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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction 
The Department of State Growth (State Growth) has proposed improvements to the Arthur Highway 
across Eaglehawk Neck on the Tasman Peninsula. As a separate, but related project, the Eaglehawk 
Neck Coastal Trail group has proposed the extension of the existing walking track, continuing south 
from the sand dune cutting, also known as the ‘dog line’ through to Blowhole Road. 

To assist with project planning, State Growth has commissioned Austral Tasmania Pty Ltd to prepare 
this Historic Heritage Assessment. This report documents historic heritage values within the study 
area. It advises on statutory heritage requirements; reviews existing background reports; documents 
the history of the area; identifies, records and assesses the potential heritage significance of identified 
sites and places; and, makes recommendations for management or mitigation strategies where 
appropriate. 

Statutory Heritage Management 
With the exception of the existing highway reservation, the majority of the study area is subject to 
statutory heritage management. Land to both the east and west of the highway is subject to the 
Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 and the Heritage Code of the Tasman Interim Planning Scheme 
2015. The land to the east of the highway is also a designated Historic Site under the Nature 
Conservation Act 2002 and National Parks and Reserves Management Act 2002. 

Survey Results 
A field survey was conducted over a one-day period (15 February 2018) to identify, record and assess 
historic heritage values within the study area. A total of 32 sites or features were recorded during this 
process. This includes: 

 A complex of features at the Eaglehawk Neck Military Station – former Officers’ Quarters, 
inclusive of buildings, gardens and a surrounding subsurface archaeological zoning assessed 
as having State significance; 

 A complex of features at the Eaglehawk Neck Military Station – Guard Station. This includes 
the modified landscape of the cutting through the dune, along with associated subsurface 
archaeological potential related to sites of former buildings or structures, and partly 
evidenced through surface brick scatters, predominantly along the beach at Eaglehawk Bay, 
but also present in the highway shoulder on the eastern side of the highway. These features 
are assessed as having State significance; 

 A series of interpretive features installed by Parks & Wildlife including reconstructions of post 
and rail fencing and a dog statue. These features are not assessed as having heritage 
significance within standard assessment methodologies; 

 Four conifer trees, three of which are assessed as having local significance, the fourth assessed 
as not having heritage significance; and 

 One miscellaneous site, being the assumed alignment of the telegraph line, following the base 
of the sand dunes across the isthmus and assessed as not having heritage significance. 

In addition to individual sites and features, Eaglehawk Neck is a significant ‘cultural landscape’. In 
this report, ‘cultural landscape’ refers to a physically definable area with natural features modified by 
human activity resulting in patterns of evidence layered in the landscape.1 At Eaglehawk Neck, this 
includes the significant geological formation of the isthmus, native and introduced plant species, 
Aboriginal heritage items and historic elements, including modified landforms. 

                                                 
1 Lennon, J, Matthews, S, Cultural Landscape Management: Guidelines for identifying, assessing and managing cultural 
landscapes in the Australian Alps National Parks, report prepared for the Cultural Heritage Working Group of the Australian 
Alps Liaison Committee, 1996, pp.7, 30-33 
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Preliminary Review of Potential Heritage Impacts 
Potential heritage impacts from the highway and track works can be considered in terms of impacts to 
specific sites, components or elements of heritage significance. There is also potential for landscape 
and visual impacts through the expansion of road and pedestrian infrastructure within the sensitive 
landscape of Eaglehawk Neck. 

In considering such impacts, the policies of the draft 1992 Eaglehawk Neck Military Station 
Conservation Plan are the first point of reference. The Conservation Plan provides the most detailed 
analysis of the place, its component elements and values. It applies specifically to the Eaglehawk Neck 
Historic Site located on the eastern side of the highway reservation, but provides sound conservation 
advice more broadly to the place.  

The Conservation Plan recognises the Arthur Highway as a form of existing and continuing use. 
However, as a declared Historic Site, the overarching conservation policies are for the retention of 
heritage values, inclusive of buildings; significant plantings at the Officers’ Quarters; preservation of 
landscapes, landforms and setting; the conservation of archaeology; visitor management; and, 
interpretation. It notes that where conflict arises between conservation and other considerations, 
conservation issues should prevail, except where adequate resources are not available, public safety is 
at risk or impacts are unavoidable for operational reasons.2 Thus, although heritage impacts are 
permissible, the policies establish a high threshold for development occurring within the Historic Site 
and require the consideration and the assessment of options that would result in lesser impacts.  

The following table aims to articulate potential impacts. At this stage, such impacts can be more 
readily identified for specific sites, whereas potential broader landscape and visual impacts are not yet 
defined. Summaries of management or mitigation recommendations have been included where they 
can be defined at this stage, however the data sheets should be referred to for the full 
recommendations. 

Site No. / Name Potential Impacts Summary of Management 
Recommendations 

Eaglehawk Neck 
Cultural Landscape 

 The landscape or visual impacts of 
highway expansion and the track 
extension are yet to be defined.  

 The increase in the width of highway 
from 5.6m to 7.1m with sealed 
shoulders of 0.6m on either side 
expands the sealed surface of the road 
by 2.7m. This may alter the existing 
character of Eaglehawk Neck and the 
visual prominence of the highway. 

 Expansion of the highway has the 
potential to alter landforms such as the 
sand dunes and Eaglehawk Bay. 

 Minimise as far as practicable changes 
in the alignment and width of the 
highway. 

 Expansion in the width of the highway 
should ideally occur on the western and 
not the eastern side of the highway. 

 Consult with Heritage Tasmania, Parks 
& Wildlife Service and Tasman Council 
to determine what planning 
documentation will be required to 
consider landscape changes. 

1.01, Former 
Officers’ Quarters 

 No direct impacts to building, but 
potential vibration risks during 
highway works. 

 Consider and manage potential 
vibration impacts. 

1.02, Former 
Officers’ Quarters – 
Buffer Zone & 
Garden 

 No direct impacts to Buffer Zone & 
Garden. 

 Area to be identified as a ‘works 
exclusion zone’ in all specifications, and 
fenced off for the duration of works. 

1.03, Former 
Officers’ Quarters – 
Stables & Milking 
Shed 

 No direct impacts to building, but 
potential vibration risks during 
highway works. 

 Consider and manage potential 
vibration impacts. 

                                                 
2 Godden Mackay, Eaglehawk Neck Military Station Conservation Plan, prepared for Department of Parks, Wildlife and 
Heritage, 1992 (draft), pp.188-197 
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Site No. / Name Potential Impacts Summary of Management 
Recommendations 

2.01, Sand Dune 
Cutting – Guard 
Station 

 Expansion of the highway has the 
potential to alter the sand dune cutting 
by expanding its area. 

 Minimise as far as practicable changes 
in the alignment and width of the 
highway. 

 Expansion in the width of the highway 
should ideally occur on the western and 
not the eastern side of the highway. 

2.02-2.21, Guard 
Station – 
Archaeological 
Sites 

 Impacts to, or destruction of 
archaeological sites during excavation 
works occurring within the Historic 
Site; within the highway reservation; 
and within Eaglehawk Bay. 

 Potential exists to impact four building 
sites and surrounding yard spaces, and 
infrastructure such as the jetty and dog 
line. 

 Where possible, avoid ground 
disturbances and excavations within 
sites of archaeological potential (2.02-
2.21). 

 Areas to be identified as a ‘works 
exclusion zone’ in all specifications, and 
fenced off for the duration of works. 

 Archaeological management will be 
required where disturbances or 
excavations are unavoidable. 

 The strategy and procedures for 
management should be documented in 
an Archaeological Method Statement, 
prepared in consultation with Heritage 
Tasmania, Parks & Wildlife Service, 
Tasman Council and the Port Arthur 
Historic Site Management Authority. 

3.01-3.02, 
Interpretation 
Elements – Fencing 
& Dog Statue 

 Impacts to, or destruction of the 
fencing and dog statue. 

 Fencing and statue to be identified as a 
‘works exclusion zone’ in all 
specifications, and fenced off for the 
duration of works. 

 Where impacts are likely, negotiate 
management requirements with Parks 
& Wildlife Service. 

4.01-4.04, Conifers  Loss of trees, or health compromised by 
works occurring within root zone. 

 Desirable to avoid impacts to trees 4.01, 
4.02 and 4.03. 

 Consider replanting trees 4.01, 4.02 
and 4.03 where removal is proposed. 

 No further management for tree 4.04. 

5.01, Telegraph 
Line Alignment 

 Not applicable.  No further management. 

Preliminary Review of Potential Heritage Impacts 

Recommendations 
This heritage assessment report has been prepared to provide State Growth with advice as to the 
location and significance of historic places, sites and features. It should be used to inform planning 
work for the proposed highway upgrades and track works and to assist in establishing mitigation and 
management strategies. The following recommendations have been made to assist with this process. 

1. Statutory Authority and Stakeholder Consultation on Draft Report: 

 The draft Historic Heritage Assessment report should be provided to Heritage Tasmania, 
DPIPWE; Parks & Wildlife Service, DPIPWE; Tasman Council and the Port Arthur 
Historic Site Management Authority to ensure that any additional matters requiring 
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attention are disclosed as early as possible (i.e., prior to finalisation of the design so that 
they can be factored into the historic heritage management processes). 

 Consultation should also identify what additional planning reports will be required for 
any Development Application and the Reserve Activity Assessment. 

2. Cultural Landscape Management: 

 Minimise as far as practicable changes in the alignment and width of the Arthur Highway 
across Eaglehawk Neck. Expansion in the width of the highway should ideally occur on 
the western side of the highway to minimise further landscape modification occurring 
within the Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site. 

 Further planning documentation such as a cultural landscape assessment may be 
required following completion of the road design to articulate potential landscape and 
visual impacts. 

3. Management of Specific Sites: 

 The results of this heritage assessment should inform planning for the proposed 
upgrades of the Arthur Highway and pedestrian track. Sites or features assessed as 
having heritage significance at either State or local levels should be conserved where 
possible. 

 Implement heritage management recommendations as per the individual site datasheets. 
The general management response is for the avoidance of impacts to places or features of 
heritage significance. Mitigation or management strategies have been proposed where 
impacts are unavoidable. Significant places or features within (or close to) the study area, 
or that require active management as part of the works are documented in the following 
table. 

Datasheet 
Number 

Place Name Site/Feature Numbers Significance Level 

1 Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site, 
Officers’ Quarters and Grounds, 5031 
Arthur Highway 

1.01- 1.03 State 

2 Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site, Guard 
Station, Arthur Highway 

2.01-2.21  State 

3 Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site, 
Interpretation Elements 

3.01-3.02 Not applicable, but 
management 
recommended 

4 Conifers 4.01-4.03 Local 

Sites or features recommended for further management 

4. Archaeological Management, Planning and Implementation: 

 Ground disturbances and excavations within areas of archaeological potential should be 
avoided where possible. The existing highway corresponds in part with areas of 
archaeological potential, and past road works are likely to have disturbed archaeological 
features or deposits. These disturbances are likely to be limited to the upper 30cm, or the 
typical depth that can be expected for the road base. Archaeological material may 
continue to exist at depths greater than 30cm below the road surface. Archaeological 
evidence outside of the existing highway reserve may exist at shallower depths than 
30cm.  

 Archaeological management will be required where it is not possible to avoid 
disturbances within areas of archaeological potential. 

 The strategy and procedures for managing areas of archaeological potential should be 
documented in an Archaeological Method Statement, prepared in consultation with 
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Heritage Tasmania, DPIPWE; Parks & Wildlife Service, DPIPWE; Tasman Council and 
the Port Arthur Historic Site Management Authority. 

 Sufficient lead-time and resources should be provided to undertake planning work and 
any archaeological works to avoid critical path complications during construction. Works 
should be carried out by suitably qualified archaeologists. 

5. Managing Unanticipated Historical Archaeological Discoveries during Works: 

 Ground disturbances and excavations occurring outside of areas of historical 
archaeological potential can proceed without further archaeological oversight. However, 
the Project Specifications should include notification protocols whereby archaeological 
advice is sought if historical archaeological features or deposits are uncovered during 
excavation or where doubt exists concerning the provenance of any strata revealed during 
excavations. This may include but not be limited to the exposure of any structural 
material made from bricks, stone, concrete or timber and forming walls or surfaces, or 
the presence of more than five fragments of artefacts such as ceramic, shell, glass or 
metal from within an area of no more than 1 m2. 

 In such instances, excavation should immediately cease pending attendance on site and 
receipt of advice from the archaeological consultant, at which point, depending on the 
findings, it may also be necessary to involve Heritage Tasmania, DPIPWE; Parks & 
Wildlife Service, DPIPWE; and Tasman Council. 

6. Seek Expert Advice for Tree Management: 

 Advice should be sought from a qualified arborist for the identification of tree species and 
their condition. 

 Where highway works may impact on significant trees, advice should be sought from a 
qualified arborist and/or arboriculturalist to determine the extent of protective exclusion 
zones required to avoid root truncation and any other prescriptions to ensure trees are 
maintained in a safe, healthy state.  

 Should significant trees be proposed for removal, replanting options should be 
determined along with any ongoing management and maintenance requirements. 

7. Further Work: 

 It is recommended that a further assessment be undertaken if it becomes apparent that 
the works associated with the proposed highway upgrades and track works will extend 
beyond the nominated study area (as depicted in Figure 1) to ensure that known and/or 
potential historic heritage values in adjacent areas are fully articulated.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Client and project details 
Improved vehicle and pedestrian safety has been proposed for the Arthur Highway, across Eaglehawk 
Neck on the Tasman Peninsula. The Department of State Growth (State Growth) has proposed 
improvements to the highway through the widening of the road from 5.6m to 7.1m with 0.6m sealed 
shoulders. As a separate, but related project, the Eaglehawk Neck Coastal Trail group has proposed 
the extension of the existing walking track, continuing south from the sand dune cutting, also known 
as the ‘dog line’, and continuing south to Blowhole Road. The study area for investigations is 
approximately 575m of the Arthur Highway, with extensions of approximately 70m along Old Jetty 
Road in the north and 60m along Blowhole Road in the south. The width of the study area is 10m to 
the east of the gravel verge and down to the low water mark on Eaglehawk Bay to the west (Figure 1). 

The study area is subject to statutory heritage management at both State and local levels, and forms 
part of a declared Historic Site under the Nature Conservation Act 2002 and National Parks and 
Reserves Management Act 2002. Planning work for the road and pathway requires a number of 
investigations to be conducted, and this includes identifying, recording and assessing historic heritage 
places within the study area. To assist with this work, Austral Tasmania Pty Ltd has been 
commissioned by State Growth to prepare this heritage assessment.  

This report documents historic heritage values within the study area. It advises on statutory heritage 
requirements; reviews existing background reports; documents the history of the area; identifies, 
records and assesses the potential heritage significance of identified sites and places; and, makes 
recommendations for management or mitigation strategies where appropriate. 
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Figure 1: Study area outlined in red (2010 aerial photograph. Base image by TASMAP (www.tasmap.tas.gov.au), © State 

of Tasmania)  

Old Jetty Rd 

Blow Hole Rd 

Eaglehawk Bay 

Pirates Bay 



  

Arthur Highway, Eaglehawk Neck: 23 May 2019 
Historic Heritage Assessment 3 

 

1.2 Authorship 
This report was written by James Puustinen and Justin McCarthy and reviewed by Alan Hay. 

1.3 Approach 
Austral Tasmania’s approach to this project has been to provide a systematic historic heritage 
assessment of the study area. Background research was conducted of existing statutory requirements 
and previous reports and site documentation was reviewed and summarised where relevant. This 
work assisted in defining the potential for historic heritage sites to exist within the study area, and 
identify locations for targeted investigations. 

A pedestrian field survey was conducted over a one-day period of 15 February 2019 by Alan Hay and 
James Puustinen. Written descriptions were made of identified sites; photographs were taken of sites 
and features; and spatial locations recorded with a hand held GPS unit referencing the GDA 94 datum. 
Accuracy in location details was available to +/- 3-4 m. Maps have been prepared in a GIS format and 
the resulting data provided to State Growth. 

The identified places have been assessed for their significance against the criteria of the Historic 
Cultural Heritage Act 1995. To assist in later management of values, the level of significance has been 
assessed against State and local thresholds using guidelines developed by Heritage Tasmania, 
DPIPWE.3 

1.4 Limitations and constraints 
This assessment is limited to consideration of historic heritage values within the study area. The 
evaluation of Aboriginal heritage is the subject of separate investigations. 

The results and judgments contained in this report are constrained by the limitations inherent in 
overview type assessments (including accessibility of historical information, safety considerations and 
related access restrictions). No botanical assessment has been undertaken as part of this project. As 
such, tree species identification should be considered indicative. 

Whilst every effort has been made to gain insight to the historic heritage profile of the subject study 
area, Austral Tasmania Pty Ltd cannot be held accountable for errors or omissions arising from such 
constraining factors. 

Grid references quoted in this report were determined through the use of a hand held GPS unit. They 
should be regarded as approximate and confirmed by more detailed survey prior to use for design 
purposes. All maps are orientated with north at the top of the page unless otherwise assigned. 
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3 Department of Primary Industries, Water and Environment, Assessing historic heritage significance for Application with the 
Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995, October 2011 
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2.0 HISTORIC HERITAGE ASSESSMENT 

2.1 Desktop review of registered and listed heritage places 
Both Federal and State Acts of Parliament may have a bearing on the management of cultural heritage 
within or adjacent to the subject study area. Key legislation is summarised below. The summary is 
intended as a guide only and should be confirmed with the administering agency and, where 
necessary, specialist legal opinion.  

Statutory heritage management of the Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site applies at a State level under the 
Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995, Nature Conservation Act 2002 and the National Parks and 
Reserves Management Act 2002. It also applies at a local level under the Tasman Interim Planning 
Scheme 2015.  

2.2 National Heritage Management Provisions 

2.2.1 World/National/Commonwealth Heritage Lists 

There is an established framework for the identification, protection and care of places of significance 
to the nation and/or Commonwealth. Entry in the National and/or Commonwealth Heritage Lists 
triggers statutory processes under the terms and provisions of the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act). Actions which will or may have a significant impact 
upon the recognised values of a listed place are required to be referred to the Australian Government 
Minister for the Environment, after which a judgement will be made as to whether the proposed 
action will require formal assessment and approval. The Act also provides for consideration of actions 
that may occur outside of a listed place that may have significant impact upon national heritage 
values, or actions taken on Commonwealth land or by Commonwealth agencies that are likely to have 
a significant impact on the environment (anywhere). Listing occurs by nomination, which may be 
made by any one at any time. The Act also provides for emergency listing where National Heritage 
values are considered to be under threat. 

As at January 2019, the study area is not included in or nominated to the World, National or 
Commonwealth Heritage Lists. 

2.3 State Heritage Management Provisions 

2.3.1 Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 

The Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 (HCH Act) is the key piece of Tasmanian legislation for the 
identification, assessment and management of historic cultural heritage places.  

The HCH Act establishes the THR as an inventory of places of State significance; to recognise the 
importance of these places to Tasmania; and to establish mechanisms for their protection. ‘State 
historic cultural heritage significance’ is not defined, however the amended Act allows for the 
production of ‘Guidelines’, which presumably will use the existing assessment guidelines for the 
purposes of defining State level significance.4 

A place of historic cultural heritage significance may be entered in the THR where it meets one of 
eight criteria. The criteria recognise historical significance, rarity, research potential, important 
examples of certain types of places, creative and technical achievement, social significance, 
associations with important groups or people, and aesthetic importance. 

Works to places included in the THR require approval, either through a Certificate of Exemption for 
works which will have no or negligible impact, or through a discretionary permit for those works 
which may impact on the significance of the place.  

Discretionary permit applications are lodged with the relevant local planning authority. On receipt, 
the application is sent to the Heritage Council, which will firstly decide whether they have an interest 
in determining the application. If the Heritage Council has no interest in the matter, the local 
planning authority will determine the application. 

                                                 
4 Assessing historic heritage significance for Application with the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 
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If the Heritage Council has an interest in determining the application, a number of matters may be 
relevant to its decision. This includes the likely impact of the works on the significance of the place; 
any representations; and any regulations and works guidelines issued under the HCH Act. The 
Heritage Council may also consult with the planning authority when making a decision. 

In making a decision, the Heritage Council will exercise one of three options: consent to the 
discretionary permit being granted; consent to the discretionary permit being granted subject to 
certain conditions; or advise the planning authority that the discretionary permit should be refused. 

The Heritage Council’s decision is then forwarded to the planning authority, which will incorporate 
the decision into any planning permit. 

As at January 2019, the ‘Former Military Barracks and Eaglehawk Historic Site’ is permanently 
included in the THR. The place has been registered for its rarity, research potential, as a 
demonstration of a class of place and for its social values. The registration is included at Appendix 1. 
The boundaries of the registered place have been defined by two plans included below (Figures 2 and 
3). The Arthur Highway reservation is not included as part of the registration, but is bounded by the 
listed place on both its western and eastern sides. Figure 2 relates to the land on the western side of 
the highway, extending to the low water mark within Eaglehawk Bay. Figure 3 adopts the same 
definition of the Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site as declared under the Nature Conservation Act 2002, 
that is, from the eastern side of the highway to the low water mark on Pirates Bay beach. 
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Figure 2: CPR 6951 depicting the extent of the registration west of the Arthur Highway (Heritage Tasmania, 
DPIPWE) 
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Figure 3: CPR 3048 depicting the extent of the Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site, used in part to define the 
registered place included on the THR (Heritage Tasmania, DPIPWE) 
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2.3.2 Works Guidelines for Historic Heritage Places 

The Tasmanian Heritage Council and Heritage Tasmania, DPIPWE, have issued Works Guidelines for 
Historic Heritage Places which must be applied when considering an application for an exemption or 
a discretionary permit. The guidelines provide a general reference for the types of works which may be 
exempt, or those where a permit will be required. They also define appropriate outcomes for a range of 
different works and development scenarios. Although specifically designed for places included in the 
THR, the guidelines provide useful advice for the management of heritage places generally. 

