingles
dry.
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Figure 2.3
Eastern elevation of the Cottage showing
condition of verandah structure.
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3.0

Shingle Roofed Shed
3.1

Background

The Shingle Roofed Shed is in a dilapidated condition, with the rear
portion of the western roof structure having collapsed. The intent of
these works is to protect the fabric until such time as a permanent
use for the site can be established, and repair and conservation
works can be carried out in the context of a known use.

3.2

Temporary Stabilisation Works

Issue:
The northern and southern masonry walls have extensive cracking
due to what appears to be rotation of the brickwork wall caused by
collapse of the timber roof structure that had been supporting the
walls.

Figure 3.1
View of the rear portion of the western
roof which has collapsed. The deteriorated
battens and shingles can be seen on the
upper portion of the collapsed roof rafters.

The eastern timber structure over the opening into the shed is also
in poor, deteriorated condition. This structure requires temporary
supports to be in place for it to continue to support the roof, and in
turn the side walls, until a future use can be determined.
Protective Methodology:
• Engage an experienced structural engineer familiar with
heritage buildings to assess the building and prepare a shoring
design to support the brickwork in place and for the temporary
support works to the timber structure to the eastern facade.
•

Implement the recommendations of the structural engineer.

•

Any timber members which are required to be removed for the
temporary support works are to stored within the Shingle Roofed
Shed, in a dry location and off the ground. These elements are
to be clearly marked so as to avoid their inadvertant loss.

3.3

Figure 3.2
Southern elevation of the Shingle Roofed
Shed showing the extensive cracking
around the tie plate.

Salvage of Original Shingles

Issue:
With the collapse of the rear roof a large number of original timber
shingles have been lost. The remaining lower roof shingles are to be
carefully collected for future reinstatment and or restoration works.
Protective Methodology:
• Carefully collect original timber shingles that are loose and in
danger of being lost.
•

Store the timber shingles off the ground in a secure, dry place in
the Shingle Roofed Shed. These stored items should be clearly
marked to avoid inadvertant loss.
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Figure 3.3
Eastern elevation of the Shingle Roofed
Shed with the dilapidated condition of the
posts and beams supporting the edge of the
roof.
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Figure 2.7
Fencing to area (5) to the south of the
Machine Shed.

Figure 2.6
Rear of the Machinery Shed (4) with the collapsed timbers shed in area (6)
to the right. Areas of concrete hardstand in the foreground may suggest an
earlier shed that has now been removed.

Figure 2.8
Collapsed sheds and fencing to the west of
area (6).

Figure 2.9
Typical view of the character and condition of the unpaved, winding access
road to the historic outbuildings from St Andrews Road

Figure 2.10
Fibro shed and Water tank (7). The water
tank is partially obscured in the undergrowth.
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Protective Methodology:
• Remove or secure all loose fire sources from inside the buildings,
this could include, but not be limited to, stored materials and
non original fixtures and fittings.

2.3

Surrounding Vegetation

Issue:
Overgrown vegetation currently surrounds the historic outbuildings,
with some buildings, such as the Slab shed (3) being completely
overgrown.
This situation increases the fuel available for a fire, and also
facilitates the spread of fire.
Excessive vegetation also reduces access to a fire source making
it more difficult to extinguish a fire quickly.
Protective Methodology:
• Mature trees should not be removed. Where they may be
located near the historic outbuildings then any low hanging
branches that are in contact with the historic outbuildings should
be cut away. The mature pine variety on the eastern side of the
cottage should not be affected.
•

Carefully clear away surrounding low level vegetation to each
building to create adequate fire breaks to reduce the opportunity
for fire to spread between the buildings.

•

Liaise with the Rural Fire Brigade to confirm what distance
around and between the buildings is required to achieve an
effective fire break.

•

Keep grass cut, including clearing away cuttings, to reduce
opportunities for grass fires. It is not acceptable to build up a
cuttings pile in the vicinity of the historic outbuildings, they are
to be removed beyond the surrounding fence lines.

•

Where buildings are heavily overgrown allow to sever the main
stems of the encompassing overgrowth and allow it to dry out.
Once dried out carefully cut away excess overgrowth without
damaging the supporting structure. This work should be carried
out carefully by hand.

2.4

Access

Issue:
Access is required to enable fire fighting appliances to arrive at site
in a timely manner.
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Safe access is also required for firefighters to identify the location
of the fire, and for them to then act quickly to extinguish the fire at
its source.
Protective Methodology:
• The main access gate on St. Andrews Road should be clearly
marked with the address so that there is no confusion.
•

The access road should be patched and consideration be given
to filling potholes and ruts with an appropriate gravel so that
any vehicles are able to reach the outbuildings as quickly and
safely as possible. It is not acceptable to hard pave the road.

