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1. Introduction 

1.1 Project background 

The Queanbeyan-Palerang Regional Council has engaged Eco Logical Australia Pty Ltd. (ELA) 
to undertake an Aboriginal Due Diligence Assessment of the Burra Road Upgrade: Little Burra 
Road to London Bridge Road (Error! Reference source not found.). The principle aim of this 
assessment is to identify the likelihood of Aboriginal cultural heritage sites and/or objects being 
present within the area of the proposed work and, if so, whether the proposed works have the 
potential to harm those sites and/or objects. 

This assessment outlines the findings of the Aboriginal Due Diligence Assessment of the study 
area in accordance with the Due Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of Aboriginal 
Objects in NSW (Department of Environment, Climate Change, and Water 2010b). 

1.2 Assessment process 

Aboriginal cultural heritage sites and objects in New South Wales are afforded protection under 
the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW), irrespective of whether they are registered on 
the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS). As defined by the NPW, 
Aboriginal cultural heritage sites and objects are: 

 Any lands dedicated as an Aboriginal area under the Act; and 

 Any deposit, object, or material evidence (not being a handicraft made for sale) relating to the 
Aboriginal habitation of the area that comprises New South Wales, being habitation before or 
concurrent with (or both) the occupation of that area by persons of non-Aboriginal extraction, and 
includes Aboriginal remains. 

Strict penalties apply for engaging in activities that inflict harm to an Aboriginal cultural heritage 
site or object without consent for activities under the NPW. Under Part 6 of the NPW Act, consent 
or authorisation for harmful activities may be given under an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit 
(AHIP).  

To assess the requirement of an AHIP, the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) 
necessitates that an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) is prepared in 
accordance with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing, and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage in NSW (Department of Environment, Climate Change, and Water 2010a; DECCW) 
and the Due Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of Aboriginal Objects in New South 
Wales (DECCW 2010b). These two guides establish a set of guidelines to aid land users in 
being aware of how their activities could damage Aboriginal cultural heritage sites and 
archaeologists in the requirements that must be followed during the investigation of Aboriginal 
cultural heritage sites. If an AHIP is required, the OEH necessitates that it is further supported 
by a copy of the approval for the development or infrastructure issued under Part 4 or Part 5 of 
the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act). 
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An archaeologically sensitive landscape is an area that has the potential for archaeological 
material to be present within it. According to the Due Diligence Code of Practice (DECCW 
2010b), archaeologically sensitive landscapes can include, but are not limited to, areas: 

 Within 200m of waters; 

 Located within a sand dune system; 

 Located on a ridge top, ridge line, headland; 

 Located within 200m below or above a cliff face; 

 Within 20m of or in a cave, rock shelter, or a cave mouth; or 

 Is on land that is not disturbed land.1 

The aims of this Due Diligence Assessment are to: 

 Assess the geological and topographical characteristics of the study area; 

 Undertake a search of the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) register 
maintained by the OEH to establish if there are any previously recorded Aboriginal sites or objects 
within the study area; 

 Undertake a search of the NSW State Heritage Inventory, the Australian Heritage Database the 
Queanbeyan Local Environmental Plan (LEP) (2012) Schedule 5 (Environmental Heritage), and 
the Palerang LEP (2014) Schedule 5 to establish if there are any previously recorded Aboriginal 
cultural heritage sites or objects within the study area; 

 Undertake a desktop review of relevant previous archaeological assessments to understand the 
local archaeological context and assist in predicting the likely occurrence of unrecorded 
Aboriginal sites or objects; 

 Undertake a surface survey of the study area to identify any Aboriginal sites and areas of sensitive 
landforms; and 

 Prepare an archaeological due diligence assessment determining if known objects or additional 
unrecorded objects are present within the study area, as well indicate whether further assessment 
and/or an AHIP is required. 

 

 

                                                

1 Disturbed land is defined as any area that has been the subject of anthropogenic activity that has changed the 
land’s surface and remains clear and observable (DECCW 2010b:18). Examples of land disturbance activities 
include: ploughing; construction of rural infrastructure (such as dams and fences); clearance of vegetation; 
construction of buildings or other structures; construction or installation of utilities and other similar services (such as 
above or below ground electrical infrastructure, water or sewerage pipelines, stormwater drainage, and other similar 
infrastructure); and earthworks.  