The overarching guiding principles of heritage management are applicable to the proposed highway 
and track works, specifically: 

1: Understand why the place is significant 

Understand what makes a place significant before making any changes to the place. This can be done 
through historical research and examining the details of the place itself. Use this information to think 
about what components or spaces are the most significant, interesting and meaningful. 

2: Changes to a place should be sympathetic to its significance 

Any changes to a place should be sympathetic to its significance. Avoid changes that will compromise 
and erode the place’s significance; that will obscure significant features; or that will confuse 
understanding of the nature and evolution of the place. 

.... 

4: Protect significant settings and significant views 

For many heritage places, it is important to protect its visual setting and any relationships to other 
significant elements. Demolition, alterations, new structures, landscaping or other changes that remove 
screen or impact on a place’s significance should be avoided.  

The guidelines do not include road or track works as a specific type of works. The following 
information is most applicable within the context of the proposed works and the identified heritage 
places: 

Type of Works What is generally eligible for an 
exemption? 

Where is a discretionary application 
required by the Tasmanian Heritage 
Council and what are appropriate 
outcomes? 

5. Subdivision or Boundary Adjustment 

5.2  

Subdivision or 
boundary 
adjustment 

 

A subdivision or boundary adjustment that 
is outside of the setting of historic elements. 

A subdivision or boundary adjustment that: 

 does not impact on the setting of the 
place; or 

 will not disconnect related heritage 
elements such as a house and its 
outbuildings; or 

 does not affect the historic lot curtilage 
of the place. 

Note: All of the areas affected by the 
subdivision will remain entered in the 
Tasmanian Heritage Register as part of 
the original entry for the site, and works to 
the new lots will require approval from the 
Tasmanian Heritage Council. 

 

Subdivisions or boundary adjustments that 
affect the place’s: 

 setting; or 
 cohesion as a collection of heritage 

elements (i.e.: separate but related 
buildings, plantings or other features); 
or 

 historic lot curtilage (i.e.: title 
boundaries that are of historical 
significance). 

Appropriate outcomes: 

Reconfigured boundaries should ensure an 
adequate setting or context is provided for 
the registered place. The adequacy of this 
setting will vary from place to place and will 
depend on a number of factors such as: 

 the size of the property; 
 the existence of elements such as 

outbuildings, gardens, landscape 
features, or significant archaeological 
values; and 

 the need to retain significant views to, 
and from, the registered place. 
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Type of Works What is generally eligible for an 
exemption? 

Where is a discretionary application 
required by the Tasmanian Heritage 
Council and what are appropriate 
outcomes? 

Retain all the main structures or significant 
elements associated with the place on a 
single title/s. For example elements such as 
significant outbuildings, gardens or other 
features should be retained on the same, or 
adjacent, title as the main structure or 
building. 

If a place has a significant historic lot 
curtilage, then any changes to the 
boundaries should aim to retain the 
integrity of the original boundaries. 

Note: All of the areas affected by the 
subdivision will remain entered in the 
Tasmanian Heritage Register as part of 
the original entry for the site, and works to 
the new lots will require approval from the 
Tasmanian Heritage Council. 

6. Demolition, Relocation and Moveable Heritage 

6.1  

Relocating 
buildings or 
structures 

 

Relocating a structure of no heritage 
significance (e.g. steel framed garden shed) 
to a site which will have no impact on the 
significance or character of a place or its 
setting. 

Relocating a significant structure. 

Appropriate outcomes: 

Relocating a significant structure will in 
most circumstances be unacceptable. 

It may be justifiable to relocate a structure 
that was originally designed as moveable or 
demountable, or which has previously been 
moved.  

If a structure that is proposed to be moved 
is in a public area and has acquired 
significance in that location, it may be 
appropriate to provide an interpretation 
marker at the site from which it will be 
moved.  

7. Excavation and Archaeological Investigations 

7.2 

Excavation and 
ground disturbance 

Works to areas of potentially no to low 
archaeological value. 

Works where a qualified archaeologist has 
determined that there is a low risk of 
disturbing significant archaeological 
remains.  

Excavating identified non-significant 
deposits under the supervision of a 
qualified archaeologist to ensure works do 
not encroach on and disturb significant 
archaeological remains.  

Dealing with unanticipated finds after 
consultation with Heritage Tasmania. 

Where proposed works will disturb areas of 
potentially medium to high archaeological 
value.  

Appropriate outcomes:  

In these circumstances, the Heritage 
Council may require: 

 a Statement of Archaeological Potential, 
and/or a Method Statement; 

 the design of the works to be amended; 
- additional investigation or research 
undertaken; 

 a controlled archaeological 
investigation as a condition of the 
permit. 

Further information can be found in the 
Heritage Council publication: ‘Managing 
Historical Archaeological Significance in 
the Works Process’. 
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Type of Works What is generally eligible for an 
exemption? 

Where is a discretionary application 
required by the Tasmanian Heritage 
Council and what are appropriate 
outcomes? 

 

13. Historic Plantings and Landscaping 

13.2 

Changing 
significant gardens 
or landscapes 

Reconstructing garden beds based on 
documented or physical evidence. 

Minor changes to the layout of the garden 
or landscape (e.g.: re-routing of secondary 
paths) in areas with no significant 
archaeological values. 

Introducing portable and ephemeral 
elements (e.g.: garden benches and discreet 
elements). 

For structures such as sheds see also 
section ‘9.5 Additions or extensions’. 

Changes to significant gardens or 
landscapes. 

Appropriate outcomes: 

If re-establishing a garden design or 
landscape, it should be renewed to a 
specific period when the landscape best 
achieved the intended design or function. It 
is important to retain the integrity of the 
layout and pattern of the landscape and 
general appearance of the plantings. 

Full replanting may be appropriate in 
formal gardens if the majority of the plants 
are in decline, or where replacement 
plantings mismatch the overall shape, 
structure, foliage or colour of the historic 
plantings. 

Replacement trees in parks and open 
landscaped gardens such as homesteads 
may be established while older trees are 
managed to senescence. Care should be 
taken, however, to retain the dominant 
pattern of open spaces. 

Retain original plants (species and 
cultivars) wherever possible unless there 
are health and age issues, the plant has 
become invasive, or there are hazard issues. 

13.3 

Replacement 
planting 

Replacement planting where: 

 significant damaged or distressed trees 
are to be removed and replaced with 
matching species in a suitable location 
using the advice of a suitably qualified 
arborist; or 

 planting will conserve or reinstate the 
landscape character or planting theme. 

Replacing plantings where different species 
may be used.  

Appropriate outcomes:  

In this case, the replacement should be as 
close as practical to the overall shape, 
structure, foliage and colour as the historic 
plant. If possible, choosing a species that 
was commonly in use at the historic 
reference period helps to reflect the original 
design intent. If significant views and vistas 
are noted in the Heritage Register entry, 
replacement plantings should attempt to 
retain those views and vistas. 

13.4 

New planting 

At a place without significant archaeological 
values, planting that: 

 does not obscure significant views or 
vistas to or from a place, and where 
such planting reinstates original 
plantings for which there is 
documented or physical evidence; or 

 extends and is consistent with historic 
planting patterns to reinforce the 
historic landscape; or 

 is in an area not associated with the 
heritage values of the place and has no 

New planting/s in an area of significant 
archaeological values.  

Appropriate outcomes:  

This may trigger conditions, except where 
plant roots are known to be less deep than 
the depth of significant archaeological 
values. 
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Type of Works What is generally eligible for an 
exemption? 

Where is a discretionary application 
required by the Tasmanian Heritage 
Council and what are appropriate 
outcomes? 

or negligible impact on the significance 
of the place; or 

At a place with known significant 
archaeological values, where: 

 previous disturbance of the soil has 
occurred and the soil will only be 
disturbed to the same depth as 
previously; 

 growth of the plant will not adversely 
impact significant archaeological 
values. 

13.5 

Removing 
plantings 

Removing non-significant plantings, where: 

there is no impact to the social or 
community value of any planting (e.g.: 
memorial plantings); or 

the vegetation does not contribute to the 
heritage significance of a place. 

Removing a significant planting, where: 

 it presents an urgent threat to life or 
property; and/or 

 an arborist confirms that it is senescent 
(i.e.: has reached the end of its life). 

 

Removing significant plantings 

Appropriate outcomes:  

Retaining significant historic plantings is 
the preferred option. Where removal is 
agreed to, a replacement planting may be 
required. 

Removing a significant tree or undertaking 
substantial pruning, where supported by an 
arborist’s assessment.  

Removing plantings of lower significance to 
save plantings of higher significance where 
supported by an arborist’s assessment. 

Removing historic plantings that constitute 
a hazard to life or built structure where 
supported by an arborist’s assessment. 

Removing historic plantings that are part of 
an earlier design or function that are now 
considered weeds and where supported by a 
detailed discussion on alternatives 
considered, including re-establishing the 
planting feature with replacement 
plantings. 

13.7 

Hard landscaping 

Altering non-significant landscape elements 
(e.g.: modern driveways, paving, decks), 
where these do not impact on heritage 
significance, including significant 
archaeological values. 

Repairing structural fabric including 
edgings where the repair matches the 
previous form, detail and material. 

Maintaining original hard landscape 
elements using methods that do not 
damage the fabric of the elements or impact 
on the setting of the place. 

Maintaining and repairing original garden 
structures, fences and gates, walls, paths, 
paving and edging, roads and tracks, 
furniture, fittings and services conserved in 
their original locations (e.g.: re-gravelling 
pathways matching previous material). 

Replacing deteriorating garden edging with 
new material that matches previous 

Altering significant hard landscaping 
elements. 

Appropriate outcomes:  

Surviving early garden elements are rare 
and should be retained, and form, materials 
and detailing of original landscape design 
should be maintained where possible. For 
example, original straight paths or drives 
should not be replaced with curvilinear, or 
vice versa. 

Where edgings such as tiles are to be 
replaced, like for-like is the preferred 
option. Where other materials are used they 
should be sympathetic to the values of the 
place. 
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Type of Works What is generally eligible for an 
exemption? 

Where is a discretionary application 
required by the Tasmanian Heritage 
Council and what are appropriate 
outcomes? 

material. 

Removing or replacing non-significant 
garden elements. 

Reconstructing pathways, beds and other 
hard landscaping elements based on 
documented or physical evidence in areas 
with no significant archaeological values. 

See section ‘6.1 Relocating buildings or 
structures’ for more information.’ 

13.11 

Buildings or works 
near significant 
trees 

Works which do not impact on the health, 
form and character of the plant, or where 
the impact is minimised in line with 
Australian Standard AS-4970 Protection of 
Trees on Development Sites. 

Installing temporary structures. See section 
‘8.2 Temporary Structures’. 

Building or works near significant trees. 

Appropriate outcomes:  

Harm or damage to significant trees should 
be avoided. Specialist advice from an 
arborist may be required to determine 
management approaches so that trees can 
be maintained in a stable, healthy 
condition. Measures may include avoiding 
root pruning, avoiding soil compaction, and 
locating buildings or services beyond the 
drip line of the tree. See Australian 
Standard AS-4970 Protection of Trees on 
Development Sites. 

Table 1: Relevant Information extracted from Works Guidelines 

 

2.3.3 Nature Conservation Act 2002 & National Parks and Reserves Management Act 
2002  

Reserves are declared under the Nature Conservation Act 2002 (NC Act). That Act sets out the values 
and purposes of each reserve class, which are then managed under the National Parks and Reserves 
Management Act 2002 (NPRM Act) according to management objectives for each class. 

The Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site is a declared historic site under the NC Act, with the boundaries of 
the Site shown in Figure 3 above, that is, from the eastern side of the Arthur Highway reservation to 
the low water mark on Pirates Bay beach. The highway reservation itself is not part of the declared 
Historic Site. The purpose of reservation within this class of reserved land is for: ‘The conservation of 
the historic features of the area of land and the presentation of those features for public appreciation 
and education.’5 

The NPRM Act allows for the preparation of statutory Management Plans for the management of 
reserved land. Management Plans are to have regard to the purposes of the reservation and the 
management objectives for that class of land. The objectives for the management of a designated 
Historic Site are included in Schedule 1 as follows: 

(a) to conserve sites or areas of historic cultural significance; 

(b) to conserve natural biological diversity; 

(c) to conserve geological diversity; 

(d) to preserve the quality of water and protect catchments; 

(e) to encourage education based on the purposes of reservation and the natural or cultural 
values of the historic site, or both; 

(f) to encourage research, particularly that which furthers the purposes of reservation; 
                                                 
5 NC Act 2002, Schedule 1 
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(g) to protect the historic site against, and rehabilitate the historic site following, adverse 
impacts such as those of fire, introduced species, diseases and soil erosion on the historic 
site’s natural and cultural values and on assets within and adjacent to the historic site; 

(h) to encourage tourism, recreational use and enjoyment consistent with the conservation of 
the historic site’s natural and cultural values; 

(i) to encourage cooperative management programs with Aboriginal people in areas of 
significance to them in a manner consistent with the purposes of reservation and the other 
management objectives.6 

2.3.4 Tasman National Park Management Plan 2017 (altering the Tasman National Park 
and Reserves Management Plan 2011)  

A statutory management plan has been prepared for the Tasman National Park and series of reserves. 
The 2017 Management Plan amends the 2011 Management Plan largely for the purposes of realising 
the tourism potential of Tasman Island. With regard to the Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site, the 2011 
Management Plan remains current and is referenced in this report. The Vision statement for the 
Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site is: 

A visitor to the reserve finds the historic heritage identified, protected and explained through 
well-designed visitor information and access facilities.7  

The objectives for historic heritage conservation and management are set out in the 2011 Management 
Plan. These are: 

 Identify and record historic heritage in the park and reserves;  

 Actively conserve and maintain the heritage integrity and quality of significant cultural 
landscapes (including pastures), heritage structures and vegetation, and other heritage fabric 
and features;  

 Protect and conserve historic heritage from damage;  

 Present and interpret historic heritage; and  

 Exclude intrusive development and activity.8 

The 2011 Management Plan establishes nine policies for the management of historic heritage: 

 Conservation and management of historic heritage in the park and reserves will adhere to the 
Australian ICOMOS Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural Significance (The Burra 
Charter), see Marquis-Kyle and Walker (1992) and its associated guidelines.  

 A conservation policy statement or conservation plan, including specific assessment of 
significance, will be prepared before any decisions are made about major works, use, removal 
or interpretation of individual elements of historic heritage. Such statements or plans will be 
prepared in accordance with the principles outlined in the Burra Charter.  

 Adaptations to heritage structures that may be provided for in a conservation policy statement 
or conservation plan will be readily reversible and new services will not be apparent from 
outside buildings, or impact upon heritage values.  

 Accurate, detailed working documentation, appropriate to the scale and significance of the 
works, will be prepared prior to any conservation works and to record any conservation works 
undertaken.  

 To avoid disturbance of historic ground features, including quarries, sub-surface remains, and 
archaeological deposits such as building footings, drainage channels and tracks, an 
archaeological assessment will be required before approval of any development.  

 Introduced plants of heritage significance within Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site will be 
retained and, if necessary, replaced to maintain continuity of the historic cultural landscape.  

                                                 
6 NPRM Act 2002, Schedule 1 
7 Parks and Wildlife Services, Tasman National Park and Reserves Management Plan, Department of Primary Industries, Parks, 
Water and Environment, Hobart, 2011, p.7 
8 Ibid, p.32 
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 Introduced plants retained for their heritage significance will be managed to prevent their 
invasion into indigenous plant communities.  

 A cyclical and ‘catch up’ maintenance program will be developed and implemented for historic 
places.  

 Historic places will be protected from natural and human actions that have an adverse effect.9 

Fifteen recommended actions flow from these policies. Those specifically related to Eaglehawk Neck, 
or of most relevance to road upgrades are included below: 

 Identify community values associated with historic places, for the purpose of taking such 
values into account in management and increasing opportunities for the community to engage 
in the conservation of these places and values.  

 Conserve and promote the military station and dog line for interaction with the general 
public.  

 Remove any damaging uses, activities and developments which intrude upon or detract from 
heritage values.  

 Prepare conservation policy statements or plans for all significant historic heritage features.  

 Identify, record and assess the condition and significance of all historic features.  

 Implement the draft Eaglehawk Neck Military Station Conservation Plan 1992.  

 Assess the historical and social significance of the Eaglehawk Neck Community Hall in 
consultation with the Eaglehawk Neck Community Hall Association and users.10  

The findings of the 1992 draft Eaglehawk Neck Military Station Conservation Plan and relevant 
policies are contained in Section 3.0 of this report. 

Separate objectives, policies and actions have been defined for ‘cultural landscapes’, and Eaglehawk 
Neck has been identified as one such significant landscape. The objectives of cultural landscape 
management are to: 

 Identify and maintain significant heritage vegetation and cultural landscapes (including 
pastures); and  

 Revegetate or allow natural regeneration of all other pastures and disturbed areas.11 

The following six polices apply to cultural landscapes: 

 Cultural landscape management will be based on: 

o Identification, management and maintenance of significant cultural landscapes and 
heritage vegetation; and  

o Identification and protection of significant viewfields.  

 Relevant archaeological, historic heritage, botanical and zoological information will be used in 
developing cultural landscape management programs.  

 Introduced plants of heritage significance will be retained and, if necessary, replaced to 
maintain continuity of the historic cultural landscape.  

 Pasture that forms part of significant cultural landscapes will be retained.  

 Cultural landscape maintenance and renewal will be based on the researched layout of 
heritage plantings and cleared areas.  

 Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site will be managed and interpreted as an overall landscape, which 
demonstrates its own history and significance. 

Four actions apply to cultural landscape management: 

 Identify, record and assess the significance of historic plantings and cultural landscapes.  
                                                 
9 Ibid, p.32 
10 Ibid 
11 Ibid, p.33 
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 Prepare and implement a garden planting plan for the Officers’ Quarters within Eaglehawk 
Neck Historic Site.  

 Prevent the spread of introduced plant species retained for heritage purposes within 
Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site. 

 Liaise with Tasman Council on identifying and protecting the Eaglehawk Neck cultural 
landscape viewfields.12 

Policies and actions for managing development works are contained in s.4.5 of the Management Plan. 
With regard to heritage requirements, the following policies are of most relevance: 

 All proposals for any development, landscape modification, research, management or 
maintenance work involving any ground breaking, structural disturbance, or environmental 
manipulation of any kind will be assessed in accordance with procedures approved by the 
Director.  

 Unless already detailed in a site plan, a comprehensive environmental, social and heritage 
effects assessment will be required for all major development proposals, in accordance with 
guidelines established by the PWS. This assessment will be made available for public 
comment.   

 In the Visitor Services Zones (note that Eaglehawk Neck forms part of the Pirates Bay Visitor 
Services Zone), development will be controlled and guided in a coordinated and integrated 
manner, by the prior preparation and approval of a comprehensive site plan covering the 
whole zone.13 

Various management zones are established for the National Park and reserves in response to existing 
and potential demands for tourism and recreational activities. Eaglehawk Neck is located within the 
Pirates Bay Visitor Service Zone. The objective of the Management Zone for this area is to: 

 Provide high quality recreational and tourism opportunities for day visits consistent with the 
natural and cultural setting;  

 Protect and conserve the recreational and tourism atmosphere and character;  

 Minimise the impact of recreation and tourism on significant natural and cultural features;  

 Protect, maintain and monitor the recreational and tourism character;  

 Provide recreational and tourism opportunities consistent with the above objectives; and  

 Consistent with the above, provide the principal visitor and management services and 
facilities for the park and reserves.14 

2.3.5 Tasman National Park Pirates Bay Visitor Service Zone Site Plan 2007  

A Site Plan was prepared in 2007 in response to existing and potential demands for tourism and 
recreational activities within the Pirates Bay Visitor Services Zone. Eaglehawk Neck is located within 
this zoning area and the Site Plan applies to the Historic Site. It includes the following Strategies and 
Actions for Eaglehawk Neck: 

 Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site will be managed and interpreted as part of an overall landscape 
of the Port Arthur / Tasman Peninsula convict heritage.  

 Review pines south of dog line in the Historic Site to determine their social and cultural 
heritage value (including potential Aboriginal heritage impacts of removal) and remove if not 
of heritage value or likely to impact values with removal.  

 Any development in the Historic Site or around the Officers’ Quarters will adhere to the Burra 
Charter principles.  

 The Parks and Wildlife Service will carefully assess and provide input concerning any 
development proposals on adjoining and nearby private land in order to ensure appropriate 
consideration is given to the protection of the Officers’ Quarters and other historic site values. 

                                                 
12 Ibid, p.34 
13 Ibid, p.45 
14 Ibid, p.15 
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 The Parks and Wildlife Service and Port Arthur Historic Site Management Authority will work 
closely together in the short and long term to best manage the Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site.  