•

Trees along the driveway should be trimmed back so that fire
fighting appliances do not tear off branches on the way to the
fire and damage the trees.

•

Where buildings have fully or partially collapsed ensure sufficient
cleared areas of ground are provided around the structures so
that fire fighters do not need to enter an unstable structure.

2.5

Provision of Fire Fighting Resources

Issue:
That sufficient and appropriate fire fighting equipment is available
on site in the event of a fire.
Protective Methodology:
• Existing fire hydrant stand pipe to be fitted to hydrant. (See
Figure 2.1 for location). Clearly mark and signpost the location
of the hydrant.
•

2.6

Provide a minimum of one hand held fire extinguisher (external
grade) mounted clearly in the vicinity for a quick response to a
fire outbreak.

Monitoring

Issue:
The site of the historic outbuildings, including the condition of the
access gate and driveway up from St. Andrews Road, should be
regularly monitored.
Protective Methodology:
• The site should be regularly checked for access, both access at
the St. Andrews Road entry and around the outbuildings on the
site. This access is to ensure that fire fighting equipment can
reach the source of fire.
•

The site should be monitored for use of the site by vagrants or
vandals. These forms of occupation increase the fire risk to the
site.
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•

The levels of vegetation should be regularly monitored so
that once plants and grasses begin to grow back or create
an unacceptable level of undergrowth they may be mowed or
pruned back.

GRAHAM BROOKS AND ASSOCIATES

Samantha Polkinghorne
Senior Heritage Consultant
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Disclaimer
This report is dated October 2015 and incorporates information and events up to that date only and
excludes any information arising, or event occurring, after that date which may affect the validity of ’s
(Urbis) opinion in this report. Urbis prepared this report on the instructions, and for the benefit only, of
Urbis Pty Ltd (Instructing Party) for the purpose of Conservation Management Plan (Purpose) and not
for any other purpose or use. To the extent permitted by applicable law, Urbis expressly disclaims all
liability, whether direct or indirect, to the Instructing Party which relies or purports to rely on this report for
any purpose other than the Purpose, and to any other person which relies or purports to rely on this
report for any purpose whatsoever (including the Purpose).
In preparing this report, Urbis was required to make judgements which may be affected by unforeseen
future events, the likelihood and effects of which are not capable of precise assessment.
All surveys, forecasts, projections and recommendations contained in or associated with this report are
made in good faith and on the basis of information supplied to Urbis at the date of this report, and upon
which Urbis relied. Achievement of the projections and budgets set out in this report will depend, among
other things, on the actions of others over which Urbis has no control.
In preparing this report, Urbis may rely on or refer to documents in a language other than English, which
Urbis may arrange to be translated. Urbis is not responsible for the accuracy or completeness of such
translations and disclaims any liability for any statement or opinion made in this report being inaccurate or
incomplete arising from such translations.
Whilst Urbis has made all reasonable inquiries it believes necessary in preparing this report, it is not
responsible for determining the completeness or accuracy of information provided to it. Urbis (including its
officers and personnel) is not liable for any errors or omissions, including in information provided by the
Instructing Party or another person or upon which Urbis relies, provided that such errors or omissions are
not made by Urbis recklessly or in bad faith.
This report has been prepared with due care and diligence by Urbis and the statements and opinions
given by Urbis in this report are given in good faith and in the reasonable belief that they are correct and
not misleading, subject to the limitations above.
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22 August 2016

Ms Michelle Dellagiacoma
Senior Planner
NSW Department of Planning and Environment
GPO Box 39 SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Michelle,

MACARTHUR MEMORIAL PARK - SUPPLEMENTERY PLANNING
INFORMATION
Further to recent correspondence between Urbis, the NSW Department of Planning and
Environment and the Sydney West Joint Regional Planning Panel we have prepared this letter
to outline additional measures which can be implemented to further ensure the preservation and
conservation of the Campbelltown Scenic Hills as part of the proposed amendments to the
Campbelltown Local Environmental Plan 2015 currently being sought by the Catholic
Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust.
We note that these amendments refer specifically to the eastern and southern portion of 166176 St Andrews Road, Varroville and have been proposed as a direct result of the feedback
received by the Sydney West Joint Regional Planning Panel.

IDENTIFICATION AND PROTECTION OF HIGH VISIBILITY AREAS
In conjunction with the project team the proponent has identified land from the Campbelltown
Urban Area for which significant views exists and has modelled how the envisaged future
development of the site for the purpose of a lawn cemetery will impact on the visual quality of
the site when viewed from the Campbelltown Urban Area with specific reference to Spitfire
Road, St Andrews Road and the residential areas of St Andrews.
Viewpoints for these areas and photomontages of the envisaged development of the site when
viewed from these areas were prepared in support of the application when lodged with the NSW
Department of Planning and Environment in October 2015. These images have been
reattached as Appendix A of this letter.
The analysis has confirmed that the additional landscaping which will be proposed for the site
under any future development application will screen all built work associated with the
application when viewed from the identified viewpoints.
To ensure that the proposal will further ensure the preservation and conservation of the
Campbelltown Scenic Hills we would encourage the Sydney West Joint Regional Planning
Panel to adopt an amendment to clause 7.7 of the Campbelltown Local Environmental Plan
2015 which states the following:
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7.7 Considerations for development on environmentally constrained land
3d) For land in Varroville being land identified as a “No build area” on the
Environmental Constraints Map - the fact that the land is not capable of
accommodating any built works other than a lawn cemetery comprising a road
network, additional landscaping with graves marked by in-ground name plates all of
which does not exceed the natural ground level
The proponent has also modified the Conservation Management Plan to provide further controls
which will ensure the scenic qualities of the site are maintained. This policy is reproduced
below:
New Policy 24:
Development of land within Varroville for cemetery uses within the land identified as
a “No build area” on the Environmental Constraints Map pictured at Figure 51 (and
included in the LEP) should be limited for use as lawn cemetery only. The area is not
capable of accommodating any development other than a lawn cemetery comprising
road network, additional landscaping with graves marked by in-ground name plates
(at natural ground level), in order to minimise visual impacts and impacts on the
significant landscape within the conservation zone (refer to Figure 50) as well as
views into the site from the Campbelltown Urban Area. Development within the ‘No
build area’ should only permit non-reflective name plates of a suitable colour-range
in conjunction with an approved Plan of Management (POM). Refer also to Policy 59
for guidance on new landscaping.
The amended Conservation Management Plan will be provided to both the NSW Department of
Planning and Environment and the Sydney West Joint Regional Planning Panel.
It is considered that the additional amendment to both the Campbelltown Local Environmental
Plan 2015 and the Conservation Management Plan provide a logical response to the overall
scenic qualities of the site and clearly demonstrate the commitment of the Catholic Metropolitan
Cemeteries Trust to ensuring that High Visibility Areas will be appropriately maintained.

FUTURE LANDSCAPING PLAN
The projects landscape architect Florence Jaquet Landscape Architect Pty Ltd has prepared a
landscape plan which identifies all works including additional landscaping which is proposed for
the eastern and southern elements of the site in addition to a summary of the proposed works in
the proposed no build area and treatment of the eastern slope. A copy of these documents is
attached as Appendix B of this report.
As demonstrated by the proposed landscape plan the overall aim as it applies to land to the no
build area is to also achieve concealment of headstones from both the Campbelltown Urban
Area and internal cemetery roads. This is achieved by the landscaping identified by the
landscape plan which will ensure that the proposal will satisfactory retain the existing visual
resource of the site and guarantee that all structures will be screened when viewed not only
from the critical areas identified as part of the Campbelltown Urban Area and internal cemetery
roads.
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To provide further confidence that the proponent is genuine in its requirement to ensure the
scenic quality of the site is maintained it has voluntarily modified the Conservation Management
Plan to require that future detailed design of the area be in accordance with the landscape plan.
The relevant policy from the Conservation Management Plan is reproduced below:
Policy 65:
Future detailed design of the lawn cemetery within the ‘no build area’ should be
undertaken in accordance with the landscape plan provided at Appendix F.
It considered that both the future proposed landscaping in conjunction with the requirements of
the Conservation Management Plan will guarantee that no built works will be visible from the
identified critical viewpoints within the Campbelltown Urban Area.

PLAN OF MANAGEMENT
As requested by the Sydney West Joint Regional Planning Panel an additional policy has been
inserted into the Conservation Management Plan requiring the Catholic Metropolitan
Cemeteries Trust to prepare a Plan of Management for the placement of mementos and fresh
flowers within the “No Build Area”. The policies are reproduced below
New Policy 25:
A Plan of Management should be prepared for the No Build Area (refer to Figure 51)
which details the following:




No mementos such as glass cases, ornaments, photo frames,
candles, toys should be permitted, with the exception of flowers,
within the lawn cemetery area;
Confirmation that decorative borders, kerbing, pebbles, plants or
the like will not be permitted with only non-reflective name plates
permitted for each burial plot;
The weekly maintenance schedule to be undertaken for the area
including a strategy for the removal of non-compliant items;

Amended Policy 57
Burial markers and conventional headstones are to be located in areas where their
visibility does not lead to a perception of a significant change to the existing rural
character. Specific controls regarding height, colour, materials etc. must be
applicable, to mitigate visual impacts on the rural character, in association with an
approved Plan of Management.
The CMCT already enforces the above requirements on multiple of its existing assets
throughout the Sydney Metropolitan Area and has demonstrated a clear proof of performance in
maintaining lawn cemeteries to the highest quality standard and ensuring no visual impacts on
the direct locality of the lawn cemetery.