 Work with the Port Arthur Historic Site Management Authority (PAHSMA) to explore options 
for long term management of the Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site including consideration of the 
historic site being managed by PAHSMA.   

 Carry out maintenance works on the Officers’ Quarters of a standard to maintain the asset in 
the long term.  

 Review and upgrade interpretation as necessary.15 

2.4 Local Heritage Management 

2.4.1 Tasman Interim Planning Scheme 2015 

The study area is located within the planning area of the Tasman Interim Planning Scheme 2015. The 
Scheme includes a list of heritage places in Table E13.1. Table E13.1 includes the following place: 

 No.7, Former Military Barracks and Eaglehawk Historic Site, Arthur Highway, Eaglehawk 
Neck. 

Table E13.1 adopts the same definition of the place boundaries as those used for the THR. 

The Scheme establishes a range of Performance Criteria for different development scenarios. The 
following are most relevant within the context of proposed road works: 

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria 

E13.7.1 Demolition 

To ensure that demolition in whole or part of a heritage place does not result in the loss of historic cultural 
heritage values unless there are exceptional circumstances. 

A1 

No acceptable solution. 

P1 

Demolition must not result in the loss of significant 
fabric, form, items, outbuildings or landscape elements 
that contribute to the historic cultural heritage 
significance of the place unless all of the following are 
satisfied; 

(a) there are, environmental, social, economic or 
safety reasons of greater value to the community 
than the historic cultural heritage values of the 
place; 

(b) there are no prudent and feasible alternatives; 
(c) important structural or façade elements that can 

feasibly be retained and reused in a new structure, 
are to be retained; 

(d) significant fabric is documented before 
demolition. 

E13.7.2 Buildings and Works other than Demolition 

To ensure that development at a heritage place is: 

(a) undertaken in a sympathetic manner which does not cause loss of historic cultural heritage significance; and 

(b) designed to be subservient to the historic cultural heritage values of the place and responsive to its dominant 
characteristics. 

A1 

No acceptable solution. 

P1 

Development must not result in any of the following: 

(a) loss of historic cultural heritage significance to the 

                                                 
15 Parks and Wildlife Service, Tasman National Park Pirates Bay Visitor Service Zone Site Plan, Department of Tourism, Arts 
and the Environment, Hobart, 2007, p.21 
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Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria 

place through incompatible design, including in 
height, scale, bulk, form, fenestration, siting, 
materials, colours and finishes; 

(b) substantial diminution of the historic cultural 
heritage significance of the place through loss of 
significant streetscape elements including plants, 
trees, fences, walls, paths, outbuildings and other 
items that contribute to the significance of the 
place. 

A5 

New front fences and gates must accord with original 
design, based on photographic, archaeological or other 
historical evidence. 

P5 

New front fences and gates must be sympathetic in 
design, (including height, form, scale and materials), to 
the style, period and characteristics of the building to 
which they belong. 

E13.7.3 Subdivision 

To ensure that subdivision of part of a heritage place maintains cohesion between the elements that collectively 
contribute to an understanding of historic cultural heritage values, and protects those elements from future 
incompatible development. 

A1 

No acceptable solution. 

P1 

A proposed plan of subdivision must show that historic 
cultural heritage significance is adequately protected 
by complying with all of the following: 

(a) ensuring that sufficient curtilage and contributory 
heritage items (such as outbuildings or significant 
plantings) are retained as part of any title 
containing heritage values; 

(b) ensuring a sympathetic pattern of subdivision; 
(c) providing a lot size, pattern and configuration with 

building areas or other development controls that 
will prevent unsympathetic development on lots 
adjoining any titles containing heritage values, if 
required. 

Table 2: TIPS 2015: Relevant Development Standards 

2.5 Non-Statutory Management and Identification 

2.5.1 Register of the National Estate 

The Register of the National Estate (RNE) was established in 1976 as a list of natural, Indigenous and 
historic heritage places throughout Australia, with limited statutory mechanisms relating to actions 
taken by the Commonwealth. As of February 2007, the RNE ceased to be an active register, with 
places no longer able to added or removed and the expectation that the States and Territories would 
consider places included on the RNE for management under relevant State legislation. The RNE 
ceased to exist as a statutory register on 19 February 2012 and references to the RNE were removed 
from the EPBC Act. The RNE continues to exist as a non-statutory information source. Coincidence 
with other heritage lists and registers (including the THR and planning scheme heritage schedules) is 
not uncommon. The ‘Military Officers’ Quarters and Garden Remnants’ are included on the RNE.16 

2.6 Section Summary 
The following table summarises the various statutory and non-statutory mechanisms and identifies 
those in which part of the site is listed. 

                                                 
16 RNE, Military Officers Quarters and Garden Remnants, Arthur Highway, Eaglehawk Neck, TAS, Australia, Place ID 17889 



  

Arthur Highway, Eaglehawk Neck: 23 May 2019 
Historic Heritage Assessment 18 

 

Register/Listing Inclusion Statutory 
Implications 

National Heritage List No No 

Commonwealth Heritage List No No 

Tasmanian Heritage Register Yes Yes 

Nature Conservation Act 2002 & National Parks and 
Reserves Management Act 2002 

Yes Yes 

Tasman National Park Management Plan 2017 (altering 
the Tasman National Park and Reserves Management 
Plan 2011) 

Yes Yes 

Tasman Interim Planning Scheme 2015 Yes Yes 

Register of the National Estate Yes No 

Table 3: Summary of statutory and non-statutory mechanisms 
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3.0 RESULTS OF PREVIOUS HERITAGE INVESTIGATIONS 

3.1 Introduction 
As a declared Historic Site, Eaglehawk Neck has been subject to a number of previous heritage 
assessments and investigations within the context of site recording, conservation planning, and 
development assessments. Relevant reports and documentation have been reviewed for this project 
and summarised in Table 4. The review of this documentation assists in establishing known heritage 
sites, values or issues and assists in undertaking the field survey and developing appropriate 
management responses.  

The key documents of relevance to this project are the draft 1992 Eaglehawk Neck Military Station 
Conservation Plan; the Parks & Wildlife Service site catalogue record; and the results of previous 
archaeological excavations carried out at the site. Of these, the 1992 Conservation Plan is of most 
relevance, and will apply where road or track works extend to the east beyond the highway reservation 
and into the boundaries of the declared Historic Site.  

The policies of the 1992 Conservation Plan are consistent with those contained in the statutory 
Tasman National Park Management Plan 2017 (altering the Tasman National Park and Reserves 
Management Plan 2011), with one of the recommended actions from the 2011 Management Plan being 
to: ‘Implement the draft Eaglehawk Neck Military Station Conservation Plan 1992’. As a declared 
Historic Site, the overarching conservation policies are for the retention of heritage values. 

There have been at least three archaeological excavations carried out at the Site, by Prince (c.1990), 
Townrow (1990) and Jackman (1999). The archaeological testing and monitoring works of Prince and 
Townrow were carried out as part of road works in the vicinity of the Officers’ Quarters, which are 
immediately to the north of the study area. Townrow recorded several earthen unlined drains 
extending up to 16.5m in length; rubbish pits containing refuse; and artefact scatters dated from the 
1850s to early twentieth century.17 

Prince’s excavation occurred on Eaglehawk Neck following the discovery of subsurface archaeology 
during highway works. The excavation was located between the highway and to the west of the 
Officers’ Quarters, and therefore outside of the study area. Unfortunately, a report of the findings has 
not been located. Several photographs of an archaeological excavation to the rear of the Officers’ 
Quarters are included in the Parks and Wildlife site documentation, and these are likely to relate to 
Prince’s work.18 Although to the north of the current study area, the results of the excavation have 
some relevance for understanding subsurface archaeological potential in proximity to the highway, 
and a summary of findings was included in the 1992 Conservation Plan. 

The excavation covered an area of approximately 35m N/S x 5m E-W, and was divided in a series of 
test trenches (number not given) measuring 5 x 1 m, with each trench subdivided into 1m squares. 
Squares and stratigraphic units were excavated separately and all excavated material was sieved. 
Trenches were extended to reveal the extent of archaeological remains found during testing.  

The works revealed a number of archaeological features associated with the Officers’ Quarters, which 
were not depicted on plans or drawings of the site. This included a brick lined drain; a clay floored 
yard space; a crushed brick pathway or paved area; and steps leading from the yard to the west. 
Remains of a wooden outbuilding, possibly a laundry containing a fireplace were also noted in the 
Conservation Plan. A large number of artefacts were recovered from the soil overlying these features. 

Furthermore, a number Aboriginal heritage items were recovered during these works, including glass 
artefacts. This was of some note, as no previous documentary references were known to the authors 
indicating contemporaneous occupation of the site during the early nineteenth century.19 

Jackman’s 1999 work was carried out as part of the construction of a set of stairs that form part of 
current track leading south from the Officer’s Quarters and at the site of the dog statue located at the 

                                                 
17 Townrow, K, Hawks Hill Deviation, Eaglehawk Neck: Archaeological Monitoring, report prepared for the Department of 
Roads and Transport, May 1990 
18 Parks and Wildlife Service, Tasmanian Historic Archaeological Site Catalogue, No. 8411-082 – Eagle Hawk Neck Guard 
Station, 19 February 1991 
19 Godden Mackay, Eaglehawk Neck Military Station Conservation Plan, prepared for Department of Parks, Wildlife and 
Heritage, 1992 (draft), pp.66-67, 143-144 
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sand dune cutting. Test excavations were carried out at each work site. No significant features or 
deposits were identified.20 

 
 

                                                 
20 Port Arthur Archaeology Project PA1999-12, TPIP: Eaglehawk Neck archaeological inspection report, 22 June 1999 
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No. Report Name and Date Description of Works Summary of Results Relevant to the Current Project 

1 Scott & Furphy Consulting 
Group & Gutteridge 
Haskins & Davey Pty Ltd, 
The Arthur Highway. A 
Study in Landscape 
Conservation, April 1976, 
pp.40, 46, 62, 71, 84 

A landscape/conservation 
study prepared in response 
to tourism growth and the 
environmental and 
heritage significance of the 
area, including examining 
the landscape 
characteristics and 
aesthetic values.  

The report covers the entire highway, inclusive of the study area.  

The report provides a landscape character zoning, categorised as either distinctive, common or 
minimal. Eaglehawk Neck was identified as having a distinctive landscape character, with features 
that are of unusual quality not common to the overall character type of the zone. 

A range of actions were recommended for the Eaglehawk Neck rest area. A number of these have 
since been implemented, with the key remaining recommendation being to safeguard the dune 
system, by preventing vehicle access and controlled pedestrian access. 

Issues having an adverse impact on the character of the place included unsympathetic buildings 
surrounding Eaglehawk Neck at either end. It recommended visual enhancement of these areas. 

With regard to road improvements, the report recommended that the highway be maintained as a 
two lane road with improvements of resurfacing, overtaking lanes in selected locations, slight 
widening to better accommodate wide loads; and, additional car parking and viewing areas at 
feature points. It was prepared prior to planning for the major Hawks Hill deviation of the 
highway, with the old highway taking a more circuitous route down the hill, and since renamed 
Pirates Bay Drive. 

2 Stockton, J, Cane, S, 
Cultural Resources 
Information for 
Eaglehawk Neck, South 
East Tasmania, prepared 
for the National Parks and 
Wildlife Service Tasmania, 
December 1978, pp. i, 16, 
19, 29-30, 38-40 

This report was prepared 
to provide a preliminary 
archaeological 
investigation of Eaglehawk 
Neck in evaluating 
potential impacts arising 
from a proposed tourist 
information bay.  

 

The study area corresponds with study zone 3 in Stockton and Cane’s report, inclusive of a number 
of historically documented sites including a guard house, commissariat store, boats crew building, 
three sentry boxes, the semaphore, the dog line and jetty extending westerly into Eaglehawk Bay. 

Survey of this area identified the cut through the sand dune which accommodated the dog line. The 
following surface features were observed in this area:  

  Two pieces of brick; 
 A heavy log, with exposed dimensions of 3m long x 32cm wide; 
 An artefact scatter less than 5m2 amongst loose sand and approximately 30m east of the road. 

Surface features included small amounts of glazed pottery with fine black designs on a white 
background; brick fragments; and black and clear bottle glass. 

 One square nail, 7cm long, possibly associated with the guardhouse.  

Stockton and Cane noted that there were no significant structural remains of the guard house, 
other than a mound facing the road, and approximately in the right position for the building. Three 
bricks were observed on the ground surface, lining up with brick pieces exposed in the road 
cutting. They hypothesised that the guard house was probably closer to the shore than the 
identified mound, with the construction of the road likely to have destroyed evidence of the guard 
house.  

A ‘scrubby rise’ approximately 5m north of the guardhouse mound, may possibly have been 
evidence of the commissariat store building. However, Stockton and Cane suggest that the store 
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building was probably destroyed by the road construction. 

No surface evidence of the boats crew huts was observed, with this area corresponding with the 
parking area at the public hall, and the shore of the bay to the west. 

The report recommended that any earthworks on the isthmus be archaeologically monitored for 
Aboriginal and historical archaeological resources. 

3 Brand, I, The Convict 
Buildings on Eaglehawk 
Neck, 1979, p.i 

A compilation and analysis 
of historical resources 
related to buildings 
previously located on 
Eaglehawk Neck. 

Contains relevant historical information to the current project. 

With reference to the study area, provides pictorial and written historical descriptions of buildings 
located within the dog line/dune cutting area. It notes that up to four buildings were located in this 
area, plus the semaphore, line of lamps and dogs and several sentry boxes. The jetty entered 
Eaglehawk Bay from this location. 

Brand notes that this area in particular was key to the security of the Tasman Peninsula, and the 
reason for the establishment of the guard station there. 

4 Port Arthur Conservation 
Project. Site Recording 
Sheet – Physical Evidence, 
No. 8411.001, Eaglehawk 
Neck Guard Station, MC 
Truscott, 2 October 1984 

Provides a basic site 
recording of Eaglehawk 
Neck Guard Station and its 
key components. 

As a basic or preliminary site record, the document is of limited relevance to the current project. It 
identifies the following two features within the study area: 

 3. Cutting in dunes (for the dog chain) approximately 70m wide (east-west) x approximately 
50m long (north-south); 

 4. Jetty. Notes that it is most visible at very low tides and also on aerial imagery. The remains 
of piles start 25m west of the road embankment, extending into the bay for 98m at an angle of 
245°. Pairs of piles or collapsed logs were visible, 3m apart. 

5 Prince, GB, An 
Archaeological Survey of 
Route of Proposed 
Reconstruction of Arthur 
Highway, Eaglehawk 
Neck to Nubeena Road, 
Tasman Peninsula, South 
East Tasmania, prepared 
for Gutteridge, Haskins 
and Davey, May 1985, pp.4, 
7, 10-13 

Aboriginal and historic 
heritage survey of 9 km 
section of the Arthur 
Highway in advance of 
road works.  

Provides a brief 
ethnohistorical overview 
and summary of previous 
archaeological surveys. 

 

With regard to historic heritage, 15 sites were identified by Prince. This includes 13 sites previously 
recorded as part of the Port Arthur Conservation Project, and two new sites identified by Prince. 

The report does not include maps showing the location of recorded features. Grid references are by 
way of three figure 1:25,000 map sheet coordinates, and presumably by way of AGD66. They 
should therefore be considered approximate. The following sites recorded by Prince would appear 
to have some relevance to the study area: 

 8411 0001: Eaglehawk Neck Guard Station (coordinates 753/367); 

Record 8411 0001 is inclusive of the entire Neck military station, although Prince provides no 
information regarding specific sites or elements within the place. 

The report also identifies the cultural significance of Eaglehawk Neck as a place of very high 
significance for both Aboriginal and historic heritage values. To avoid archaeological impacts, it 
recommended that any road widening should be carried out without excavation. 
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6 Russell, JA, Proposed 
Arthur Highway 
Upgrading: Eaglehawk 
Neck to Taranna, 
summary report to 
Gutteridge, Haskins and 
Davey Pty Ltd, 1985, pp.1-
3, 6-8 

This report was prepared 
to analyse the natural and 
cultural resources of a 9 
km section of the Arthur 
Highway in advance of the 
proposed road works.  

Identifies the entire 
Tasman Peninsula convict 
landscape as having 
outstanding heritage value 
at an international level.   

 

The following individual site or broader places have relevance to the current study area: 

 Eaglehawk Neck, inclusive of the military barracks and chain of dogs. 

In relation to road works and landscape conservation, general recommendations were made to 
disturb as little roadside vegetation as possible; move the least amount of earth and rock as 
possible; and where unavoidable, restore vegetation and landforms to mimic the surrounding 
natural landscape. 

Specific recommendations were made to avoid known historic sites along the highway.  

7 Townrow, K, Hawks Hill 
Deviation, Eaglehawk 
Neck: Archaeological 
Monitoring, report 
prepared for the 
Department of Roads and 
Transport, May 1990 

Provides the results of 
archaeological monitoring 
works associated with road 
works to the north of the 
Officers’ Quarters. 

The works location was to the north of the study area, and therefore not directly relevant to the 
current project. However, the results are broadly relevant in understanding subsurface 
archaeological potential in the vicinity of the officers’ quarters. The key features recorded by 
Townrow included: 1. an earthen, unlined drain 1.5m wide x 1m deep and extending over a distance 
of some 16.5 m; 2. a second, poorly defined unlined drain that led off to the south east from the 
main drain; 3. a third unlined drain or natural run-off extending from the modern road culvert 
before connecting with the drain 1; 4. seven post holes; and 5. two rounded rubbish pits containing 
refuse of broken bricks, bottles, and crockery, with items contemporaneous with others scattered 
over the site. All of these features were covered by two layers of soil, with the upper layer (1) 
containing artefact scatters dated to the 1850s to the early twentieth century. The highest 
concentration of artefacts was within drain 1. 

Following completion of monitoring, the site was stripped to natural, removing identified features 
and any remaining potential. 

8 Tasmanian Historic 
Archaeological Site 
Catalogue, No. 8411-082 – 
Eagle Hawk Neck Guard 
Station, 19 February 1991 

Brief site record and sketch 
plan of the jetty ruins.  

Kee’s 1991 recording of the artefact scatter along the shoreline and the jetty remains are relevant to 
the current study.  

It described the jetty ruin as a scatter of waterworn, mostly red bricks, plus yellow ochre located at 
high water mark at the high water mark of Eaglehawk Neck Bay. The scatter extends 
approximately 70m, with a concentration at 20-30m (south to north). At the centre of the 
concentration at 245° were two sets of jetty cross planks visible at low tide. 

Previous site records for 8411-082 are largely blank and provide no useful information for the 
current study. 

9 Godden Mackay, Provides a conservation The 1992 Eaglehawk Neck Military Station Conservation Plan is the most recent and relevant 
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Eaglehawk Neck Military 
Station Conservation Plan, 
prepared for Department 
of Parks, Wildlife and 
Heritage, 1992 (draft), 
pp.188-294 

plan according to 
established methodologies 
for the Eaglehawk Neck 
Military station, inclusive 
of built, archaeological and 
landscape heritage. 

The study area for the 
Conservation Plan is 
generally inclusive of the 
current investigations, but 
only extends to the 
northern side of Blow Hole 
Road. 

document for the identification, assessment and conservation of heritage values at the Eaglehawk 
Neck Historic Site. Its policies are consistent with the statutory Tasman National Park 
Management Plan 2017 (altering the Tasman National Park and Reserves Management Plan 2011), 
with one of the recommended actions from the 2011 Management Plan being to: ‘Implement the 
draft Eaglehawk Neck Military Station Conservation Plan 1992’. 

The 1992 Conservation Plan provides recommendations and policies in order to retain the 
significance of the place. These range from broad, holistic statements for the management of the 
site as a large and complex place, to site-specific policies. Within the context of the current study 
and road works, the following policies are of key relevance: (8.2) General Conservation Policy; 
(8.3.1) Use; (8.3.3.) Fabric; (8.3.4) Setting/Landscape/Plantings; (8.3.6) the Dogline/Semaphore 
Site; (8.3.7) Sites of Former Structures; (8.3.8) Archaeological Resources; and (8.3.11) Visitor 
Management and Facilities. Relevant policies are reproduced below: 

8.2 General Conservation Policy for Eaglehawk Neck Military Station (extracted as relevant to the 
study area): 

The Eaglehawk Neck precinct is recognised as an item of outstanding environmental heritage 
which has aesthetic, historic, scientific and social value for past, present and future 
generations. This significance derives from its period of use as a convict station, but also from 
all later periods of its history. 

The precinct should be managed as a cultural landscape which includes significant geological 
formations, native and introduced species, Aboriginal sites and historic elements. 

All buildings, structures, sites and landscape elements should be retained and conserved 
unless a conservation policy statement determines otherwise. 

The archaeological resources of the precinct should be conserved. 

The setting of the Eaglehawk Neck Military Station should be conserved and managed. Where 
necessary, new plantings may be introduced. Intrusive or invasive plantings should be 
removed. 

8.3.1 Use: 

The presence and operation of the Arthur Highway is recognised as an existing site use which 
will continue. 

The Eaglehawk Neck precinct should be managed as a cultural landscape and the focus for 
management should be on conservation of identified significant elements. Where conflict 
arises between conservation and other considerations, conservation issues should prevail 
(except where adequate resources are not available or public safety is at risk). 
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8.3.3 Fabric: 

Disturbance to or alteration of fabric should only occur in accordance with this policy. 