SA5073- Suplementery Provisons
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We trust the above provides the appropriate level of clarification to both the NSW Department of
Planning and Environment and the Sydney West Joint Regional Planning Panel to facilitate a
favourable consideration of the subject Planning Proposal. If you have any questions please
don't hesitate to contact me on
or alternatively Mr David Hoy of this office on

Yours sincerely,

Cameron Nixon
Senior Consultant

SA5073- Suplementery Provisons
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APPENDIX A

VIEWPOINT ANALYSIS
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V2

V3

V17

APPENDIX B

CONCEPT LANDSCAPE PLAN
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Telephone

Victoria 3124 Australia

Florence Jaquet
L a n d s c a p e
C e m e t e r y

a r c h i t e c t
s p e c i a l i s t

Macarthur Memorial Park
Additional Landscape consideration
Response to request for clarification of the landscape treatment of the Eastern slopes to Varroville
House.
Original Design intent:
It is important to reiterate that the original landscape vision is that of a unique landscape cemetery,
integrated into its surroundings, one which responds to the site’s constraints, whether topographical
historical, ecological or otherwise.
As stated in our Masterplan report (Sept 2015, page 4 and 21), the Vision for the site is to “provide
concealed, private and low lying burial spaces to minimise visual impact”.
What will make it unique is the strong design intent to conceal concrete beams and headstones from
view, both from important surrounding viewpoints (eg. St Andrews Rd, Campbelltown, Minto and
Hume Highway and where highlighted in RLA’s visual Assessment report 2015) and from the main
internal cemetery roads.
In order to minimise the visual impact of burial areas, the cemetery has been designed using the
concept of “burial rooms “:
 best described on page 33 of the Landscape Masterplan report (Sept 2015)
 best illustrated
o on page 32, Figures 46 and 50
o in the “Indicative isometric” (Appendix #6, second last page of the Landscape
Masterplan report)
Views from external viewpoints:
A number of photo renders were produced in October 2015, illustrating the “before” and “after”
views from important viewpoints nominated by Richard Lamb and Associates in their December
2013 report.
These photo renders were submitted to JRPP in October 2015, as part of the RLA’s Visual
Assessment - Oct 2015 - Appendix F, page 20-27.
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With regards to the Eastern grassy slopes below Varroville House and citing from this report: “The
photomontages show that the proposed use of the site will satisfactory retain this existing visual
resource. The conceptual MasterPlan is not inconsistent with the retention of a grassy and open
character for the landscape that has that character…”.
We understand the importance of these views and are committed to provide lawn graves in this
portion of the site.
Views from internal main roads:
As mentioned above and in the Masterplan reports (August 2013 and Sept 2015), the Vision for the
site is to “provide concealed, private and low lying burial spaces to minimise visual impact”.
The aim of the landscape design is to also achieve concealment of headstones from the main
internal cemetery roads.
Last year we undertook to model the whole site in Sketch-up (a 3D modelling software) to
demonstrate to the client the feasibility of the “burial room” concept. We modelled the landscaping
of the site to achieve total concealment of headstones from the main internal roads. This resulted in
a series of plans positioning three (3) main types of burial options on the site:
 Lawn graves (plaques only on concealed beams)
 Lawn graves (low headstones 300mm max, on concealed beams, in concealed rooms)
 Monumental graves (to a reduced height of 1.2m only, in concealed rooms)
We are happy to share this work to demonstrate transparency and further clarify our approach in
the areas of concern (ie the Eastern slope below Varroville House). Please read on for further
explanations.
Treatment of the Eastern slopes below Varroville House:
The intention is to provide lawn burial on the entire eastern slopes and eastern portion of the site.
The lawn burial will consist of lawn graves, with plaques on concealed concrete beams. (for visual
impact, please refer to sample photo #1 below)

Photo #1
Lawn graves with plaques on concealed beams.
Indicative only
(Forest Lawn Cemetery, LA. USA)

A plan of the layout of these burials areas is also appended for your information.(Please refer to
attached drawings L00, L05 &L06, Internment zones, overall site and enlargements)
2

It demonstrates our intention of provide low visual impact graves on the entire eastern slopes below
Varroville House. As demonstrated on Photo #1, plaques will only be visible at close range. They will
be invisible from external views.
There are no headstones in lawns (headstones up to 300mm max) nor monumental graves
(Headstones up to 1.2m) in this part of the site.
We trust this demonstrates our commitment to respecting this sensitive area of the site.

Florence Jaquet
Principal
22/08/2016
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22 December, 2018
Our Ref: 87913

Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust
Attention:
David De Angelis
NettCorp
By email:

David,

Development Application, Macarthur Memorial Park
Proposed extended curtilage for Varro Ville, St Andrews Road, St Andrews
Heritage views issues raised in Curtilage Study by Orwell and Peter Phillips, authored
by Geoffrey Britton

Thank you for your request to comment on the justification for extension of the heritage
curtilage of the above property raised in the document titled; Curtilage Study, Varro Ville,
May 2016, prepared by Orwell and Peter Phillips Heritage and Conservation Architecture.
You have requested that I consider in particular the heritage views issue, which is mentioned
throughout the document.

Purpose of this response and limitations
This response is confined to my expertise in landscape heritage conservation and heritage
views and to the content of the document above. The response makes no comment on
matters of heritage architecture and archaeology that may be relevant and these are left to
those with appropriate expertise to address.

Approach
This response adopts the name Varro Ville that is used in the subject document. It is agreed
that the area inside the block that now contains Varro Ville Homestead is insufficient as what
is;

1/134 Military Road, Neutral Bay NSW 2089

PO Box 1727 Neutral Bay, NSW 2089

T 02 99530922 F 0299538911 M 0418248810 E admin@richardlamb.com.au

www.richardlamb.com.au

essential for retaining and interpreting the significance of the place. 1
An extension to the curtilage has been proposed in the CMP prepared by Ubris for the
owners of the site that surrounds Lot 21 on which Varro Ville is situated, the CMCT.
This response does not set out to question the bulk of the historical research material that
has been assembled to support the proposed extension of the curtilage. It does however
question the basis of a web of speculations that are characteristic of the document and on
the basis of which heritage views are claimed to justify the extension of the curtilage and to
proscribe future change in areas that should, in the opinion of the author, remain in their
present state, in perpetuity.

3.5

Hierarchy of Historic views

Our approach to heritage views, as is the case with visual impacts generally, is to adopt a
logical, explicit methodology that it based as much as possible on objective and empirical
data as a starting point and not on myth and speculation. The facts of what is visible, from
where and in what existing and historical context, are critical, in determining what constitutes
historic views and how to assess contemporary impacts on them. If a logical, systematic and
comprehensive approach is not taken, subjective, speculative and abstract claims about
historic views (which we identify as levels 1-5 in a hierarchy of likely heritage significance)
may in some cases gain more credence than they deserve.
Our position is there is a hierarchy of heritage views, from the most to the least likely to be
significant with regard to determining impacts on heritage values.
At the highest level, we consider that a genuine heritage view is one designed to be
experienced, where the intention is documented and where the reason for the view being
recognised as significant is supported by the recognition of the values against the relevant
heritage criteria, including the inclusion and exclusion guidelines, required in the NSW
heritage system. Historical research should support such views as being authentic heritage
views, the locations of which and attributes of which are determined to be of significance.
(level 1, or L1).
At the second level are views that have become recognised or have evolved as of authentic
heritage significance. There can be many pathways to recognition; for example, views may
become socially significant, become significant by historical association with other, later
events and items, or through accretion of later items, become significant for archaeological,
scientific, aesthetic or other reasons relevant to views. (level 2, or L2).
At a third level, views between heritage items may become of authentic heritage value by
visual linkages deliberately designed between subsequent heritage items and places,
linkages occurring through use or changing customs, or linkages created by the loss of
former linkages and settings, making them more valued, or rare. These are authentic,
evolved, or acquired heritage views (level 3 L3).

1

NSW Heritage Office, Heritage Manual: “Heritage Curtilages”,1996
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Below that level are views of and between heritage items that exist in the objective sense,
but are incidental. That is, their existence, while providing an attribute of the setting, does
not contribute to the authentic values of the items or contribute substantial significance to
the view. Views between the items in this case exist, but are not of significance in
themselves. (level 4, or L4).
At a lower level still, on the hierarchy of views that might be claimed to be heritage views,
are views from or in the vicinity of items, the curtilages or settings of items, from which new
or non-significant items are visible. Simply being able to see a heritage item, place or setting,
does not make the view a heritage view. By the same token, being able to see a new,
different or novel item of no current significance, in the context of a heritage item, does not
create an impact on heritage values, unless it can be demonstrated that the acknowledged
authentic heritage values of the item at levels 1-3 would be impaired to the detriment of
interpretation of the heritage values of the item.(level 5, or L5).
One of the cornerstones of the justification for the proposed curtilage in the document is a
new assessment of cultural significance of the place, which, inter alia, attributes exceptional
heritage value to every one of the seven criteria of the NSW Heritage System. In that context,
it would need to be demonstrated that the analysis of heritage views in the document justifies
that level of significance in relation to the criteria that are relevant to views and in addition
that the level of heritage significance assessed cannot be retained without expanding the
heritage curtilage to the extent shown on Figure 73. In that regard, given the claims under
every criterion of significance that the entire Varro Ville Estate is of exceptional significance,
at the State level and that several are of National significance (despite the fact that the criteria
for National significance have not been assessed), it begs the question as to why the socalled expanded curtilage is actually less than the original 1000 acre grant.
Leaving that aside for the moment, there is doubt as to whether the views identified in the
document in several cases are authentic heritage views at all. Where heritage values may
be relevant to some views, there is doubt as to whether their significance would justify the
claimed level of exception significance on the aesthetic criterion. There is therefore also
doubt as to whether heritage views justify the extension proposed for the curtilage in some
directions.