Wherever possible original fabric should be retained in situ and should be maintained, 
preserved and restored. 

The archaeological information and resource contained within the fabric of the site should be 
conserved. 

8.3.4 Setting/landscape/plantings: 

The unique visual qualities of Eaglehawk Neck should be conserved and no activity should be 
permitted which detracts from the setting of the place. 

The existing configuration and topography of the Eaglehawk Neck precinct should be retained.  

Intrusive or invasive species (such as Pinus radiata or blackberry) should be removed. 

Plantings which obscure significant sites (such as the Dog line) may be removed. 

Other landscape elements, (including paths and fences) may be reconstructed for operational 
or interpretive purposes. 

8.3.6 The Dog line/Semaphore Site: 

The Dog line should be cleared of vegetation, marked physically and interpreted on site. 

8.3.7 Sites of Former Structures: 

Archaeological features at the sites of former structures should be conserved in accordance 
with this policy.  

8.3.8 Archaeological Resources: 

No sub-floor spaces, roof spaces of sub-surface deposits should be disturbed without an 
archaeological assessment. 

Disturbance of significant or potentially significant archaeological features or context should 
only occur where essential for the conservation of the place or where unavoidable for 
operational reasons. In such cases investigation should be undertaken by an appropriately 
qualified archaeologist in accordance with an archaeological research design. 

Disturbance of Aboriginal relics or sites should only occur in accordance with the requirements 
of the Aboriginal Relics [sic] Act. 

Provision should be made for adequate recording and post excavation/disturbance analysis of 
archaeological features, and the long term curation and management of artefacts and data 
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recovered. 

8.3.11 Visitor Management and Facilities: 

Visitation to the Eaglehawk Neck precinct should be encouraged and promoted. 

Visitor access and flow patterns through this site should be managed through the construction 
of fences and paths, where possible along the alignment of former landscape elements. 

10 Winkworth, K, Eaglehawk 
Neck Interpretive Strategy 
and Museum Plan, 
prepared for Parks & 
Wildlife Service, April 1994 

Report prepared to present 
preliminary concepts for 
interpretation of 
Eaglehawk Neck and the 
Officers’ Quarters. The 
report was prepared 
following recommendation 
in the 1992 Conservation 
Management Plan.  

Provides a strategy for interpreting the multi-layered values of Eaglehawk Neck. Of limited value to 
current assessment. 

11 Ryland, A, Historic 
Cultural Heritage 
Assessment of a Proposed 
Telstra Cable Route, 
Eaglehawk Neck, Tasman 
Peninsula, prepared for 
Steve Stanton – Heritage 
Consultant & ABB 
Communications, 
November 2001 

Provides a desktop 
assessment of potential 
impacts associated with 
250m of trenching to 
accommodate an 
underground Telstra cable. 
The assessment extended 
approximately 70m south 
of the stables and 80m 
north of the Community 
Hall. The trench continued 
to the north and the 
boundaries of the Officers’ 
Quarters site and 
information centre. 

Report concludes that the proposed works would not interfere with the integrity of the site or 
diminish its significance. However, to account for unanticipated discoveries it recommended 
trenching to be archaeologically monitored. A resulting monitoring report has not been located. 

12 Port Arthur Archaeology 
Project PA1999-12, TPIP: 
Eaglehawk Neck 
archaeological inspection 
report, 22 June 1999 

Provides the results of an 
inspection and minor 
archaeological test 
trenches associated with 
the track work and location 
of the interpretive dog 
sculpture located on 

The results of the report are relevant to interpretation of the subsurface archaeology on Eaglehawk 
Neck at two discrete locations. 

Two archaeological test trenches (800mm x 300mm x 250mm deep and 800mm apart) were 
excavated at the base of a slope where steps were to be constructed across an embankment. These 
steps were located overlooking the existing floor relief basin. The embankment itself was 
considered to be landscaping works from the mid-1980s for stormwater management. 
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Eaglehawk Neck. 

The track was under 
construction at the time of 
the inspection, extending 
from near the southwest 
corner of the officers’ 
quarters lot and 
terminating at the 
sculpture site in the sand 
dune cutting.  

The sculpture was to be 
positioned on a low 
mound, 3m on each side, 
and overlooking the 
cutting. Vegetation had 
been cleared on the dog 
line alignment cut through 
the sand dune. 

Only friable dark brown sandy loam was encountered in the trenches, and no soil structure was 
evident. A single bottle glass fragment was found on the surface within the upper trench. It was 
assessed as having negligible significance. No further archaeological features or deposits were 
encountered. 

Test pits were also excavated at the sculpture location. Jackman noted that extreme caution was 
required at this location as it was within the general vicinity of the guard house. The sculpture was 
to be located on a low mound, 80cm above the surrounding area. There was no surface evidence of 
archaeological material at the mound, although a scatter of broken sandstock bricks were located 
approximately 7m to the northeast. 

Four test pits were excavated in the mound on a north-south orientation for the installation of the 
dog sculpture. The pits reached a maximum depth of 55cm with a general sequence of 5-7cm sandy 
loam over 20cm organic stained beach sand densely infiltrated with fine root hairs. Yellow, slightly 
organic stained, beach sand continued to a depth of c.50cm below the surface at which point a 
cleaner, whiter variant was encountered. No cultural features were observed with the soil 
characteristics indicating likely post convict aeolian deposition with the development of minimal 
structure. 

Table 4: Summary of previous heritage investigations 
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4.0 HISTORICAL OVERVIEW 

4.1 Introduction 
The study area is formed by the narrow isthmus separating the Forestier and Tasman peninsulas, and 
traditional country of the Pydairrerme people of the Oyster Bay nation. The European use and 
development of the area did not begin until the early 1830s with the establishment of the Port Arthur 
penal settlement. The narrowness of Eaglehawk Neck was of considerable strategic importance and a 
military station was established there in 1832 to secure the Tasman Peninsula. Most notoriously, a 
line of vicious dogs were positioned across the isthmus to guard against absconding convicts. The line 
even extended into the shallows of Eaglehawk Bay, with several dogs located on platforms over the 
water. Following the closure of Port Arthur as a penal settlement in the 1870s, the northern part of the 
former military station was made available for private development. The southern section, and 
location of much of the study area remained Crown land. 

Arranged chronologically, this historical overview addresses the following key phases of use and 
development: 

 The Aboriginal people of the area and contact history; 

 1830: European Settlement of the Tasman Peninsula; 

 1832-1874: The Eaglehawk Neck Military Station; 

 1874: The Transition to Private Ownership; and 

 Evolving Transport and other Infrastructure on Eaglehawk Neck. 

4.2 The Aboriginal People of the Area and Contact History 
The Forestier and Tasman peninsulas are part of the country of the Oyster Bay nation of Tasmania. 
Located on the east coast of Tasmania, their lands covered some 7,800 square kilometres, including 
515 kilometres of coastline. Their country extended from St Patricks Head in the north, to the eastern 
shores of the Derwent estuary. Inland, it reached St Peters Pass in the midlands, before following the 
Eastern Tiers to the Break O’Day River, where it returned to the coast at St Patricks Head. The use of 
the land shaped the Tasmanian landscape over many thousands of years. Traditional management 
practices such as firing the land for hunting and gathering purposes, cleared the forests and opened 
up the grass plains.  

Prior to European settlement, Ryan proposes that ten bands formed part of the Oyster Bay nation with 
a total population of between 700-800 people, the largest group in Tasmania. The Tasman Peninsula 
was the home of the Pydairrerme band. They enjoyed a diet of shellfish from estuarine areas, possums 
and kangaroo from their hunting grounds of forests and grasslands, and a variety of vegetable foods. 
Robinson later recorded that the Aboriginal name of Eaglehawk Neck was Teerrerleennermar 
Komemenner.21 

The band moved seasonally to take advantage of available foods, spending winters on the coast where 
shellfish, coastal birds and vegetables were found, before moving inland when the warmer weather 
allowed them to hunt larger game. As the end of August, the Pydairrerme and other southern groups 
would move up the Little Swanport and Prosser rivers to the Eastern Marshes, hunting birds, 
kangaroos and wallabies. They headed further west as warmer weather arrived, hunting and firing the 
land and reaching the Big River country around Blue Hill Bluff and the Clyde River, before returning 
to the coast in June.22 

The earliest ethnohistorical records made by Europeans of Aboriginal Tasmanians occurred on the 
Forestier Peninsula. On 24 November 1642, the party lead by Abel Janszoon Tasman sighted land 
after a 72 days voyage from Batavia in the Dutch East Indies, now Indonesia. Naming the island Van 
Diemen’s Land, Tasman followed the south east coastline, bringing Tasmania to the attention of the 
European world for the first time. No contact was made between the Europeans and the Aboriginal 
people. However, the Dutch did note that the island was inhabited. Thus, at North Bay, on the north 

                                                 
21 Ryan, L, The Aboriginal Tasmanians, Allen & Unwin: St Leonards, 1996, pp.15-17, 19; Godden Mackay, Eaglehawk Neck 
Military Station Conservation Plan, prepared for Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, 1992 (draft), p.13 
22 Ryan, op. cit., pp.15-17, 19 
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west end of the Forestier Peninsula, the crew heard ‘certain human sounds, and also sounds nearly 
resembling music of a trump or a small gong’. Smoke from fires was also seen as were: 

Two trees about 2 or 2½ fathom in thickness, measuring 60 to 65 feet from the ground to the lowermost 
branches which trees bore notches made by flint implements, the bark having been removed for the 
purpose; these notches, forming a kind of steps to enable persons to get up the trees and rob the birds’ 
nests in their tops.23 

More regular contact between Europeans and Aboriginal people began during the late eighteenth 
century. With the European discovery and exploration of Bass Strait, attention soon turned to the rich 
fur seal resources of the Furneaux Islands. When more permanent European settlements were 
established on the Furneaux Islands, some Aboriginal women were taken as wives for the sealers. 
Whilst many of these women came from groups from the North East nation, others had originally 
come from Oyster Bay.24 

The permanent European settlement of Tasmania in 1803 disrupted the traditional balance of 
Aboriginal life. As European settlement expanded throughout south east Tasmania and the midlands, 
violence emerged over access to food resources and the seasonal movement of the Aboriginal people 
through the land. This conflict reached new heights during the late 1820s and early 1830s.  

Beginning in October 1830, Lieutenant Governor Arthur commenced the failed ‘Black Line’ operation; 
an attempt to push the Oyster Bay and Big River people remaining in settled areas down to the 
Tasman Peninsula. The ‘line’ involved a human chain formed from 3,000 colonists, who through a 
pincer movement, attempted to push the Aboriginal people down onto East Bay Neck, dividing the 
Tasmanian mainland from the Forestier Peninsula. From here, it was expected that the final 
movement would drive the captured Aboriginal people onto the Tasman Peninsula, where they could 
be contained, on land not yet wanted by the British. During November, the soldiers and military police 
scoured the isthmus at East Bay Neck in search of the Aboriginal people they expected to be cornered 
on the narrow strip of land. Unsuccessful, the manoeuvre was abandoned by the end of the month. 
Only two people were captured. Shortly afterwards, reports began to emerge of ‘several tribes’ being 
seen near Pittwater, ‘even so early as within a few hours after the Grand Army was disbanded, some of 
them were seen at East Bay Neck’.25 

Ultimately, this costly exercise failed to push the remaining Aboriginal people onto the Peninsula. 
However, where it did succeed was in clearing the valuable south east and midlands for secure 
European settlement. More success was had by George Augustus Robinson who led a series of 
expeditions which enticed or coerced the remaining Aboriginal people to leave their country. In 
January 1832, Robinson arrived in Hobart Town in the company of 26 surviving members of the Big 
River nation. Apparently, the Aboriginal people were accommodated in the basement of Robinson’s 
house until sent to establishments in the Furneaux Islands ten days later.26 

In 1847, the 47 remaining Aboriginal people at the mission on Flinders Island were transported to the 
former convict station at Oyster Cove, south of Hobart. Back on the Tasmanian mainland, the people 
would often leave Oyster Cove for weeks at a time to hunt, camp and collect traditional foods, with 
occasional trips to Hobart.27 

4.3 1830: European Settlement of the Tasman Peninsula 
Europeans did not know of the existence of Eaglehawk Neck until 1802 and the coastal survey of 
Nicolas Baudin. Unlike much of south east Tasmania, the exploration and settlement of the Forestier 
and Tasman peninsulas occurred relatively late. A gang of bushrangers was captured at Pirates Bay in 
1827, and recommendations were made to establish an outpost in the area, although this does not 
appear to have occurred.28 

                                                 
23 Ibid, p.47. NOTE: Brown describes this same event, but locates the observation as occurring at nearby Blackman Bay: Brown, 
S, Aboriginal Archaeological Sites in Eastern Tasmania. A Cultural Resource Management Statement, Occasional Paper 
No.31, Hobart: Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, 1991, p.97 
24 Ibid, pp.66-71 
25 Ryan, op. cit., pp.157-158; Bonwick, J, The Last of the Tasmanians; or, the Black War of Van Diemen’s Land, Sampson Low, 
Son & Marston: London, 1870, pp.228-229; Colonial Times, Friday 10 December 1830, p.2; Winkworth, K, Eaglehawk Neck 
Interpretive Strategy and Museum Plan, prepared for Parks & Wildlife Service, April 1994 
26 Ryan, op. cit., pp.157-158; Bonwick, op. cit., pp.228-229; The Tasmanian Mail, 22 August 1896, p.17 
27 Gough, J, ‘Oyster Cove’, in Alexander, A, (ed.), The Companion to Tasmanian History, Centre for Tasmanian Historical 
Studies, University of Tasmania: Hobart, 2005, pp.261-262; The Mercury, Friday 20 December 1861, p.2; The Mercury, Friday 
25 May 1866, p.4; The Mercury, Friday 18 February 1870, p.2 
28 Godden Mackay, op. cit., p.13 
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At the same time, a recommendation was put forward to establish a penal settlement at Port Arthur in 
line with Governor Arthur’s system on convict discipline. The site had several key advantages. The two 
narrow isthmuses which separated the peninsulas from the Tasmanian mainland provided a physical 
barrier and restriction on access and escape. With the absence of free settlers and ready supplies of 
natural resources, in particular timber, the Tasman Peninsula was an ideal location for a secure penal 
settlement. In 1828, surveyors found a suitable location south of Stewarts Bay with good fresh water 
and ample timber. Named Port Arthur, from 1830 the site evolved to become the largest place of 
secondary punishment in Van Diemen’s Land and a major industrial site. The result was the entire 
reservation of the Tasman Peninsula for penal uses, a role that continued until 1877.29 

Across the peninsulas, a range of secondary sites and infrastructure was established. This included 
probation stations, coal mines, a convict railway, semaphores and guard posts. One such feature was 
the Eaglehawk Neck Military Station (Figure 4).30 

 
Figure 4: Detail from 1849 plan showing the relationship between Port Arthur and Eaglehawk Neck. The plan 
also depicts the semaphore mast atop the sand dune on Eaglehawk Neck (TAHO, AF397/1/3, Map - Port Arthur 5 - 

county of Pembroke, plan of Tasman and Forestier’s Peninsula showing penal and other stations including insets of a plan, 
1849, reproduced with permission). 

                                                 
29 Thompson, J, Probation in Paradise. The story of convict probationers on Tasman’s and Forestier’s peninsulas, Van 
Diemen’s Land, 1841-1857, Hobart: John Thompson, 2007, pp.7-11; NHL, Port Arthur Historic Site, Arthur Hwy, Port Arthur, 
TAS , Australia, 105718 
30 Ibid, pp.19-21 
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4.4 1832-1874: the Eaglehawk Neck Military Station 
The decision to establish a station at Eaglehawk Neck was made in November 1831, with the 
deployment of military personnel to secure the approaches to the Tasman Peninsula, and capture 
escapees from Port Arthur trying to cross the narrow pass. By January the following year, soldiers 
from East Bay Neck had been transferred south to Eaglehawk. Living in tents for a period, by February 
a requisition order was issued for 1,000 bricks, two window sashes, six pairs of hinges and other 
building materials. By the end of the month, Ensign John Peyton Jones had taken charge of the new 
post. Building works continued with the construction of the officers’ quarters and soldiers barracks, 
both to the north of the study area. Bricks for these buildings apparently came from Hobart and not 
Port Arthur. By 1832, the complex included a barracks building divided into quarters for an officer, 
one sergeant and a large room for the 20 rank and file personnel.31 

The noise of the surf and topography of the sand dunes made it very difficult for sentries to guard 
Eaglehawk Neck against escaped convicts. In response, Peyton Jones came up with the ingenious 
system to secure the site. Writing later in 1852 he described how: 

It occurred to me that the only way to prevent the escape of Prisoners from Port Arthur in consequence 
of the noise occasioned by the continual roar of the sea breaking on the back and the peculiar formation 
of the land which rendered sentries comparatively useless, was to establish a line of lamps and dogs. I 
therefore at once covered a way with cockle shells so as to show a brilliant light on the ground at night 
and proposed that a certain number of Lamps be supplied and rations for a certain number of dogs (9) … 
[to] render it impossible for anyone to pass through.32 

Barrels were used as kennels. The line was initially formed from three lamps and between six and nine 
dogs (Figure 5 - Figure 6). By the end of 1832, the station was staffed by an officer, a sergeant, and 20 
rank and file personnel. Two mounted police were later stationed at Eaglehawk Neck to allow for rapid 
communication with Port Arthur and Hobart Town.33 

                                                 
31 Godden Mackay, op. cit., pp.14-15; Brand, I, The Convict Buildings on Eaglehawk Neck, 1979, p.1 
32 Ibid, p.16 
33 Brand, op. cit., p.1 
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Figure 5: c.1832 sketch plan by Peyton-Jones showing the military station and key elements of the dogs and 
lamps and military quarters. North to bottom of Figure (TAHO, CO 280/293 Roll 7150, Sketch Plan of Eaglehawk 

Neck. Reproduced with permission) 
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Figure 6: Lieutenant-Governor Sir John and Lady Jane Franklin inspecting the dog line during their 1837 

visit. Note the sentry box on the top of the dune (TAHO, NS1013/1/1853, Photograph - Dogs at Eaglehawk Neck. 
Reproduced with permission) 

Brand suggests that the cut through the sand dunes to accommodate the line was carried out in 1832. 
The number of dogs increased to about eleven in 1837, by which time two or three platforms had been 
erected in the shallows of Eaglehawk Bay so that dogs could be stationed in the water, and sound the 
alarm if any prisoner’s were attempting to swim or wade across. The dogs were arranged and chained 
so that they could barely meet, providing effective coverage across the isthmus. The lamps were set 
upon posts some 1.2m high. In addition to the dogs and lamps, sentry boxes were located at various 
points and manned both day and night. These were portable structures and were moved as needed. In 
1839 there were at least two boxes, one on the southern side of the dog line, and the other at the 
northern end of Pirates Bay Beach. Two were positioned either side of the guard house by c.1841, and 
ten years later, boxes were moved to either end of the dog line.34 

The system worked. No escapees crossed Eaglehawk Neck in the 16 months that Peyton Jones headed 
the establishment, while two later attempts only made it past the line by swimming across the bay or 
through the surf. One convict made a rather ridiculous and failed attempt to cross Eaglehawk Neck by 
posing as a kangaroo, hopping across isthmus. He received 100 lashes for the offence. Security was 
however, not always as tight, with the commandant of Port Arthur, Captain Charles O’Hara Booth 
writing of his disgust in being able to walk past the dogs while the sentinel was in his box.35 

The site evolved into a complex of buildings and structures stretched along Eaglehawk Neck, with 
housing centred at the northern end. In 1836, Henry Laing, a former convict and surveyor of buildings 
prepared numerous plans, elevations, sections and estimates of buildings on the peninsula. This 
survey included buildings on Eaglehawk Neck and plans were prepared of the officers’ quarters, 
commissariat store and the guard house, floor plans and elevations for the boats crew hut, married 
soldiers quarters, the sergeants’ quarters and the bakehouse. Most buildings were located in the 
military barracks area, to the north of the study area.36  

The officers’ quarters was one of the first buildings at the Station, with bricks for the chimney ordered 
in 1832. The building was constructed from weatherboard with a shingled roof and verandah along its 
façade. It measured 13 x 4.4 m, and was divided into a number of reception, bedroom and service 

                                                 
34 Ibid, pp. 9-10, 21 
35 Godden Mackay, op. cit., pp.16-17, 19 
36 Ibid, p.24 
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areas, with a separate kitchen wing to the rear (Figure 7). The building was located within a garden 
setting, facing Eaglehawk Neck. It was altered and extended in the 1840s and again in 1853, in 
advance of summer holidays by the Governor and his family. It remains the only surviving building 
from the Military Station. Vegetable gardens existed at various locations at the Eaglehawk Neck 
station, including in front of the officers’ quarters. Rank and file personnel were housed at the military 
barracks, to the west of what is now the highway and outside of the study area, along with the stable 
and poultry house.37 

 
Figure 7: 1836 plan and elevation for the Officers’ Quarters (TAHO, CON87/1/71, Plan-Drawing No.219 - Officers 

Quarters Eagle Hawk Neck - Elevation and Plan. Reproduced with permission) 

Continuing south was the boats crew hut facing the Bay. The hut was built at some time prior to 1836. 
Two different plans of the hut exist; one showing a building 5.18 x 5.66m and the second 5.36 x 3.9m 
(Figure 8). By c.1870, a barn had been constructed nearby, and to the east of the hut.38 

                                                 
37 Brand, op. cit., pp.6, 14; Godden Mackay, op. cit., p.25 
38 Ibid, p.4 
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Figure 8: 1836 plan and elevation for the Boats Crew Hut (TAHO, CON87/1/67, Plan Drawing No. 207 - buildings at 

Eagle Hawk Neck - boats crew hut, married soldiers quarters, serjeant’s [sic] quarters, bakehouse. Reproduced with 
permission) 

The key guard complex was located at the narrowest point of the isthmus. Here, the sand dune was cut 
and the line of dogs, lamps and sentry boxes were installed. The guard house and commissariat store 
fronted Eaglehawk Bay and the long jetty. The semaphore mast and signalman’s hut were located on 
the northern dune. The commissariat store had been erected by 1836, with a footprint of some 10.3m 
x 5.1m and with a shingle roof.39 It was located to the north of the guard house and opposite the jetty. 
Plans for these buildings are included at Figure 9.  