The estate as a British landscape park
The central thesis of the document is that the entire estate was conceived as a British
landscape park, a country estate based on Reptonian concepts of beauty and utility and was
also influenced by 15th and 16th century renaissance theories about the aesthetics of
classical villas.
At an area of 1000 acres and in the context of colonial land management by grantees on the
basis that the land was primarily intended for agricultural production, it is almost
inconceivable that the estate was intended to be managed as a designed parkland. There
would not have been the labour or economic resources available. The evidence to the
contrary is that the estate and the lots into which it was ultimately subdivided were and are,
with the exception of the excised Lot 20 on which the current Varro Ville Homestead exists,
farmland. As the holdings decreased in size with successive subdivisions, the land was put
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to more intense uses. By far the majority of any of the holdings were clearly put to rural
agricultural use. The area over which deliberate design and landscape construction could
have been undertaken has on the evidence, been largely confined to the immediate vicinity
of the houses, in particular the current Varro Ville Homestead.
The context is quite different from the estates of England that are claimed to be the model,
which, supported by significance capital, could be managed by significance work forces.
Whimsical additions of a Picturesque nature could be constructed and added and where
significant landform modifications could be made, such as the celebrated ha-ha, cuttings,
bridges, heavily landscaped gardens, swathes of hedges, areas of mown grass and so on
and where follies and even the odd contemporary but apparently crumbling and romantic
ruin could be afforded and added to deliberately designed visual axes, vistas and routes.
The picturesque landscape is as contrived as the gardens of the classical villa. It is possible
that the borrowed scenery of the existing landscape appeared in certain contexts to have
painterly or picturesque qualities in the vernacular use of the term. That by itself does not
make the views heritage views.
The document candidly admits to the loose use of terminology in relation to the concept of
the picturesque, which is unfortunate, given the great number of references to this
throughout. Both firm and loose references to the aesthetic theory of the Picturesque and
the vernacular use of the term picturesque to mean many different things in different
contexts, abound.
A significance question in relation to heritage views is intention: to what extent were specific
views identified and intended to be experienced, how were they designed and in what
contexts were they intended to be seen? For authentic heritage views of the status of Level
1-3 referred to above, it is not sufficient to suggest that a view that is speculated to have
reminded a viewer of a designed English park or a painting dictated the location
and/orientation of the buildings to the landscape or justifies the extension of the curtilage that
is proposed.
A specific example of a contemporary incidental view is reproduced at Figure 60. The
foreground and the dams that are claimed in various places in the document to be part of a
heritage view are of no substantive significance, as they were not present in what the
document states be the most formative period of the landscape claimed to be designed and
conceived as an English park. It is an attractive view, but not a heritage view of substantial
significance.

Orientation to views
The building now known as Varro Ville Homestead to and from which critical heritage views
are claimed to exist was not constructed until 49 years after the original land grant was taken
up by Townson. Townson’s first house is thought not to have been near the site. A later
house was still present in 1876 and it appears had been occupied by Robert Townson,
Thomas Wills, Charles Sturt, James Raymond, George Rowe and Alfred Cheeke, prior to
construction of the current house, designed by William Weaver of Weaver and Kemp.
It is claimed that the Weaver and Kemp house of c.1858 superseded Townsons’ “old villa”.
The watercolour of the building circa 1856 shown in the document, albeit primitive and likely
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to have been somewhat romanticised, does not appear to indicate that it presumed to
emulate a classical villa in concept or in detail.
The speculative implication however is that Townson, who died 31 years before the Weaver
house was constructed, somehow ‘set the rules’ of a classical villa in a Picturesque
landscape for any future house. As the house had been occupied in the interim by five
successive owners, this seems very unlikely.
The historic figure credited with the location and orientation of the house to views, is the
architect, William Weaver. Section 6.6 of the document includes a web of speculations about
possible influences of Palladio’s Villa La Rotonda on not only the Weaver house and its
orientation to the landscape, but also Townson’s earlier house, described as the “old villa’,
claiming direct analogies with both.
In essence, the point being made is that the four axes of the houses have been deliberately
aligned to features of the external landscape, reflecting the quadripartite axial characteristics
of La Rotondo and other Italian villas of the time. Both the likely second house and Weaver
house are said to be:
Behaving exactly as a classical villa of the Italian Renaissance. It was very consciously
put were it is and how it is for the purpose of exploiting the local landscape to perfection
– both aesthetically as well as climatically
Ignoring the hyperbole, the observations made about the orientation of the Weaver house to
views in Section 6.6 relies on contemporary views to illustrate the analogies. For example, it
is said that the view from the northern wing:
Provides elevated views to the immediate grounds and their gardens, as well as the
spectacular vista across the broad western valley of the former Varro Ville estate
featuring a chain of dams, framed by vegetation and enclosed by the pervading oliveclad ridge line of Bunbury Curran Hill.

It is worth noting at the outset that the views from the northern wing are not axial views. In
addition, they are oblique to the alignment of the northern wing, which is a service wing to
the main house. Observations from the adjacent landscape show that only one window in
that wing could provide a view, as the view lines are blocked by vegetation, including
vegetation inside the existing lot boundary curtilage of the house.
Most of the features other than the topography mentioned in the quote, including the chain
of dams mentioned, were not present as an inspiration for the location of the house. The
view across the western valley is mentioned a number of times in the document, with
inconsistent historical references in relation to the existence of what are now prominent dams
visible in Figure 60.
For example, the 1923 topography map shows only one dam north-west of the house in the
catchment of the stream from that direction, but that cannot be any of the dams in the
foreground of Figure 60. Cherry Jackaman’s reported oral history states that the dams were
constructed in the 1950s and 1960s. The CMCT we understand can provide oral history from
a former occupant of the property that confirms that the current dams were not present in
the 1950s. The 1954 army survey map shows only one dam, north-west of the house, which
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also cannot be any of the dams in Figure 60. There is in other words no proof that the dams
in Figure 60 and referred to in the western valley vista on several occasions and in relation
to more than one heritage criterion are of substantial heritage significance.
The reverse contemporary view from a window in the north wing of Varro Ville Homestead
is shown in Figure 70, compared to an illustration from Ackermann’s Repository of the Arts
of 1815, sourced by an owner of Varro Ville Homestead. We have no way of knowing whether
the characterisation of the view as
“one of the many fine views over the surrounding landscape”
is a fair reflection of the availability of views form the property, having been denied access
to it. It is agreed that the view has painterly attributes. The following claim about it however
is far-fetched, to say the least:
This is the rural equivalent of Vaucluse House’s mid-19th century enframed vista down
its front glade to the Harbour
The relationship between Vaucluse House and the water of the Harbour is critical to its
significance as a marine villa. The analogy being drawn between the contrived view of the
Harbour from Vaucluse House and a contemporary view of some water in a dam that is of
minor significance, seen obliquely out of the side window of a service wing at Varro Ville, is
unsupportable.
The view from the north wing may have become valued to the current owners of Varro Ville
Homestead and it is a pleasant view. It simply isn’t a heritage view. It is a contemporary view
of an item of little significance (the Jackaman dams) in a view of rural landscape from the
house, from which many fine views of the rural landscape are available, according to the
document. The dams were not placed there with the intention of providing a painterly or a
picturesque opportunity for views from or to the house and are not associated with the
formative period of development of the estate. The significance of the view as a heritage
view would be on Level 3 or 4 of the hierarchy of significance described above. It follows that
the presence of a pleasant contemporary view is not a reasonable justification for extending
the curtilage of the item in that direction.
What is described as another key view axis from the homestead identified is the western
view. The west wings of the house do not appear to have end windows from which views are
available. The axis referred to is a view available between the west wings, out of what is the
back door of the house (Photo 19 in Appendix B). Given the class-conscious attitudes of the
British colonial aritstocracy, it would be most unexpected for owners of such a significant
house to invite people to view the landscape from the back of the house, flanked by the
service wings, through a door that had to opened to allow the view to be experienced. The
axis of the view, which appears to be confined like the view on Photo 19 only if one is inside
the hallway, intersects with a change of slope across which the contemporary cutting of Raby
Road runs near the background horizon. It is difficult to believe that the house would have
been deliberately orientated to provide a view toward an unremarkable part of the horizon in
a view which, even from the court between the wings, would have been panoramic in extent.
The north-south axis through the more formal part of the house gets little attention. This may
be because vegetation and topography on the north side of the house restricts the view in
that direction, as well as the fact that the earlier house, assumed to have been in the location
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of the remnant tennis court, would have been in the way of the north view. The view on the
south axis appears to be restricted by garden vegetation and buildings (see Photo 29). There
would never have been a significance view south with this arrangement, from the house.I
If indeed, the intention of the design and location of the house was to provide either
panoramic or contrived but designed views in all directions, it is hard to understand why the
building was placed where it is, as it does not have access to significant views north or south
from the formal front of the building and the axial view west is given far more significance
than it deserves. The picturesque view claimed to exist to the south parallel to the north-east
verandah of the house, toward the coach-house/stables, is unconvincing as a reason for
orientation of the house to views. That view is a pleasant but utilitarian view of an item that
would be unlikely to have been deliberately located so as to be visible (the stables) if the
overall concept for the place was responsive to picturesque principles.
A further issue is the approach to the house via the original carriage drive from Campbell
Town Road. The concept of garden design as later influenced by J C Loudon and Humphrey
Repton in the English school, often featured meandering drives and contrived views,
including such things as bridges, hedges and plantings to control the time and locations from
which views could be experienced. It is possible that the route of the carriage drive reflects
such ideas, however there does not appear to be any evidence of deliberate planting,
mounding, hedging or other such deliberate devices. The route could equally have been
dictated by purely practical matters, such as avoiding boggy ground and steep cross-falls.
Where there are no such constraints, the route is relatively straight between them, then
adopts the easiest grades, to arrive at the outbuilding complex. As there was little ability at
the time of construction for gross earthworks, it is not unusual for estate roads to follow such
routes, on the undulating topography. The same road alignment seems to have been used
from early times until the Jackaman period, when the access was formed off St Andrews
Road.
The document makes much of the retention of clumps of trees along the route as evidence
of use of the intrinsic landscape materials rather than new plantings and structures to achieve
a Reptonian or Loudonesque driveway, with the view of the house and gardens alternately
revealed and hidden, to heighten the experience of the journey. However this is speculative
and even today there is little evidence of significant retention of clumps of early trees,
although there is also natural regeneration occurring around individual survivors.
Notwithstanding, the original drive is an important item of landscape fabric that should be
retained in any extension of the curtilage of Varro Ville.