                                                 
39 Ibid, p.5 
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Figure 9: 1836 plan and elevation for the Commissariat Store and Guard House (TAHO, CON87/1/66/02, Plan-Drawing No. 203 - buildings at Eagle Hawk Neck - Commissariat Store 
and Guard House. Reproduced with permission) 
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Alterations were proposed in 1836 to internally divide the commissariat store and to use part of it to 
accommodate 13 prisoners working on Eaglehawk Neck. The building was being used for this dual 
purpose by 1841, with a report noting that it was divided by a ‘hollow double wooden partition’, which 
was thought insufficient to prevent prisoners from entering the store and stealing items.40 

The guard house was one of the first buildings to be erected on Eaglehawk Neck, shown on the 1836 
plan as being some 6.4m x 4.4m in plan. It was a timber building with a shingled roof and verandah 
along its façade. It was positioned to the north of the line of lamps and dogs, and oriented to the 
south. The building required repairs by 1873, although Brand suggests it is unlikely that these were 
carried out. It was shown in several sketches of the period, and survived until the late-nineteenth 
century, but had been demolished soon afterwards.41 

A long jetty was erected from the narrow isthmus and extending several hundred metres into the 
water, in response to the very shallow conditions in the Bay. Vessels up to 51 tons could berth at the 
jetty, which was described in 1836 as: 

A wooden jetty or pier extending into the sea a distance of upwards of three hundred yards [i.e., 274 m] 
has been recently completed at the military station of Eagle-Hawk-Neck, at which vessels can load and 
unload with the greatest facility. A crane is fixed at the end of the quay, which delivers the goods into 
carriages placed on a railway communication with the store at the opposite end of the pier.42 

Its landward side started just above the high water mark and did not extend as far back as the 
commissariat store. A sentry box was located on the seaward end of the jetty and this was manned 
whenever prisoners had escaped.  

Lady Jane Franklin provided a description of the place during their Vice Regal visit in 1837. At that 
time, the staff included 25 soldiers, one lieutenant, nine convict mechanics and artificers, plus 
constables. Thirty children belonging to the military families also lived on Eaglehawk Neck, with a hut 
given over for use as a school building. The number of personnel stationed at Eaglehawk was 
comparable with those working at the Coal Mines, and about half the number of those at Port 
Arthur.43 

Infrastructure expanded over the coming years. New barracks were proposed in 1837, at which time 
the number of dogs had increased to 10 or 11, including two to three positioned on platforms out in 
Eaglehawk Bay. Nine lamps illuminated the isthmus. Brand suggests that it is likely that the wooden 
barracks and some outbuildings were replaced by brick buildings in the late 1840s or early 1850s. The 
officers’ quarters were expanded during this period.44  

Rapid communications across the peninsulas and back to Hobart was a key concern to Booth, most 
importantly to raise the alarm on escaped convicts, but also to monitor coastal shipping and for 
coming to the aid of vessels in distress. With newly developed semaphore technology using revolving 
arms, Booth set to work on establishing a chain of signal stations linking Port Arthur with Hobart. 
Refinements to this operating system allowed increasingly detailed signals to be quickly conveyed 
between each station. Eventually, 19 signal stations were built, with one a top the sand dune on 
Eaglehawk Neck, along with a hut for the convict signalman and a sentry box to keep watch. The 
semaphore had been completed by 1837, and was one of the first to be built by Booth. It did not form 
part of the chain of semaphores connecting Port Arthur and Hobart. Rather, it was used as part of 
internal communications within the peninsulas. It remained in place until at least 1869.45 

A proposal was put forward in 1838 to extend the railway across the dog line but Brand suggests that 
this was not carried out.46 A sketch plan of the proposal was however prepared, also showing other 
infrastructure across Eaglehawk Neck, with the jetty, commissariat store, guard house, line of lamps 
and dogs through the dune cutting, the semaphore above, along with several sentry boxes and the 
boats crew hut to the north (Figure 10).  

                                                 
40 Ibid, p.5 
41 Ibid, p.7 
42 Godden Mackay, op. cit., p.25 
43 Ibid, p.26, 35 
44 Brand, op. cit., p.1 
45 Thompson, op. cit., pp.42-43; Brand, op. cit., p.19 
46 Brand, op. cit., p.8 
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Figure 10: Indicative overlay of 1838 sketch plan showing the central part of the Military Station. The red lines 
show part of the study area boundary while the purple parallel lines indicate a proposed rail line, but this was 
not built (TAHO, CSO5/1/301, Plan - Survey of Eaglehawk Neck showing proposed line of rail road painted red. Reproduced 

with permission) 

The death of a number of dogs in 1841 led to a shortage, and several replacements were obtained from 
Hobart. Shortly after, well known bushranger Martin Cash made two escape attempts from Port 
Arthur. The second, took place in 1842, with Cash accompanied by Lawrence Kavanagh and George 
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Jones. They managed to swim across Eaglehawk Bay without alerting the dogs, and went on to spend 
several months at large, raiding properties in the Derwent valley and midlands. All were eventually 
captured, but security precautions were increased in 1843, with the erection of a series of constable 
huts along both the northern and southern shores of Eaglehawk Bay. At the same time, the 
commissariat store function was relocated from Eaglehawk Neck to Norfolk Bay, which was more 
centrally located to supply the nearby convict stations.47 

As both a distinctive geographical feature, and unique security system, Eaglehawk Neck and the 
military station were depicted in a number of artworks from the mid-nineteenth century. Figure 11 
and Figure 12 show the site from both the north and south, and are particular useful in understanding 
the spatial arrangement of the complex. 

 
Figure 11: 1845 sketch of Eaglehawk Neck, looking north from the dog line, with jetty on left and the guard 
house near the shore end. The complex of barracks and officer’s quarters are in the background (National 

Library of Australia, Hutchins, Charles & Hext, C. S. (1845). North view of Eagle Hawk Neck which joins Tasman's Peninsula to 
the main land of Van Dieman’s Land, nla.obj-135601456-1) 

                                                 
47 Godden Mackay, op. cit., pp.38-40 
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Figure 12: 1845 sketch of Eaglehawk Neck, looking south from the Forestier Peninsula. The commissariat 
store is the long building, with its principal elevation facing the jetty, with the guard house on its southern 

side. The boats crew hut is the small building midway across the bay. Note also the tracks fronting Eaglehawk 
Bay (National Library of Australia, 1845, Hutchins, Charles & Hext, C. S. (1845). South view of Eagle Hawk Neck, Van Dieman’s 

Land, nla.obj-135601138-1) 

There were fourteen dogs on Eaglehawk Neck by 1850, of all breeds, shapes and sizes, but equally as 
savage. By 1854, personnel stationed at the station included 31 rank and file soldiers, while a convict 
whaling party was also located at Eaglehawk to source oil for the lamps used at Port Arthur. Official 
records suggest that there were about a dozen buildings constructed at the Military Station, most of 
which were of timber, although at least three were rebuilt in brick, possibly during the late 1840s or 
1850s. Most of these appear to have been located at the key areas of development at the barracks and 
officers’ quarters.48 

Military personnel were replaced by civil constables in August 1859. By 1871 this included some 13 
constables, an acting sergeant, and an acting corporal. A pauper dog-feeder joined the staff in 1873, 
feeding the 17 dogs – 12 across the isthmus and five located on platforms in the bay. Brand suggests 
the dog line was disbanded soon after.49 

The state of the buildings on Eaglehawk Neck was investigated in 1873, and all were found to be in 
need of repair. With regard to buildings close to the study area, the following repairs were needed: 

 Guard-room – Roof to re-shingle, new saddle boards, new spouting and down pipes 

 Store and stable – Roof to re-shingle and new saddle boards 

 …. 

 Prisoners Dormitory – Ditto [within the store building?].50 

Cost estimates for repairs were provided, although Scripps suggests that there is no indication that the 
works actually took place. By 1874, it would appear that no constabulary was stationed at Eaglehawk 
Neck. 51 

                                                 
48 Brand, op. cit., pp.i, 9-10 
49 Godden Mackay, op. cit., p.47; Brand, op. cit., pp.2, 9-10 
50 Ibid, p.56 
51 Ibid, p.57; Brand, op. cit., p.2 
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4.5 1874: The Transition to Private Ownership 
Security arrangements began to be scaled back in 1873-74. Part of the site and some buildings were 
made available for private use and development, with a number of groups and individuals applying to 
use redundant buildings at Eaglehawk Neck. This includes the timber businesses of Joseph Risby and 
Henry Chesterman. A rough sketch plan was prepared of the site as part of one of these applications 
(Figure 13). The former barracks building and a stable was occupied by Risby, whilst Chesterman 
leased the dormitory building, both to the north of the study area. The old boats crew hut was noted as 
a ‘cottage’, occupied by James McGuiness, an employee of Chesterman. McGuiness also applied to use 
the stable and hut at the rear of the guard house and constables quarters, but this was declined for 
security reasons. One of the key jobs of the remaining constables stationed at Eaglehawk Neck was to 
inspect the travel passes of those travelling to the Tasman Peninsula, with permission still required 
until the closure of Port Arthur in 1877.52 

 
Figure 13: 1874 sketch plan of Eaglehawk Neck and key buildings at the former Military Station (TAHO, 

CSD7/61/1514, sketch plan of lessees at Eaglehawk Neck, in Godden Mackay, op. cit., p.102) 

A survey plan was prepared in May of 1874 as part of a subdivision proposal (Figure 14). The plan 
shows the complex of buildings at the former military barracks and officers’ quarters to the north of 
the study area. Some eight acres had been brought into production. Although focussed on the 
northern complex, with regard to the study area, the plan does show the jetty extending into the bay, 
along with the former commissariat store. For reasons unknown, it does not depict the old boats crew 
hut or guard house, both of which still existed at this time.53  

                                                 
52 Godden Mackay, , op. cit., p.57 
53 Ibid; Brand, op. cit., p.2 
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Figure 14: 1874 survey diagram of the former Military Station with key buildings indicated (CPO, Pem 7/9, 1874. 

Reproduced with the permission of the Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment, Information and 
Lands Services Division © State of Tasmania) 
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Photographs from this period are also of considerable help in understanding the evolution of the 
place. By 1880, the jetty had disappeared, but the old guard house and commissariat store survived. 
Further to the north was the former boats crew hut, with the addition of a front verandah (Figure 15). 
As indicated in the photograph, there was no formed road across Eaglehawk Neck. Rather, a narrow 
bridle path led to the guard house site. A gate was erected over the path, perhaps a remnant from the 
convict period when access was restricted.  

 
Figure 15: 1880 photograph looking south along Eaglehawk Neck. The commissariat store, guard house and 

former boats crew hut have proximity to the study area. The military barracks and barn are located outside of 
the study area, while the tramway alignment has been subsumed within the alignments of Old Jetty Road and 

the Arthur Highway (TAHO, PH6/1/78, Photograph - Eaglehawk Neck. Reproduced with permission) 

Figure 16 dates from some ten years later. By this time, the old boats crew hut and commissariat store 
had been removed, while the former guard house was in a ruinous state. What was left of the building 
was removed soon after, with it no longer appearing in photographs from the early twentieth century. 
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Figure 16: 1890s photograph looking south along Eaglehawk Neck, with the removal of the boat crews hut and 
the ruinous state of the guard house by this time. The buildings in the foreground were the military barracks, 
which are outside of the study area. Note also the horses pulling material along the tramline (National Library of 

Australia, Beattie, J. W. ([189-]). Eaglehawk Neck, Tasman's Peninsula [Tasmania], nla.obj-146729680-1) 

Although a subdivision proposal had been put forward in 1874, actual sale of the northern end of the 
former military station did not occur until 1889, with its purchase by John Risby. It was progressively 
subdivided into smaller portions during the early to mid twentieth century. The former officers’ 
quarters was leased to John Owen Costello in 1918, before being purchased by members of the 
Costello family in 1951 (Figure 17).54 

                                                 
54 Godden Mackay, op. cit., pp.58-60 
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Figure 17: 1890 photograph of the former Officers’ Quarters. The Norfolk Island pine survives to this day 
(TAHO, PH30/1/4586, Photograph - Eaglehawk Neck - Officer's Quarters (former). Reproduced with permission) 

The Costello’s made the building their home, whilst farming the remainder of the property. Stables 
combined with a milking shed and a butchery were built during their ownership, to the south of the 
house, along the property boundary. The northern end of the study area corresponds with the area 
under cultivation during the Costello’s ownership, with the stable building immediately to its east, and 
remaining extant (Figure 18-Figure 19). The narrow isthmus and site of the former dog line, guard 
house and commissariat store remained in Crown ownership. Tourist information and car parking 
was added in the late-twentieth century, and tracks were formed through the area providing access to 
Pirates Bay beach. The Crown acquired the former officers’ quarters in 1991, carrying out conservation 
works and making it the key location of site interpretation. It is the only surviving building from the 
military station, and possibly the oldest timber military building in Australia.55 

                                                 
55 Ibid, pp.58-60 
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Figure 18: 1900 photograph looking south along Eaglehawk Neck. The area under cultivation in the 

foreground corresponds with the northern end of the study area (TAHO, PH30/1/4584, Photograph - Eaglehawk 
Neck. Reproduced with permission) 

 
Figure 19: Early twentieth century photograph looking south along Eaglehawk Neck. The buildings in the 

foreground are the stables/milking shed constructed by the Costello family, with the 1926 community hall in 
the middle distance (TAHO, Eaglehawk Neck collection of postcards, AUTAS0016125143628. Reproduced with permission) 
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4.6 Evolving Transport and other Infrastructure on Eaglehawk Neck 
Maritime vessels were the first means of transport for goods and people between Port Arthur and 
beyond. It was not until the early 1830s that attempts were made to form land routes connecting the 
peninsulas with mainland Tasmania. This began with a foot track, which was no longer adequate by 
1833, at which time work began on forming a road, or bridle track connecting East Bay Neck 
(Dunalley) and Eaglehawk Neck. This had been completed by early October. Roads extending south 
from Eaglehawk Neck had reached Norfolk Bay before 1837. From here, the convict railroad continued 
south to Port Arthur.56 

As indicated in Figure 15 and Figure 16 above, during the convict period, access across Eaglehawk 
Neck was restricted, with a gate across the track. Butler Stoney wrote in the 1850s that a good track 
existed between Port Arthur and Eaglehawk Neck, but it could not be described as a road. The 
crossing itself remained very narrow, and was possibly nothing more than a bridle track for much of 
the nineteenth century.57 

This changed during the early twentieth century, with the formation of a gravelled road extending 
south along Eaglehawk Neck (Figure 20). The road terminated at the old dog line, from which point 
vehicles and pedestrians continued south along Eaglehawk Bay beach, before the road re-emerged and 
continued south to Taranna. Telegraph lines also extended across the isthmus during this period, but 
for reasons unknown were aligned to the base of the sand dunes, and not the more common practice 
of following the road alignment. 

 
Figure 20: late nineteenth, early twentieth century photograph looking south along Eaglehawk Neck. Note the 

evolution from bridle track to formed road but terminating at the dog line, from where the road continued 
along the beach. The line of telegraph poles following the base of the sand dunes can also be made out (TAHO, 

NS1013/1/1772, Photograph - Eaglehawk Neck Tasman Peninsula. Reproduced with permission). 

The late nineteenth-century witnessed a period of economic growth associated with sawmilling and 
tourism. As shown in Figure 15 and Figure 16 above, a tramline for forestry operations was created 
along the northern shore of Eaglehawk Bay along what is now Jetty Road. The tramline had been 

                                                 
56 Brand, op. cit., p.17 
57 Godden Mackay, op. cit., p.50 
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removed by the 1920s and its alignment has now been subsumed within the Jetty Road and highway 
reserves.58  

Associated with this growth, a township site was reserved in 1903, and lots were sold at what is now 
Taranna. The Crown retained ownership of the narrow isthmus, leasing it to community groups for 
recreational purposes. This allowed for the construction of a community hall in 1926, set back from 
the original site of the old boat crews hut site (Figure 21).59 

                                                 
58 Ibid, p.128 
59 Stockton, J, Cane, S, Cultural Resources Information for Eaglehawk Neck, South East Tasmania, prepared for the National 
Parks and Wildlife Service Tasmania, December 1978, p.13 
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Figure 21: 1903 town plan for ‘Havelock’ (now Taranna). Note the reservation for the community hall (TAHO, 

AF819/1/89, Map - Eaglehawk Neck, H 46 [formerly town of Havelock H46]. Reproduced with permission). 
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The road was extended the full distance across Eaglehawk Neck during the early twentieth century, 
with 1916 references to it being metalled between Taranna and Eaglehawk Neck (Figure 21).60  

 
Figure 22: c.1930s photograph looking north across Eaglehawk Neck, with the completed road (National Library 

of Australia, Hurley, Frank. Eaglehawk Neck [from above, 4] [Eaglehawk Neck, Tasmania], nla.obj-159101676-1.). 

Like many country roads, it remained gravelled until the 1950s when it was finally sealed.61 Plans for 
these works were prepared in 1959 (Figure 23-Figure 24). The works included changes to the vertical 
alignment of the road, with filling and batters to the south of Old Jetty Road, but more extensively 
north of Blow Hole Road, where the highway was realigned both horizontally and vertically, extending 
the road further to the west and into Eaglehawk Bay.  

Major reconstruction works of the Arthur Highway occurred during the late-twentieth century, with 
the construction of the Hawks Hill deviation, which bypassed the circuitous coastal route down to 
Pirates Bay. Works also extended onto Eaglehawk Neck, with the road widened and further changes to 
the vertical alignment. A 1988 plan for the southern end of the study area is included at Figure 25. The 
formation of this road necessitated some cutting into the foredunes, approximately halfway down 
Eaglehawk Neck, as well as reclamation of part of Eaglehawk Bay along its western margin. The road 
was then benched and supported by massive dolerite boulders on its bay-side. Road plans for the 
northern end of the study area in the vicinity of the former Officers’ Quarters do not appear to have 
been retained. However, they necessitated cuts into rear yard space of the building (and 
archaeologically excavated by Prince), followed by filling to support the new highway alignment. 

 

                                                 
60 The Mercury, Thursday 22 June 1916, p.7 
61;Scott & Furphy Consulting Group & Gutteridge Haskins & Davey Pty Ltd, The Arthur Highway. A Study in Landscape 
Conservation, April 1976 
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Figure 23: 1959 road works plan, showing northern end of study area (State Growth). 

Former Officers’ 
Quarters 

Old Jetty Rd 

Change in vertical 
alignment with 
road batter 



  

Arthur Highway, Eaglehawk Neck: 23 May 2019 
Historic Heritage Assessment 52 

 

 

Figure 24: 1959 road works plan, showing southern end of study area (State Growth). 
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Figure 25: 1988 road works plan, showing southern end of study area (State Growth). 
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5.0 HISTORIC HERITAGE FIELDWORK RESULTS & 
ASSESSMENT  

5.1 Overview 
As part of the fieldwork completed for this historic heritage assessment, 32 sites were recorded. This 
includes: 

 A complex of features at the Eaglehawk Neck Military Station – Officers’ Quarters, inclusive of 
buildings, gardens and a surrounding subsurface archaeological zoning; 

 A complex of features at the Eaglehawk Neck Military Station – Guard Station. This includes 
the modified landscape of the cutting through the dune, along with associated subsurface 
archaeological potential related to sites of former buildings or structures, and partly 
evidenced through surface brick scatters, predominantly along the beach at Eaglehawk Bay, 
but also present in the highway shoulder on the eastern side of the highway; 

 A series of interpretive features installed by Parks & Wildlife including reconstructions of post 
and rail fencing and a dog statue. 

 Four conifer trees; and 

 One miscellaneous site, being the assumed alignment of the telegraph line, following the base 
of the sand dunes across Eaglehawk Neck. 

5.2 Preamble to the Inventory  

5.2.1 Field Methods 

This report presents the results of fieldwork to identify, record and assess historic heritage places, 
sites and features within the study area (Figure 1). Prior to undertaking this fieldwork, the location of 
known and likely historic sites was mapped to act as a guide for site identification. Fieldwork was 
undertaken over a one-day period of 15 February 2019 by Alan Hay and James Puustinen. The field 
survey took the form of pedestrian inspection of the study area. 

Identified sites were recorded photographically and with written notes and the information 
transferred to a series of illustrated inventory datasheets. Site locations were determined by grid 
references retrieved from a hand held GPS unit referencing the GDA 94 datum. Accuracy in location 
details was available to +/- 3-4 metres. 