Conclusion
The document is long, speculative and repetitive and inclined to use superlatives in
describing unremarkable things. It is correct that the existing views inward and outward from
Varro Ville Homestead, so far as can be determined without personal experience, are in the
context of a rural setting.
The underlying thesis that the entire landscape comprising the grant to Townson was
conceived to be an English park is implausible. The grant was and has remained a rural
landscape, with the exception of the land inside the lot boundary of Varro Ville homestead.
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There would never have been the resources for an owner of the grant to manage the holding
as a park. There is no evidence that widespread management of the estate as a park ever
occurred. It is an outcome of the use of the land for rural uses such as grazing that this use
tends to retain the existing appearance of the land and maintain access to views inward and
outward. The pastoral appearance of the setting is also not confined to the original grant and
remains in evidence on many of the lots into which it has been subdivided and from which it
is largely indistinguishable.
There is some limited evidence that existing trees were in some cases retained, or at least
not cut down, a consequence of which my have been a more picturesque composition to
some views, for example from the carriage drive, however the extent of this is limited. Big
old trees were often left for other reasons: they are often hollow and unusable for timber
other than to burn, their size makes them difficult to handle with manual labour and they may
have timber that is hard to split or saw, or which does not burn well. They are also sometimes
left to provide shade for stock, however in limited numbers, as shade is undesirable to grass,
gardens and crops. Overall, the claim that the entire carriage drive was a contrived
picturesque experience is not convincing, however the drive is an important extant item of
heritage fabric that should be conserved, as proposed in the CMP.
It is agreed that the site of the existing homestead provides the opportunity for extensive
views outward in some directions, although some of those have been reduced by subsequent
growth of vegetation. The analysis of views from the homestead in the document does not
convincingly demonstrate that the underlying symmetry of the homestead is matched by the
access to views. The views east are clearly designed to be appreciated and would have
included trenched areas that may have borne vineyards, one or two dams, of those more
likely to be of historical significance and potential for a future view of the garden vegetation
at Denham Court and Macquarie Field House. The view west is an incidental view and not
of substantial heritage significance. The view south is constrained by decisions made about
the location of the outbuildings and garden landscape. The view north is primarily from a
service wing at the rear of the house, is oblique and not axial. If the views had been
considered critical in relation to the house, the house or the outbuildings would have been
placed differently.
The view of and from the wester valley in particular is contested. The dams in the view were
not constructed in the formative period of significance claimed for the place. They were
constructed in the 1960s, are of little significance and do not support claims of exceptional
aesthetic heritage value on the aesthetic criterion.
In relation to the proposed extension to the curtilage, it is noted that the proposal includes
land in several ownerships, other than the CMCT. The extended curtilage would be
unworkable, as it would be virtually impossible to implement conservation policies across the
boundaries of land in different ownerships. In addition, there is no justification provided for
extending the curtilage south, west or south-west of Varro Ville homestead.
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I hope these notes are of assistance. Please do not hesitate to call us if you have any
questions or require clarification of any matters,
Yours sincerely

Dr Richard Lamb
Richard Lamb & Associates
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