No botanical assessment has been undertaken as part of this project. As such, tree species 
identification should be considered indicative.  

5.2.2 Background to the Inventory 

The inventory datasheets and associated mapping form the principal output of the project. Identified 
places and sites have been numbered sequentially, commencing at the northern end of the study area 
and progressing to the south. 

The datasheets refer to more than one specific site or feature, and individual elements have been 
grouped where related by type. In these instances the individual elements have been given a numeric 
suffix (i.e. 1.01, 1.02, 1.03 etc.).  

Section 5.6 contains the maps of all identified sites or features. The identified sites are graphically 
presented in a standardised format. Section 5.7 comprises the datasheets. Each datasheet contains a 
history field where summary contextual information is included. This is not intended to replace the 
need for full and direct reference to information contained in the historical overview or any other 
sources cited. 

The attributes of each place, site, item or feature are included in the description field. This 
information is supplemented by captioned photographs. The discussion field enables a more 
comprehensive explanation of significance or process not possible in the history and description 
fields, whilst the recommendation field identifies the management and mitigation responses to the 
proposed highway works. 
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5.2.3 Inventory List 

The following table contains the full list of places and sites recorded during the field survey of the 
study area. It lists the Site Number, Name and Significance Level. Maps of these identified features are 
included in Section 5.6.  

Site 
Number Name Significance Level 
 
Datasheet 1: Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site, Officers’ Quarters and Grounds, 5031 Arthur Highway 

 
1.01 Officers’ Quarters State 
1.02 Officers’ Quarters -  Garden & Buffer Zone State 
1.03 Officers’ Quarters - Stables & Milking Shed Local 

 
Datasheet 2: Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site, Guard Station Complex, Arthur Highway 

 
2.01 Sand Dune Cutting 

State 

2.02 Boats' Crew Hut Site 
2.03 Boats' Crew Hut Site - 5m buffer 
2.04 Guard House Site 
2.05 Guard House Site - 5m buffer 
2.06 Commissariat Store Site 
2.07 Commissariat Store Site - 5m buffer zone 
2.08 Unknown Building Site - Sentry Box? 
2.09 Unknown Building Site - Sentry Box? 5m buffer 
2.10 Jetty Site 
2.11 Jetty Site - 5m buffer 
2.12 Brick scatter 
2.13 Brick scatter 
2.14 Brick scatter 
2.15 Brick scatter 
2.16 Brick scatter 
2.17 Brick scatter 
2.18 Brick Scatter 
2.19 Brick scatter 
2.20 Brick scatter 
2.21 Brick scatter 

 
Datasheet 3: Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site, Interpretation Elements 

 
 

3.01 Post & Rail Fence 
Interpretive Value 3.02 Post & Rail Fence 

3.03 Dog Sculpture 
 

Datasheet 4: Conifers 
 

4.01 Cupressus macrocarpa Local 
4.02 Cupressus macrocarpa Local 
4.03 Cupressus macrocarpa Local 
4.04 Pinus radiata Not significant 

 
Datasheet 5: Telegraph Line Alignment 

 
5.01 Telegraph Line Alignment Not significant 

Table 5: Inventory of Sites 
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5.3 Landscape & Distribution of Heritage Elements  
This description should be read in conjunction with the following site photographs. The study area 
broadly encompasses Eaglehawk Neck – the narrow isthmus separating the Forestier from Tasman 
peninsulas, some 730m long and approximately 150m wide at its narrowest point. Eaglehawk Neck is 
an identified locally significant geo-conservation site, being a notable example of its type, and 
suggested by the Natural Values Atlas as being formed during the last interglacial period, that is, a 
geological interval of warmer global average temperature lasting thousands of years that separates 
consecutive glacial periods within an ice age.62 

The underlying geology of Eaglehawk Neck is undifferentiated Quaternary sediments of coastal sand 
and gravel. Eaglehawk Neck is the low point between the two peninsulas, with sand dunes on the 
southern end of Eaglehawk Neck rising to some 10 metres a.s.l. Eaglehawk Neck is flanked by hills 
and mountains to both the north and south, with Macgregor Peak (550 metres a.s.l.) and Hawks Hill 
(240 metres a.s.l.) on the north, and Cash’s Lookout (240 metres a.s.l.) on the southern side. The 
upper slopes of these hills are covered in dry eucalypt forest and woodland, with scrub, heathland and 
coastal complexes and woodlands on the lower levels. Vegetation on Eaglehawk Neck varies, from 
introduced species and pastures at the northern end in the vicinity of the former Officers’ Quarters 
and its gardens, to a mixture of dry eucalypt forest and woodland, scrub, heathland and coastal 
complexes to the south.63 Three mature macrocarpas (likely to date from the mid-twentieth century) 
are located to the west of the highway reserve, above Eaglehawk Bay Beach. 

On the east, Eaglehawk Neck forms the wide arc of Pirates Bay fronting onto the Tasman Sea, whilst 
on the west, the isthmus is bounded by Eaglehawk Bay, a long sheltered water body, with a shallow 
head and a low water mark extending some 210m west of the coastline.  

The study area is Crown land, with the majority administered by the Parks and Wildlife Service as part 
of the Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site. Private freehold property, and low density residential 
development is located to both the north and south on both sides of Eaglehawk Bay. The Arthur 
Highway crosses Eaglehawk Neck on a north-south alignment, on the western side of the isthmus. It is 
a two lane sealed highway with a 5.6m sealed width and gravel shoulders. Built development within 
the Historic Site is located towards the northern end of the study area, centred around the former 
Officers’ Quarters and its complex of later outbuildings, and the 1926 community hall to its south. A 
gravel and duckboard walking track extends south from the Officers’ Quarters, running parallel to the 
highway. The track ends at the dog line cutting through the sand dune. For interpretive purposes (and 
probably pedestrian safety), a timber post and rail fence has been constructed to separate the highway 
from the walking track. A statue of a dog has been erected at the cutting, also for interpretive 
purposes. 

Public views of the study area are available from a number of locations. Expansive views of Eaglehawk 
Neck (or parts of it) are available from the north, looking south from the old highway alignment (now 
Pirates Bay Drive), and from Cash’s Lookout in the south. Views from within the study area vary. 
From the highway, the sand dunes block views to Pirates Bay, while extended views are available 
across Eaglehawk Bay. Owing to its orientation, mature garden, and the realignment of the highway, 
the former Officers’ Quarters are not a prominent element in the landscape. 

The landscape contains multiple heritage elements with varying levels of significance. The majority of 
these relate to the military station uses. The Conservation Plan notes that the geography of Eaglehawk 
Neck made it the ideal location for the establishment of military station which could be easily guarded. 
The military barracks was located on an elevated position, overlooking Eaglehawk Neck, and 
providing surveillance, whilst the officers lived lower down the hill, but still with views overlooking 
Pirates Bay and the isthmus. With the exception of the Officers’ Quarters, all other buildings from the 
station have been removed, and the broader site impacted by the construction of housing and the 
expansion and major realignment of the Arthur Highway. The main guard station was located to the 
south, at the narrowest point of the isthmus. A range of buildings and infrastructure were constructed 
at this location, including a guard house, commissariat store, semaphore mast and hut, sentry boxes 
and a long jetty extending several hundred metres into Eaglehawk Bay. Most notorious however was 
the line of dogs stationed across the isthmus and into the Bay to sound the alarm of escaped convicts. 
All structures have been removed, however subsurface archaeological evidence of these buildings and 
other infrastructure is likely to exist. Most enduring however is the cutting through the sand dune to 

                                                 
62 Natural Values Atlas; Wikipedia 
63 LIST Map 
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accommodate the dog line, a major site of landscape modification which remains a legible and 
evocative reminder of its distinctive history.64 

The Conservation Plan also identified that the precinct had important aesthetic characteristics related 
to its landscape, principally the ‘unique’ setting of a narrow isthmus linking two rugged peninsulas, 
and framed by crescent beaches on either side. Adverse impacts on this landscape included modern 
housing at the southern end of Eaglehawk Neck, and the realignment of the highway via Hawks Hill. 
At the time of reporting in 1992, vegetation obscured the cutting through the sand dune and the 
location of the dog line,65 although this has since been removed, and the cutting made open.  

Figure 26: Long view from Pirates Bay Drive, looking south to Eaglehawk Neck, with Cash’s Lookout and 
surrounding hills on the southern side.

                                                 
64 Godden Mackay, op. cit., pp.158-159 
65 Ibid, p.159 
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Figure 27: Looking north across Eaglehawk Neck from Blow Hole Road.

Figure 28: Looking north across the head and extensive intertidal zone of Eaglehawk Bay towards Hawks Hill. 
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Figure 29: Looking north to the sand dune cutting. 

Figure 30: Existing track along the dog line cutting, looking east. 
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Figure 31: Former Officers’ Quarters. The building is screened by both a mature garden and the highway 
embankment. Looking south west. 

Figure 32: Looking north to the Officers’ Quarters and garden. 
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Figure 33: Modern post and rail fence and walking track divides the Historic Site from the highway. Early 
twentieth century stable and dairy in middle distance. Looking south. 

Figure 34: 1926 Community Hall setback from the highway, looking south east with sand dunes behind.
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Figure 35: Dog statue at the sand dune cutting, looking east. 

Figure 36: Mature macrocarpas located to the west of the highway reserve, above Eaglehawk Bay beach. 
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5.4 Assessing the Significance of the Identified Sites 
The assessment of cultural significance is a pivotal part of any heritage assessment. In this report 
significance is expressed in terms of the Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter 2013 (the Burra Charter) 
definition of cultural significance and the eight criteria of the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 
(HCH Act). Article 1.2 of the Burra Charter defines: 

Cultural significance means aesthetic, historic, scientific, social, or spiritual value for past, present or 
future generations. 

Cultural significance is embodied in the place itself, its fabric, setting, use, associations, meanings, 
records, related places and related objects.66 

The HCH Act defines ‘historic cultural heritage significance’ as ‘its significance in terms of the 
registration criteria’. In turn, eight criteria are provided which recognise historical significance, rarity, 
research potential, important examples of certain types of places, creative and technical achievement, 
social significance, associations with important groups or people, and aesthetic importance. 

The HCH Act provides that the Tasmanian Heritage Register is to be an inventory of places having 
‘State historic cultural heritage significance’. This term is not defined, however Guidelines have been 
developed to assist in applying the criteria and determining the level of significance of a place at either 
State or local levels of heritage significance.67 The Guidelines define this distinction between State and 
local significance as: 

A place is of historic heritage significance at a STATE level as being important to the whole of Tasmania, 
and therefore eligible for entry in the Tasmanian Heritage Register; or 

A place is of historic heritage significance at a LOCAL level as being important to a region or local 
community and eligible for listing in a heritage schedule of a local planning scheme.68 

In applying this distinction, thresholds have been developed to define the minimum required value/s 
that a place must possess to be considered as having heritage significance at either State or local 
levels. This report has been prepared cognisant of the principles contained in these Guidelines. 

The evaluation of significance has a practical application as it provides the basis for determining how 
places, sites, items and/or features identified during the field survey should be managed. In general, 
terms, active management is recommended for those places assessed by the authors as having 
heritage significance at either State or local levels. Within these two categories, the management 
approaches may vary. In all cases, site-specific recommendations for management of historic heritage 
values should be read in conjunction with the overarching guidelines presented in Section 7.0 of this 
report. 

This distinction between levels of significance is not about ranking the values or importance of a place. 
It is about understanding the context in which the place is important, and how far that importance 
reaches: from a local community, to an entire state, nation or group of nations. It is also part of the 
statutory framework for heritage assessment by identifying which level of government is responsible 
for statutory management. The Burra Charter provides guidance on the grading of significance, 
noting that it is only useful if it: 

... illuminates the values of the place and provides a sound basis for management. .... An assessment that 
some aspects of a place are less significant than others is not in itself a reason for changing or removing 
them; the difference in action must have a conservation benefit.69 

No matter what the level of significance, the overarching intent of management is to conserve the 
values of the place or item where possible.70 

                                                 
66 Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter, Art. 1.2 
67 Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment, October 2011, Assessing historic heritage significance for 
Application with the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 
68 Ibid, p.2 
69 Marquis-Kyle, P, Walker, M, The Illustrated Burra Charter, p.27 
70 Heritage Council of New South Wales, Levels of Heritage Significance, 2008, p.1; Department of Primary Industries, Parks, 
Water and Environment, Assessing Historic Heritage Significance for application with the Historic Cultural Heritage Act, 
October 2011, p.6 
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5.5 Existing Assessments of Significance for the former Military Station  
With regard to the study area, reference must first be given to the formal assessment of significance 
contained in the 1992 Conservation Plan for the Military Station. Although prepared prior to adoption 
of heritage criteria in Tasmania, the Plan provides the most detailed discussion and analysis of 
significance against the broad Burra Charter criteria of aesthetic, historic, scientific and social 
significance, which remain valid standards. Although the study area boundaries do not necessarily 
encapsulate all elements of significance, the assessment remains valid.  

The summary statement of significance provides the following: 

The Eaglehawk Neck Military Station and Dogline played a remarkable role in the operation and history 
of Port Arthur and the Tasman Peninsula and are recognised as a unique element in the history of 
convictism in Australia. 

Eaglehawk Neck is now a dramatic cultural landscape in which the combination of topography and 
historic sites evidences and evokes the past uses and associations of the place. 

The Eaglehawk Neck precinct retains substantial physical evidence of the convict and later periods 
which both demonstrates the principal characteristics and technologies of the time and has strong 
potential to yield information about this place and wider aspects of Tasmanian history that may be 
unavailable from other sources. 

The Officers’ Quarters building, which may be the oldest timber military building in Australia, together 
with its garden setting and associated outbuildings, has extraordinary potential to evidence the uses and 
changes that have occurred at the military station site during its fascinating history. 

A combination of landform, documentary history, physical evidence and folklore give Eaglehawk Neck 
unparalleled potential to evoke and enthuse visitors about the wonders of the Tasman Peninsula.71  

With specific regard to the study area, the following individual elements are relevant to current 
investigations. 

The Officers’ Quarters  

The Officers’ Quarters is believed to be the oldest military building in Australia. 

The Officers’ Quarters is the only building remaining from the original military station at Eaglehawk 
Neck and therefore provides the most substantial physical evidence of the Military Station period. In 
consequence it has the greatest potential to evoke and explain this phase of the sites history. The 
potential72 visual link from the southern end of the building to the Neck itself is considered important in 
this regard. 

The Officers’ Quarters building has direct associations with prominent individuals who visited the 
military station and stayed in this building. This association is enhanced by direct reference to the 
building in major historical sources. 

A timber building of considerable antiquity, the Officers’ Quarters building demonstrates the principal 
characteristics of timber construction, both at the time of its erection and during more than a century of 
subsequent use and modification. 

Officers’ Quarters Garden: 

The Officers’ Quarters garden includes plantings from all major periods of the use of the site. 

The existing garden provides an appropriate setting for the house, which creates a domestic scale and 
atmosphere. 

The plants within the garden evidence the availability and choice of species, particularly during the most 
recent periods of use. 

The garden, (and sub-floor areas of the house) are likely to contain significant archaeological deposits 
and features. 

Officers’ Quarters – Associated Structures: 

 …. 

The Officers’ Quarters outbuildings are an important part of the household precinct, which together with 
the garden provide evidence of the operation of the house. 

                                                 
71 Godden Mackay, op. cit., p.162 
72 i.e., this is a ‘potential’ view as the garden fronting the building largely screens long views south to the Neck. 
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The outbuildings provide physical evidence of the recent history of the site and technological change in 
timber construction. 

Site of the Dog Line: 

The dog line at Eaglehawk Neck has entered the folklore of Port Arthur, Tasmania and Australia as a 
remarkable element in our convict history. 

The site of the dog line has major associational significance with the control and management of 
convicts and is possibly second only to Port Arthur in its ability to evoke interest in convictism. 

The site of the dog line can be identified and interpreted as the result of a wealth of documentary and 
pictorial evidence. 

The dog line site topography, though overgrown, still provides physical evidence of its location and 
operation. 

Site of Other Structures: 

The relatively undeveloped land at Eaglehawk Neck combines with extensive documentary evidence to 
allow an understanding of the location and purpose of former structures which could be interpreted to 
visitor even though relatively little physical evidence remains. 

The sites of known elements have high potential to yield information through archaeological 
investigation. 

…. 

The boat’s crew hut site, guard house, commissariat store, jetty and barn are all important to an 
understanding of the day-to-day operations of the Eaglehawk Neck military station. 

The jetty site, which appears to retain some timbers in situ, is important not only because of this 
physical evidence but also as a potential point of reference and orientation which enables the beholder to 
read the Eaglehawk landscape.73 

 

  

                                                 
73 Godden Mackay, op. cit., pp.164-165 
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5.6 Inventory Datasheets – Reference Maps 

Figure 37: Identified Sites - Overview (2010 aerial photograph. Base image by TASMAP (www.tasmap.tas.gov.au), © State 
of Tasmania) 
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Figure 38: Identified Sites - Map 1 (2010 aerial photograph. Base image by TASMAP (www.tasmap.tas.gov.au), © State of 
Tasmania) 
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Figure 39: Identified Sites - Map 2 (2010 aerial photograph. Base image by TASMAP (www.tasmap.tas.gov.au), © State of 
Tasmania) 
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Figure 40: Identified Sites - Map 3 (2010 aerial photograph. Base image by TASMAP (www.tasmap.tas.gov.au), © State of 
Tasmania) 
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5.7 Inventory Data Sheets 
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1. EAGLEHAWK NECK HISTORIC SITE, OFFICERS’ QUARTERS 
AND GROUNDS, 5031 ARTHUR HIGHWAY  

Grid co-ordinates (AGD 94): 1.01 575396 E / 5237258 N 
1.02 575408 E / 5237254 N 
1.03 575391 E / 5237169 N 
 

 

Figure 1: North eastern end of Officers’ 
Quarters (1.01), looking south west.

Figure 2: North eastern end of Officers’ 
Quarters (1.01), looking south west. 

Figure 3: Mature garden setting (1.02) 
of Officers’ Quarters, looking west. 

Figure 4: Early 20th C stables combined 
with a milking shed (1.03), looking 

south west. 

 

History: 

The Officers’ Quarters formed part of the northern part of the 
Eaglehawk Neck Military Station. It was established in 1832 to secure 
the approaches to the Tasman Peninsula and capture convicts escaped 
from Port Arthur. The Military Station consisted of two key locations of 
built development – the staff housing area located at the northern end 
of Eaglehawk Neck, and the subject of this data sheet, and the dog line 
and associated buildings, located towards the centre of the isthmus (see 
data sheet 2). 

A complex of buildings were constructed at the northern end of 
Eaglehawk Neck to accommodate personnel and their families 
stationed at the site. This included barracks, stables, married soldier’s 
quarters, sergeant’s quarters, a bakehouse, a school, and poultry house. 
All of these buildings were located to the north of the study area, on 
what is now private property, to the west of the Arthur Highway. None 
remain extant. 

The officers’ quarters was also located at the northern end of 
Eaglehawk Neck, but separated from the housing provided for rank and 
file personnel. It was one of the first buildings at the Station, with 
bricks for the chimney ordered in 1832. The officers’ quarters was 
constructed from weatherboard with a shingled roof and verandah 
along its façade. It was 13 x 4.4 m, and divided into a number of 
reception, bedroom and service areas, and a separate kitchen wing to 
the rear. The building was located within a garden setting, facing the 
isthmus. It was altered and extending in the 1840s and again in 1853.  

Following closure of Port Arthur in 1877, the northern end of the 
former Military Station was subdivided and offered for private sale. The 
former officers’ quarter were leased to John Costello in 1918, with the 
site purchased by members of the Costello family in 1951. Stables 
combined with a milking shed and a butchery were built by the 
Costello’s in the early twentieth century. 

The Crown acquired the former officers’ quarters in 1991, carrying out 
conservation works and making it the key location of site 
interpretation. It is the only surviving building from the military 
station, and possibly the oldest timber military building in Australia. 

Relevant Sources: 

c.1946 Aerial Photograph 

Godden Mackay, Eaglehawk Neck Military Station Conservation Plan, prepared 
for Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, 1992 (draft) 

Description:  

The Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site – Officers’ Quarters and Grounds 
consists of a number of elements located at the northern end of 
Eaglehawk Neck. Not all features recorded in this data sheet are located 
within the study area boundary, but do form part of the broader place.  

The 1992 Conservation Plan should be referred to for a complete 
description of the former officers’ quarters. It is a single storey 
weatherboard building orientated to the south east (1.01). It measures 
approximately 27 x 7 m, with a verandah to its façade. It contains nine 
interconnected rooms, used for site interpretation of the Military 
Station.  

An area of archaeological potential has been defined surrounding the 
former officers’ quarters on all sides, and covering approximately 
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1. EAGLEHAWK NECK HISTORIC SITE, OFFICERS’ QUARTERS 
AND GROUNDS, 5031 ARTHUR HIGHWAY  

3,710m2 (1.02). The study area does not coincide with this area of 
archaeological potential, with the study area located approximately 13m 
to the south. 

The western boundary of area 1.02 has been defined to extend to the 
highway reservation. Subsurface archaeological features were located in 
this area in c.1991 as part of the major highway works. These features 
were located to the rear, north west side of the former officers’ quarters. 
The excavation covered an area of approximately 35m N/S x 5m E-W, 
and revealed a number of archaeological features, including a brick line 
drain; a clay floored yard space; a crushed brick pathway of paved area; 
and steps leading from the yard to the west. Remains of a wooden 
outbuilding, possibly a laundry containing a fireplace are also noted in 
the 1992 Conservation Plan. A large number of artefacts were recovered 
from the soil overlying these features. The c.1991 highway works are 
likely to have disturbed or destroyed some of these features, although it 
is evident that a substantial amount of fill has been introduced to the 
site and forming the highway embankment. This embankment may 
have buried and therefore protected archaeological features behind the 
officers’ quarters.  

The northern and north eastern boundaries of area 1.02 are defined by 
the alignments of Pirates Bay Drive and the officers’ quarters car park. 
Area 1.02 also includes the historic garden area associated with the 
former officers’ quarters. This garden is located to the south and south 
east of the building. It is essentially a twentieth-century cottage garden, 
although a few plants do survive from the military station period, most 
notably, the Norfolk Island pine, Melianthus major and Datura 
sanguinea (Godden Mackay 1992: 137). 

Two connected timber outbuildings are located approximately 50m to 
the south of the former officers’ quarters and aligned to the property 
boundary (1.03). The 1992 Conservation Plan should be referred to for 
a complete description of these buildings. They were constructed 
during the early twentieth century, and include a stable at the western 
end, and dairy to the east. These buildings are located approximately 
6m to the east of the study area. 

Discussion:  

With the exclusion of the highway reserve, these sites are subject to 
statutory heritage management. They are within the boundaries of the 
Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site under the Nature Conservation Act 2002 
and National Parks and Reserves Management Act 2002, and within 
the listed boundaries of the ‘Former Military Barracks and Eaglehawk 
Historic Site’ and are subject to both the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 
1995 and the Heritage Code of the Tasman Interim Planning Scheme 
2015. 

With regard to the assessment of significance and management of these 
features, reference is made first to the findings of the Godden McKay 
1992 Conservation Plan which remains the most relevant document 
and has been used below. 

Significance Assessment:  
Value Key State/Local Threshold 

Indicators74 
Justification 

Historic Value State 

Demonstrates the occurrence of an 
event(s) at the place that was significant 
in Tasmania’s history. 

A notable example of regional settlement 

The Eaglehawk Neck Military Station and 
dog line played a remarkable role in the 
operation and history of Port Arthur and the 
Tasman Peninsula and are recognised as a 
unique element in the history of convictism 
in Australia. 

                                                 
74 Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment, October 2011, Assessing historic heritage significance for 
Application with the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 
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that demonstrates an important period 
or phase in the wider settlement and 
development of Tasmania. 

Demonstrates an important historical 
period or phase in the history of 
Tasmania. 

Demonstrates a notable period in the 
governance and administration of 
Tasmania. 

The place possesses symbolic meaning to 
the broader Tasmanian community. 

The Officers’ Quarters is the only building 
remaining from the original military station 
at Eaglehawk Neck and therefore provides 
the most substantial physical evidence of the 
Military Station period. In consequence it 
has the greatest potential to evoke and 
explain this phase of the sites history. 

Rarity State 

One of few comparable places across 
Tasmania that is associated 
with/demonstrates an activity that was 
distinctive for what it achieved or so 
unusual in its nature it is now of 
particular interest to a community 
group. 

The Officers’ Quarters is believed to be the 
oldest military building in Australia. 

 

Research Potential State 

A comparative analysis suggests that 
further research at the place has the 
potential improve our understanding of 
Tasmania’s past or archaeology of:  

To fill gaps in our existing knowledge of 
Tasmania’s past. 

OR to inform/confirm unproven 
historical concepts or research questions 
relevant to Tasmania’s past. 

OR to provide information about single 
or multiple periods of occupation or use. 

OR to yield site specific information 
which would contribute to an 
understanding of significance against 
other criteria. 

The garden (and sub-floor areas of the 
house) are likely to contain significant 
archaeological deposits and features. Such 
archaeological material was located during 
highway works in c.1991, providing new 
information about the use and development 
of the site that was not available from other 
sources. Subsurface archaeology at the 
former officers’ quarters and surrounds 
could provide information related to the 
design and construction of military buildings 
and changes over time, and the working life 
of those personnel stationed at Eaglehawk 
Neck. 

Social Value Not assessed, but likely State level 

A landmark that is visually prominent 
and possesses picturesque attributes or 
aesthetic qualities acknowledged by 
many Tasmanians. 

A place that symbolically represents 
some aspect of the past that a community 
or cultural group feels contributes to the 
identity of Tasmania. 

The social significance of the place has not 
been assessed, but is likely to be important at 
a State level to the broader Tasmanian 
community as a key site of Tasmania’s 
convict heritage, and an important place in 
interpreting this history and heritage. 

Associative Value State  

One or more achievements for which the 
person(s) or organisation are considered 
important are directly linked to the place 
and that person(s) or organisation made 
an important contribution to the history 
of Tasmania. 

The Officers’ Quarters building has direct 
associations with prominent individuals who 
visited the military station and stayed in this 
building. This association is enhanced by 
direct reference to the building in major 
historical sources. 
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Aesthetic 
Characteristics 

State 

Important for the distinctiveness of the 
composition of a place or its components. 

A special visual relationship exists 
between the place and its setting, where 
each reinforces the beauty or aesthetic 
characteristics of the other.75 

The Eaglehawk Neck Military Station and 
dog line has important aesthetic 
characteristics. It is a dramatic cultural 
landscape in which the combination of 
topography and historic sites is evidence of, 
and evokes the past uses and associations of 
the place, which remain legible landscape 
elements. 

 

Key Policies from the 1992 Conservation Plan: 

Policy 8.2 General Conservation Policy 

 The precinct should be managed as a cultural landscape which includes significant geological formations, 
native and introduced species, Aboriginal sites and historic elements. 

 All buildings, structures, sites and landscape elements should be retained and conserved unless a 
conservation policy statement determines otherwise. 

 The archaeological resources of the precinct should be conserved. 

Policy 8.3.1 Use 

 The presence and operation of the Arthur Highway is recognised as an existing site use which will 
continue. 

 The Eaglehawk Neck precinct should be managed as a cultural landscape and the focus for management 
should be on conservation of identified significant elements. Where conflict arises between conservation 
and other considerations, conservation issues should prevail (except where adequate resources are not 
available or public safety is at risk). 

Policy 8.3.3 Fabric 

 Disturbance to or alteration of fabric should only occur in accordance with this policy. 

 Wherever possible original fabric should be retained in situ and should be maintained, preserved and 
restored. 

 The archaeological information and resource contained within the fabric of the site should be conserved. 

Policy 8.3.4 Setting/landscape/plantings 

 The unique visual qualities of Eaglehawk Neck should be conserved and no activity should be permitted 
which detracts from the setting of the place. 

 The existing configuration and topography of the Eaglehawk Neck precinct should be retained.  

 Other landscape elements, (including paths and fences) may be reconstructed for operational or 
interpretive purposes. 

Policy 8.3.8 Archaeological Resources 

 Disturbance of significant or potentially significant archaeological features or context should only occur 
where essential for the conservation of the place or where unavoidable for operational reasons. In such 
cases investigation should be undertaken by an appropriately qualified archaeologist in accordance with an 
archaeological research design. 

Recommendations:  

The following recommendations have been made with regard to the management of historic heritage values at the 
officers’ quarters within the context of highway upgrades, and with reference to the above policies of the 1992 
Conservation Plan: 

1. Minimise as far as practicable changes in the alignment and width of the Arthur Highway across 
Eaglehawk Neck. Expansion in the width of the highway should ideally occur on the western side of the 
highway to minimise further landscape modification in the vicinity of the officers’ quarters. Consultation 
with Heritage Tasmania (DPIPWE), Parks & Wildlife Service (DPIPWE) and Tasman Council should occur 
to determine what planning documentation will be required to consider landscape changes for the 
Development Application and any Reserve Activity Assessment required under the Nature Conservation 

                                                 
75 Taken from: Heritage Tasmania, Draft Scoping Document: Aesthetics as a Criterion for Entry in the Tasmanian Heritage 
Register, February 2013 
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Act 2002. 

2. Vibration risks to historic structures at the former officers’ quarters and grounds should be considered and 
managed as part of highway works. 

3. Excavations and ground disturbances associated with highway works should avoid the area of 
archaeological potential (1.02) surrounding the former officers’ quarters. This includes ancillary uses, such 
as hardstand areas, site offices and facilities.  

4. To avoid archaeological impacts, this area should be identified as a ‘works exclusion zone’ in all 
specifications, and fenced off for the duration of works. 
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Grid co-ordinates (AGD 94): 2.01 575452 E / 5236928 N 
2.02 575393 E / 5237043 N 
2.03 575402 E / 5237049 N 
2.04 575417 E / 5236934 N 
2.05 575386 E / 5236925 N 
2.06 575395 E / 5236932 N 
2.07 575396 E / 5236933 N 
2.08 575400 E / 5236959 N 
2.09 575400 E / 5236959 N 
2.10 575276 E / 5236920 N 
2.11 575264 E / 5236918 N 

2.12 575397 E / 5236951 N 
2.13 575397 E / 5236949 N 
2.14 575385 E / 5236959 N 
2.15 575385 E / 5236957 N 
2.16 575380 E / 5236957 N 
2.17 575380 E / 5236954 N 
2.18 575378 E / 5236948 N 
2.19 575365 E / 5236960 N 
2.20 575363 E / 5236956 N 
2.21 575361 E / 5236954 N 

Figure 1: Dog line cutting through the 
sand dune (2.01), looking east. 

Figure 2: Locality of the boats crew hut 
(2.02), corresponding with the 

driveway and parking area at the 
community hall, looking east. 

Figure 3: Locality of the guard house 
(2.04) and commissariat store, now 
embankment, and highway reserve 

(2.06), looking south. 

Figure 4: Crushed brick fragments 
(2.14) located in the highway shoulder, 

eastern side of the highway. 

History: 

The Guard Station Complex formed the central part of the Eaglehawk 
Neck Military Station. It was established in 1832 to secure the 
approaches to the Tasman Peninsula and capture convicts escaped 
from Port Arthur. The Military Station consisted of two key locations of 
built development – the staff housing area located at the northern end 
of Eaglehawk Neck (see data sheet 1), and the dog line and associated 
buildings, located towards the centre of the isthmus, and the subject of 
this data sheet. 

The noise of the surf and topography of sand dunes made guarding 
Eaglehawk Neck a difficult exercise. In response, a cutting was made 
across the dunes and a line of guard dogs and lamps (with the ground 
covered in shells to reflect light) was extended across the cutting, with 
dogs even being positioned on platforms within Eaglehawk Bay to 
sound the alarm of any convicts attempting to wade or swim across. 
Initially, between six and nine dogs were used, although the numbers 
changed over the decades. 

A number of buildings and other infrastructure was constructed at the 
dog line including the commissariat store, guard house, and boats crew 
hut to the north, while a semaphore mast and operators hut were built 
on top of the sand dune (and outside of the study area). A number of 
portable sentry boxes were positioned around the site, providing shelter 
for the personnel. Within Eaglehawk Bay, a long jetty was constructed, 
extending several hundred metres into the water, in response to the 
very shallow conditions. 

Security arrangements began to be scaled back in 1873-74, and had 
ceased by 1877 with the closure of Port Arthur. The former boats crew 
hut, commissariat store and guard house remained extant until the late 
nineteenth, early twentieth century, but were removed shortly 
afterwards. 

Relevant Sources: 

c.1946 Aerial Photograph 

Godden Mackay, Eaglehawk Neck Military Station Conservation Plan, prepared 
for Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, 1992 (draft) 

Tasmanian Historic Archaeological Site Catalogue, No. 8411-082 – Eagle Hawk 
Neck Guard Station, 19 February 1991 

Description:  

The Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site – Dog Line Complex consists of a 
number of elements located midway across the isthmus.  

The majority of these components are areas of subsurface 
archaeological potential, with no or little surface evidence of historic 
activity. Their location has been based off two historic plans (TAHO, 
CSO5/1/301; and CPO, Pem 7/9) and the overlays included in the 1992 
Conservation Plan (Godden Mackay 1992: 71-72). The accuracy of these 
plans in showing building locations is uncertain at best, and over-
scaling in building footprints can be expected. Allowing for such 
discrepancies, a 5m buffer zoning has been placed around each known 
building site.  
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Figure 5: Looking west, and general 
location of the jetty site (2.10), in 

Eaglehawk Bay. 

Figure 6: Brick scatter (2.17) on 
Eaglehawk Bay beach, west side of the 

highway. 

The northernmost site is the location of the boats crew hut (2.02), 
likely to have been located at what is now the entrance drive and car 
park of the community hall. This was a rectangular building, with two 
historic building plans providing different dimensions of 5.18m x 
5.66m and alternatively 5.36m x 3.9m. A 5m buffer zoning (2.03) has 
been placed around the likely site.  

Continuing to the south, most sites of built development were located 
at the dog line. The most enduring feature from this phase of 
development was the cutting through the sand dune, approximately 
100m x 40m (2.01). There is no evidence of the actual dog line, 
although the site is interpreted with a statue (see datasheet 3), and a 
pathway connecting through to Pirates Bay Beach. 

The key disturbance within this area relates to the progressive phases of 
construction, and reconstruction of the highway. In the vicinity of the 
dog line, the eastern side of the highway necessitated cutting into the 
foredunes by approximately 50-75cm. On the western side, land was 
reclaimed above Eaglehawk Bay along its western margin. The highway 
was then benched and supported by massive dolerite boulders on its 
bay-side. 

A number of buildings were constructed at the dog line. This includes 
the guard house (2.04), which was a rectangular building with a front 
verandah. It was located within the dune cutting itself, setback from the 
Bay and in the vicinity of the dog statue, and shown on historic building 
plans to have a footprint of 6.4m x 4.4m. A 5m buffer zoning has been 
placed around the site (2.05). There is no surface evidence of this 
building. 

Located immediately to the west was the commissariat store (2.06), a 
rectangular building facing Eaglehawk Bay with an open shed attached 
to its rear. Noting the limitations in the accuracy of plans showing this 
building, overlays suggest that this building is located within the 
highway reserve and under what is now the highway alignment. 
Historic photographs do suggest that this is the likely location, with the 
building located above the beach. A 5m buffer zoning has been placed 
around the site (2.07). There is no surface evidence of this building. 
Likewise, there is no indication of the location of a sentry box shown on 
the 1838 plan (2.08-2.09), and located to the north of the 
commissariat store. Minor evidence of historic building fabric is located 
within the gravel highway reserve, on the eastern side of the highway, 
with two surface scatters (approximately 20 x 50cm) of crushed brick 
fragments (2.12, 2.13), most pieces being less than 2cm in diameter.  

More intact brick fragments are located on the western side of the 
highway, on Eaglehawk Bay, which have progressively fallen out of the 
embankment and on to the beach. Kee (1991) recorded a scatter of 
waterworn bricks and ochre located at the high water mark and 
extending for a distance of approximately 70m. The beach and high 
water mark was covered in dense seaweed at the time of inspection in 
February 2019 and the extent of the scatter recorded by Kee could not 
be discerned. However, a scatter of bricks over an area of 
approximately 230m2 was recorded opposite the dog line, consisting of 
numerous worn brick fragments, in eight concentrated groups (2.14-
2.21).  

Likewise, the location of the timber jetty remains identified in 1991 
were not apparent at the time of inspection in 2019 and its location 
(2.10-2.11) has been taken from historic plans. 

Discussion:  

With the exclusion of the highway reserve, these sites are subject to 
statutory heritage management. Those features to the east of the 
highway are within the boundaries of the Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site 
under the Nature Conservation Act 2002 and National Parks and 
Reserves Management Act 2002, whilst those to both the east and west 



  

Arthur Highway, Eaglehawk Neck: 23 May 2019 
Historic Heritage Assessment 78 

 

2. EAGLEHAWK NECK HISTORIC SITE, GUARD STATION, 
ARTHUR HIGHWAY  

of the highway are located within the listed boundaries of the ‘Former 
Military Barracks and Eaglehawk Historic Site’ and are subject to both 
the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 and the Heritage Code of the 
Tasman Interim Planning Scheme 2015. 

With regard to the assessment of significance and management of these 
features, reference is made first to the findings of the Godden McKay 
1992 Conservation Plan which remains the most relevant document 
and has been used below. 

Significance Assessment:  
Value Key State/Local Threshold 

Indicators76 
Justification 

Historic Value State 

Demonstrates the occurrence of an 
event(s) at the place that was significant 
in Tasmania’s history. 

A notable example of regional settlement 
that demonstrates an important period 
or phase in the wider settlement and 
development of Tasmania. 

Demonstrates an important historical 
period or phase in the history of 
Tasmania. 

Demonstrates a notable period in the 
governance and administration of 
Tasmania. 

The place possesses symbolic meaning to 
the broader Tasmanian community. 

The Eaglehawk Neck Military Station and 
dog line played a remarkable role in the 
operation and history of Port Arthur and the 
Tasman Peninsula and are recognised as a 
unique element in the history of convictism 
in Australia. 

The dog line at Eaglehawk Neck has entered 
the folklore of Port Arthur, Tasmania and 
Australia as a remarkable element in our 
convict history. 

The site of the dog line has major 
associational significance with the control 
and management of convicts.  

Rarity State 

One of few comparable places across 
Tasmania that is associated 
with/demonstrates an activity that was 
distinctive for what it achieved or so 
unusual in its nature it is now of 
particular interest to a community 
group. 

The Eaglehawk Neck Military Station and 
dog line is a rare place of convict security, 
where the combination of topography and 
use of dogs and lamps created a unique and 
notorious element in controlling access 
across Eaglehawk Neck. 

Research Potential State 

A comparative analysis suggests that 
further research at the place has the 
potential improve our understanding of 
Tasmania’s past or archaeology of:  

To fill gaps in our existing knowledge of 
Tasmania’s past. 

OR to inform/confirm unproven 
historical concepts or research questions 
relevant to Tasmania’s past. 

OR to provide information about single 
or multiple periods of occupation or use. 

OR to yield site specific information 
which would contribute to an 
understanding of significance against 

Although partly disturbed through highway 
construction, the Eaglehawk Neck Military 
Station and dog line has subsurface research 
potential related to the new information it 
could provide about one of Tasmania’s most 
notorious places of convict management. 
This includes the dune cutting itself, and the 
locations of the several buildings and the 
jetty which were located towards the middle 
of the isthmus. Subsurface archaeology of 
these places could provide information 
related to the design and construction of 
military buildings and changes over time, 
and the working life of those personnel 
stationed at Eaglehawk Neck. 

                                                 
76 Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment, October 2011, Assessing historic heritage significance for 
Application with the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 
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other criteria. 

Social Value Not assessed, but likely State level 

A landmark that is visually prominent 
and possesses picturesque attributes or 
aesthetic qualities acknowledged by 
many Tasmanians. 

place that symbolically represents some 
aspect of the past that a community or 
cultural group feels contributes to the 
identity of Tasmania. 

The social significance of the place has not 
been assessed, but is likely to be important at 
a State level to the broader Tasmanian 
community as a key site of Tasmania’s 
convict heritage combining attributes of a 
distinctive topographical landmark and 
unique system of securing the site through 
the dog line. 

Aesthetic 
Characteristics 

State 

Important for the distinctiveness of the 
composition of a place or its components. 

A special visual relationship exists 
between the place and its setting, where 
each reinforces the beauty or aesthetic 
characteristics of the other.77 

The Eaglehawk Neck Military Station and 
dog line has important aesthetic 
characteristics. It is a dramatic cultural 
landscape in which the combination of 
topography and historic sites is evidence of, 
and evokes the past uses and associations of 
the place, which remain legible landscape 
elements. 

 

Key Policies from the 1992 Conservation Plan: 

Policy 8.2 General Conservation Policy 

 The precinct should be managed as a cultural landscape which includes significant geological formations, 
native and introduced species, Aboriginal sites and historic elements. 

 All buildings, structures, sites and landscape elements should be retained and conserved unless a 
conservation policy statement determines otherwise. 

 The archaeological resources of the precinct should be conserved. 

Policy 8.3.1 Use 

 The presence and operation of the Arthur Highway is recognised as an existing site use which will 
continue. 

 The Eaglehawk Neck precinct should be managed as a cultural landscape and the focus for management 
should be on conservation of identified significant elements. Where conflict arises between conservation 
and other considerations, conservation issues should prevail (except where adequate resources are not 
available or public safety is at risk). 

Policy 8.3.3 Fabric 

 The archaeological information and resource contained within the fabric of the site should be conserved. 

Policy 8.3.4 Setting/landscape/plantings 

 The unique visual qualities of Eaglehawk Neck should be conserved and no activity should be permitted 
which detracts from the setting of the place. 

 The existing configuration and topography of the Eaglehawk Neck precinct should be retained.  

 Other landscape elements, (including paths and fences) may be reconstructed for operational or 
interpretive purposes. 

Policy 8.3.7 Sites of Former Structures 

 Archaeological features at the sites of former structures should be conserved in accordance with this 
policy.  

Policy 8.3.8 Archaeological Resources 

 Disturbance of significant or potentially significant archaeological features or context should only occur 
where essential for the conservation of the place or where unavoidable for operational reasons. In such 

                                                 
77 Taken from: Heritage Tasmania, Draft Scoping Document: Aesthetics as a Criterion for Entry in the Tasmanian Heritage 
Register, February 2013 
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cases investigation should be undertaken by an appropriately qualified archaeologist in accordance with an 
archaeological research design. 

Policy 8.3.11 Visitor Management and Facilities 

 Visitation to the Eaglehawk Neck precinct should be encouraged and promoted. 

 Visitor access and flow patterns through this site should be managed through the construction of fences 
and paths, where possible along the alignment of former landscape elements. 

Recommendations:  

The following recommendations have been made with regard to the management of historic heritage values at the 
Guard Station complex within the context of highway upgrades and the walking track extension, and with reference 
to the above policies of the 1992 Conservation Plan: 

1. Minimise as far as practicable changes in the alignment and width of the Arthur Highway across 
Eaglehawk Neck. Expansion in the width of the highway should ideally occur on the western side of the 
highway to minimise further cutting into the sand dunes and landscape modification. Consultation with 
Heritage Tasmania (DPIPWE), Parks & Wildlife Service (DPIPWE) and Tasman Council should occur to 
determine what planning documentation will be required to consider landscape changes for the 
Development Application and any Reserve Activity Assessment required under the Nature Conservation 
Act 2002. 

2. The extension of the walking track south of the dog line should be consistent in width and materials with 
the existing track. The new track should minimise cuttings and vegetation removal. 

3. Ground disturbances and excavations within areas of archaeological potential should be avoided where 
possible. The existing highway corresponds in part with areas of archaeological potential, and past road 
works are likely to have disturbed archaeological features or deposits. These disturbances are likely to be 
limited to the upper 30cm, or the typical depth that can be expected for the road base. Archaeological 
material may continue to exist at depths greater than 30cm below the road surface. Archaeological 
evidence outside of the existing highway reserve may exist at shallower depths than 30cm. 

4. To avoid archaeological impacts, these areas should be identified as ‘works exclusion zones’ in all 
specifications, and fenced off for the duration of works. 

5. Archaeological management will be required where it is not possible to avoid excavations and ground 
disturbances within areas of archaeological potential, including within the existing highway reserve where 
excavations will extend in depth greater than the road base, typically 30cm. Archaeological management 
may require a range of techniques such as monitoring, testing to salvage excavation and collection of 
surface artefacts where impacts cannot be avoided. 

6. The archaeological strategy and procedures for managing such impacts should be documented in an 
Archaeological Method Statement prepared in accordance with the Tasmanian Heritage Council’s Practice 
Note 2: Managing Historical Archaeological Potential in the Works Process.  

7. The Archaeological Method Statement should be prepared in consultation with Heritage Tasmania 
(DPIPWE), Parks & Wildlife Service (DPIPWE), Tasman Council and the Port Arthur Historic Site 
Management Authority. 

8. The Archaeological Method Statement should form part of the Development Application and any Reserve 
Activity Assessment required under the Nature Conservation Act 2002. 

9. Sufficient lead-time and resources should be provided to undertake planning work and any archaeological 
works to avoid critical path complications. Works should be carried out by suitably qualified 
archaeologists. 
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3.03 575407 E / 5236942 N 

 

Figure 1: Post and rail fence (3.01), 
looking south. 

Figure 2: Dog sculpture (4.01), looking 
south east. 

History: 

The fencing and dog statue were added to the site during the late 1990s 
as interpretive elements, whilst the fence (which was constructed at the 
same time) also separates pedestrians from traffic. The sculptors of the 
statue were Ruth Waterhouse and Curtis Hore. 
Description:  

Two interpretive elements have relevance to the study area. The first is 
a modern reproduction post and rail fence which extends south from 
the Officers’ Quarters precinct and terminates at the sand dune cutting 
(3.01, 3.02). The fence is constructed with three rails and extends over 
a distance of some 300m, with driveway access provided at the 
community hall. 

The second interpretive element is located at the sand dune cutting and 
consists of a bronze dog sculpture, with associated barrel kennel, lamp 
and interpretation panel, created in 1999 (3.03).  

Discussion:  

These are not heritage items, however do have interpretive value, in 
addition to the fence providing separation between pedestrians and 
vehicles. 

The items are within the listing boundaries of the Historic Site, subject 
to the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995; the Heritage Code of the 
Tasman Interim Planning Scheme 2015; Nature Conservation Act 
2002 and National Parks and Reserves Management Act 2002. 

Significance Assessment:  

Not applicable. 

Recommendations:  

1. To avoid impacts, these features should be identified as ‘works exclusion zones’ in all specifications, and 
fenced off for the duration of works. 

2. Where impacts are likely, negotiate management requirements with Parks & Wildlife Service. 
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Grid co-ordinates (AGD 94): 4.01 575348 E / 5237092 N 
4.02 575369 E / 5237041 N 
4.03 575370 E / 5237037 N 
4.04 575370 E / 5236676 N 

 

Figure 1: 1946 aerial photograph, with 
locations of trees 4.01-4.03 indicated. 

Figure 2: Mature macrocarpa 4.01, 
looking north east. 

 Figure 3: Mature macrocarpas 4.02 

History: 

Whilst the specific history of these plantings is not known, conifers 
became common in Tasmanian in the first half of the twentieth century 
as boundary markers and windbreakers. The most common species 
were Pinus radiata and Cupressus macrocarpa. They remain 
conspicuous elements within the Tasmanian rural landscape.  

The three macrocarpa on the western side of the highway, are likely to 
date from the mid-twentieth century. Although unclear, they do not 
appear to be present on the c.1946 aerial photograph (Figure 1). 

Relevant Sources: 

c.1946 aerial photograph 

CB Tassell, Tasmanian Rural Cultural Landscapes: a Study, Launceston, 
Tasmania: Queen Victoria Museum and Art Gallery, 1988, pp. 7, 10, 15 

Description:  

Four mature or semi-mature trees are located within the study area. 
Trees 4.01, 4.02 and 4.03 are located on the foreshore area to the 
west of the Arthur Highway. 

Tree 4.04 is located within native vegetation at the southern end of the 
study area, and would appear to be a naturalised specimen. 

Discussion:  

Trees 4.01, 4.02 and 4.03 are located within the listed boundaries of 
the ‘Former Military Barracks and Eaglehawk Historic Site’ and are 
subject to both the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 and the 
Heritage Code of the Tasman Interim Planning Scheme 2015. They are 
not located within the boundaries of the Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site 
under the Nature Conservation Act 2002 and National Parks and 
Reserves Management Act 2002. Tree 4.04 is not subject to statutory 
heritage management. 

Location of 
tree 4.01 

Locations 
of tree 4.02, 
4.03 
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4. CONIFERS 
 

(right) and 4.03 (left), looking north 
west. 

Figure 4: Naturalised radiata, 4.04, 
looking north. 

Significance Assessment:  
Value Key State/Local Threshold 

Indicators78 
Justification 

Historic Value Local 

Notable example of industrialisation 
associated with the key local historic 
themes of the area. 

The macrocarpas 4.01, 4.02 and 4.03 have 
some historic value at a local level for 
demonstrating past landscaping practices in 
the rural context. 

 
 

Recommendations:  

1. It would be desirable to avoid or minimise impacts to trees 4.01, 4.02 and 4.03.  

2. Advice should be sought from a qualified arborist and/or arboriculturalist to determine the extent of 
protective exclusion zones required to avoid root truncation of trees 4.01, 4.02 and 4.03 and any other 
prescriptions to ensure trees are maintained in a safe, healthy state 

3. Where impacts will occur, their extent should be minimised as far as possible, and replacement 
considered. 

4. No further management is recommended for tree 4.04. 
 
  

                                                 
78 Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment, October 2011, Assessing historic heritage significance for 
Application with the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 
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5. TELEGRAPH LINE ALIGNMENT 
 

Grid co-ordinates (AGD 94): 5.01 575415 E / 5236836 N  

Figure 1: 1910 photograph looking 
south along Eaglehawk Neck with 
telegraph poles indicated (TAHO, 

NS1029/1/342, Photograph- Barracks-
Eaglehawk Neck). 

Figure 2: Looking north along base of 
sand dune, south of the cutting. 

History: 

Telegraph services were extended onto the Tasman Peninsula during 
the latter part of the nineteenth century. For reasons unknown, the 
alignment across the isthmus followed the base of the sand dunes on 
their western side, as opposed to the more common practice of running 
parallel to the road alignment. 
Description:  

The base of the sand dunes is covered in dense coastal scrub and 
heathland. No evidence of the telegraph alignment was visible, 
although the base of the sand dune could be discerned.  

Discussion:  

The telegraph line alignment would not appear to be a cultural feature, 
such as a track or cutting, along which the poles were later erected. 
Rather, it is most likely to have taken advantage of the natural ground 
level. 

 

Significance Assessment:  
Not applicable 
 
Recommendations:  

1. No further management is recommended. 
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6.0 PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF POTENTIAL HERITAGE 
IMPACTS 
6.1 Introduction 
Public safety, environmental issues, and community and business needs are relevant matters in 
reviewing upgrades to the Arthur Highway. Heritage values are also an important part of the decision 
making process. With the exception of the highway reservation, nearly all surrounding land on 
Eaglehawk Neck is subject to statutory heritage management. 

Potential heritage impacts from the highway and track works can be considered in terms of impacts to 
specific sites, components or elements of heritage significance. There is also potential for landscape 
and visual impacts through the expansion of road and pedestrian infrastructure within the sensitive 
landscape of Eaglehawk Neck. The highway and track project has the following components which 
may result in heritage impacts: 

1. Improving safety for road users by widening the highway from the existing cross section 0f 
5.6m sealed width to a consistent typical category 3 road at 7.1m wide with 0.6m sealed 
shoulders; and 

2. Improving safety for pedestrians by providing for the development of a shared pathway to link 
between Blowhole Road and the dog line. 

A Heritage Impact Statement is a standard means of considering such matters, with the Heritage 
Council identifying three key questions to be answered: 

1. What is significant about the place in terms of its heritage values and are some parts more 
significant than others? 

2. Will the proposed works adversely affect the significance and how? 

3. What measures, if any, are proposed to avoid or ameliorate any adverse impacts?79  

Detailed construction specifications would generally be required to properly articulate potential 
heritage impacts, and in particular visual or landscape changes that may be inconsistent with the 
heritage values of the place. Preliminary advice can however be provided at this stage.  

In preparing such advice, the policies of the draft Eaglehawk Neck Military Station Conservation Plan 
1992 are the first point of reference. The Conservation Plan provides the most detailed analysis of the 
place, its component elements and values. It applies specifically to the Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site 
located on the eastern side of the highway reservation, but provides sound conservation advice more 
broadly to the place.  

The Conservation Plan recognises the Arthur Highway as a form of existing and continuing use. 
However, as a declared Historic Site, the overarching conservation policies are for the retention of 
heritage values, inclusive of buildings; significant plantings at the Officers’ Quarters; preservation of 
landscapes, landforms and setting; the conservation of archaeology; visitor management; and, 
interpretation. It notes that where conflict arises between conservation and other considerations, 
conservation issues should prevail, except where adequate resources are not available, public safety is 
at risk or impacts are unavoidable for operational reasons.80 Thus, although heritage impacts are 
permissible, the policies establish a high threshold for development occurring within the Historic Site 
and require the consideration and the assessment of options that would result in lesser impacts.  

The following table aims to articulate potential impacts. At this stage, such impacts can be more 
readily identified for specific sites, whereas potential broader landscape and visual impacts are not yet 
defined. Summaries of management or mitigation recommendations have been included where they 
can be defined at this stage, however the data sheets should be referred to for the full 
recommendations. 

  

                                                 
79 Tasmanian Heritage Council, Works Guidelines for Historic Heritage Places, November 2015, p.3 
80 Godden Mackay, op. cit., pp.188-197 
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Site No. / Name Potential Impacts Summary of Management 
Recommendations 

Eaglehawk Neck 
Cultural Landscape 

 The landscape or visual impacts of 
highway expansion and the track 
extension are yet to be defined.  

 The increase in the width of highway 
from 5.6m to 7.1m with sealed 
shoulders of 0.6m on either side 
expands the sealed surface of the road 
by 2.7m. This may alter the existing 
character of Eaglehawk Neck and the 
visual prominence of the highway. 

 Expansion of the highway has the 
potential to alter landforms such as the 
sand dunes and Eaglehawk Bay. 

 Minimise as far as practicable changes 
in the alignment and width of the 
highway. 

 Expansion in the width of the highway 
should ideally occur on the western and 
not the eastern side of the highway. 

 Consult with Heritage Tasmania, Parks 
& Wildlife Service and Tasman Council 
to determine what planning 
documentation will be required to 
consider landscape changes. 

1.01, Former 
Officers’ Quarters 

 No direct impacts to building, but 
potential vibration risks during 
highway works. 

 Consider and manage potential 
vibration impacts. 

1.02, Former 
Officers’ Quarters – 
Buffer Zone & 
Garden 

 No direct impacts to Buffer Zone & 
Garden. 

 Area to be identified as a ‘works 
exclusion zone’ in all specifications, and 
fenced off for the duration of works. 

1.03, Former 
Officers’ Quarters – 
Stables & Milking 
Shed 

 No direct impacts to building, but 
potential vibration risks during 
highway works. 

 Consider and manage potential 
vibration impacts. 

2.01, Sand Dune 
Cutting – Guard 
Station 

 Expansion of the highway has the 
potential to alter the sand dune cutting 
by expanding its area. 

 Minimise as far as practicable changes 
in the alignment and width of the 
highway. 

 Expansion in the width of the highway 
should ideally occur on the western and 
not the eastern side of the highway. 

2.02-2.21, Guard 
Station – 
Archaeological 
Sites 

 Impacts to, or destruction of 
archaeological sites during excavation 
works occurring within the Historic 
Site; within the highway reservation; 
and within Eaglehawk Bay. 

 Potential exists to impact four building 
sites and surrounding yard spaces, and 
infrastructure such as the jetty and dog 
line. 

 Where possible, avoid ground 
disturbances and excavations within 
sites of archaeological potential (2.02-
2.21). 

 Areas to be identified as a ‘works 
exclusion zone’ in all specifications, and 
fenced off for the duration of works. 

 Archaeological management will be 
required where disturbances or 
excavations are unavoidable. 

 The strategy and procedures for 
management should be documented in 
an Archaeological Method Statement, 
prepared in consultation with Heritage 
Tasmania, Parks & Wildlife Service, 
Tasman Council and the Port Arthur 
Historic Site Management Authority. 

3.01-3.02, 
Interpretation 
Elements – Fencing 
& Dog Statue 

 Impacts to, or destruction of the 
fencing and dog statue. 

 Fencing and statue to be identified as a 
‘works exclusion zone’ in all 
specifications, and fenced off for the 
duration of works. 
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Site No. / Name Potential Impacts Summary of Management 
Recommendations 

 Where impacts are likely, negotiate 
management requirements with Parks 
& Wildlife Service. 

4.01-4.04, Conifers  Loss of trees, or health compromised by 
works occurring within root zone. 

 Desirable to avoid impacts to trees 4.01, 
4.02 and 4.03. 

 Consider replanting trees 4.01, 4.02 
and 4.03 where removal is proposed. 

 No further management for tree 4.04. 

5.01, Telegraph 
Line Alignment 

 Not applicable.  No further management. 

Table 6: Preliminary Review of Potential Heritage Impacts 
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7.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
7.1 Conclusions 
This report presents the results of an historic heritage assessment for proposed upgrades to the Arthur 
Highway across Eaglehawk Neck on the Tasman Peninsula. As a separate, but related project, the 
Eaglehawk Neck Coastal Trail group has proposed the extension of the existing walking track south of 
the sand dune cutting or dog line through to Blow Hole Road. 

The majority of the study area is subject to statutory heritage management at both State and local 
levels of administration. Except for the highway reservation itself, nearly all of the study area is 
subject to the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995 and the Heritage Code of the Tasman Interim 
Planning Scheme 2015. The land to the east of the highway reservation is also a designated Historic 
Site under the Nature Conservation Act 2002 and National Parks and Reserves Management Act 
2002. 

A total of 32 sites were recorded as part of the fieldwork completed for this project. This includes 
buildings, gardens and trees, areas of archaeological potential and interpretation elements. In 
addition to specific sites, Eaglehawk Neck is recognised as a significant cultural landscape, and 
potential visual and landscape impacts arising from highway or track works will form part of the 
consideration for statutory authorities. Opportunities to avoid, minimise or mitigate against heritage 
impacts to sites, features and the broader landscape should be pursued as part of project planning. 

7.2 Recommendations 
This heritage assessment report has been prepared to provide State Growth with advice as to the 
location and significance of historic places, sites and features. It should be used to inform planning 
work for the proposed highway upgrades and track works and to assist in establishing mitigation and 
management strategies. The following recommendations have been made to assist with this process. 

1. Statutory Authority and Stakeholder Consultation on Draft Report: 

 The draft Historic Heritage Assessment report should be provided to Heritage Tasmania, 
DPIPWE; Parks & Wildlife Service, DPIPWE; Tasman Council and the Port Arthur 
Historic Site Management Authority to ensure that any additional matters requiring 
attention are disclosed as early as possible (i.e., prior to finalisation of the design so that 
they can be factored into the historic heritage management processes). 

 Consultation should also identify what additional planning reports will be required for 
any Development Application and the Reserve Activity Assessment. 

2. Cultural Landscape Management: 

 Minimise as far as practicable changes in the alignment and width of the Arthur Highway 
across Eaglehawk Neck. Expansion in the width of the highway should ideally occur on 
the western side of the highway to minimise further landscape modification occurring 
within the Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site. 

 Further planning documentation such as a cultural landscape assessment may be 
required following completion of the road design to articulate potential landscape and 
visual impacts. 

3. Management of Specific Sites: 

 The results of this heritage assessment should inform planning for the proposed 
upgrades of the Arthur Highway and pedestrian track. Sites or features assessed as 
having heritage significance at either State or local levels should be conserved where 
possible. 

 Implement heritage management recommendations as per the individual site datasheets. 
The general management response is for the avoidance of impacts to places or features of 
heritage significance. Mitigation or management strategies have been proposed where 
impacts are unavoidable. Significant places or features within (or close to) the study area, 
or that require active management as part of the works are documented in the following 
table. 
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Datasheet 
Number 

Place Name Site/Feature Numbers Significance Level 

1 Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site, 
Officers’ Quarters and Grounds, 5031 
Arthur Highway 

1.01- 1.03 State 

2 Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site, Guard 
Station, Arthur Highway 

2.01-2.21  State 

3 Eaglehawk Neck Historic Site, 
Interpretation Elements 

3.01-3.02 Not applicable, but 
management 
recommended 

4 Conifers 4.01-4.03 Local 

Table 7: Sites or features recommended for further management 

4. Archaeological Management, Planning and Implementation: 

 Ground disturbances and excavations within areas of archaeological potential should be 
avoided where possible. The existing highway corresponds in part with areas of 
archaeological potential, and past road works are likely to have disturbed archaeological 
features or deposits. These disturbances are likely to be limited to the upper 30cm, or the 
typical depth that can be expected for the road base. Archaeological material may 
continue to exist at depths greater than 30cm below the road surface. Archaeological 
evidence outside of the existing highway reserve may exist at shallower depths than 
30cm.  

 Archaeological management will be required where it is not possible to avoid 
disturbances within areas of archaeological potential. 

 The strategy and procedures for managing areas of archaeological potential should be 
documented in an Archaeological Method Statement, prepared in consultation with 
Heritage Tasmania, DPIPWE; Parks & Wildlife Service, DPIPWE; Tasman Council and 
the Port Arthur Historic Site Management Authority. 

 Sufficient lead-time and resources should be provided to undertake planning work and 
any archaeological works to avoid critical path complications during construction. Works 
should be carried out by suitably qualified archaeologists. 

5. Managing Unanticipated Historical Archaeological Discoveries during Works: 

 Ground disturbances and excavations occurring outside of areas of historical 
archaeological potential can proceed without further archaeological oversight. However, 
the Project Specifications should include notification protocols whereby archaeological 
advice is sought if historical archaeological features or deposits are uncovered during 
excavation or where doubt exists concerning the provenance of any strata revealed during 
excavations. This may include but not be limited to the exposure of any structural 
material made from bricks, stone, concrete or timber and forming walls or surfaces, or 
the presence of more than five fragments of artefacts such as ceramic, shell, glass or 
metal from within an area of no more than 1 m2. 

 In such instances, excavation should immediately cease pending attendance on site and 
receipt of advice from the archaeological consultant, at which point, depending on the 
findings, it may also be necessary to involve Heritage Tasmania, DPIPWE; Parks & 
Wildlife Service, DPIPWE; and Tasman Council. 

6. Seek Expert Advice for Tree Management: 

 Advice should be sought from a qualified arborist for the identification of tree species and 
their condition. 

 Where highway works may impact on significant trees, advice should be sought from a 
qualified arborist and/or arboriculturalist to determine the extent of protective exclusion 
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zones required to avoid root truncation and any other prescriptions to ensure trees are 
maintained in a safe, healthy state.  

 Should significant trees be proposed for removal, replanting options should be 
determined along with any ongoing management and maintenance requirements. 

7. Further Work: 

 It is recommended that a further assessment be undertaken if it becomes apparent that 
the works associated with the proposed highway upgrades and track works will extend 
beyond the nominated study area (as depicted in Figure 1) to ensure that known and/or 
potential historic heritage values in adjacent areas are fully articulated.  
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APPENDIX 1: TASMANIAN HERITAGE REGISTER 
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