In Australian archaeology, disturbed land does not encompass the land modification conducted by Aboriginal groups 
(such as ecosystem management through fire-stick farming), as these activities are representative of cultural beliefs 
and behaviours. 
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Figure 1: Location of study area along Burra Road, approximately 600 metres north of the intersection between Burra 
Road / Little Burra Road to approximately 700 metres south of the intersection between Burra Road / London Bridge 
Road, Burra. 
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1.3 Executive summary 

This Aboriginal Due Diligence Assessment comprised of an extensive desktop review and site 
survey of the study area. 

The desktop review indicated that several archaeological investigations have been undertaken 
in the Burra area, culminating in the recording of 86 Aboriginal cultural heritage sites in proximity 
to the present study area (Section 5.1.1). These sites largely comprise of artefact scatters and 
isolated artefacts, although several Potential Archaeological Deposits (PADs) and culturally 
modified trees have also been recorded. Moreover, whilst there are no standalone Aboriginal 
cultural heritage sites recorded on the Australian Heritage Database, the State Heritage 
Register, the Queanbeyan LEP (2012), or the Palerang LEP (2014), there are several sites 
associated with the heritage-listed London Bridge Arch and the Googong Foreshores and 
Geodiversity Heritage Area (Section 5.1.2).  

The land comprised in the Burra Road corridor, inclusive of the area between approximately 600 
metres north of the intersection between Burra Road / Little Burra Road to approximately 700 
metres south of the intersection between Burra Road / London Bridge Road, Burra, contains 
landform elements that are typically regarded as archaeologically sensitive (such as well-
drained lower slopes and slope terminations). It is very likely that this landscape was once 
utilised by Aboriginal communities. However, the site assessment of the study area did not 
identify any Aboriginal cultural heritage material. The land comprised within the study area has 
been extensively disturbed through historical vegetation clearance, installation of erosion and 
sediment controls, levelling of the road surface, and the construction of road pavement. As a 
result, it is unlikely that either in situ surface or subsurface archaeological materials remain 
within the current road corridor. 

Consequently, ELA has made one recommendation for the management of the study area: 

1. Recommendation 1: General measures. 

All Aboriginal cultural heritage sites, whether recorded or not, are protected under the NPW. It is 
an offence to disturb or damage these sites without first having obtained an AHIP (Aboriginal 
Heritage Impact Permit). Works or activities that could potentially disturb the ground surface 
include earthworks, building construction, services installation, repetitive vehicular movement, 
and landscaping. These works have the potential to disturb surface and in situ subsurface 
Aboriginal sites. 

If suspected Aboriginal objects (such as stone artefacts or midden materials like faunal remains 
or shell) are encountered during development, all activities must cease in the affected area and 
an archaeologist contacted to assess the finds. If the finds are found to be Aboriginal objects, the 
Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) must be notified under Section 89A of the NPW.  
Appropriate management and avoidance or approval under a Section 90 AHIP should be sought 
if the Aboriginal objects are to be moved or harmed. In the extremely unlikely event that human 
remains are found, all activities should immediately cease and the New South Wales Police 
should be contacted. If the remains are suspected to be Aboriginal, the OEH may also be 
contacted to assist in determining appropriate management. 
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2. Basis for cultural heritage management 

Places of cultural significance enrich people’s lives, often providing a deep and inspirational sense 
of connection to community and landscape, to the past, and to lived experiences … they are 
irreplaceable and precious. 
 

(Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter 2013:1) 

Traditionally, heritage and archaeological assessments have focused on the significance of the 
tangible elements of cultural heritage (Brown 2008). Items such as structures and 
archaeological artefacts have been considered predominantly in terms of their (New South 
Wales Heritage Office 2015:20-24): 

 Scientific or research potential (“an item has potential to yield information that will contribute to 
an understanding of New South Wales’ cultural or natural history”); and 

 Representativeness (“an item possesses uncommon, rare, or endangered aspects of New South 
Wales’ cultural or natural significance”). 

By focusing on the scientific qualities of heritage, many of the intangible qualities of heritage 
were not considered. This is especially crucial when participating in the management and 
protection of Aboriginal cultural heritage. By nature, Aboriginal cultural heritage is multi-faceted: 
it consists not only of tangible structures and objects of value for scientific investigations, but 
also of a deeply complex array of intangible expressions, such as stories, memories, and 
traditions. Many of the rights and interests of Aboriginal communities in their own heritage is 
formed on the basis of this intangibility. It stems from their spirituality, customary law, original 
ownership, and continuing custodianship (Australian Heritage Commission 2002:5).  

These intangible expressions often share a strong link with the landscape. Byrne et al. (2003:3) 
describe this connection in the form of a map, where individuals: 

Carry around in [their] heads a map of the landscape which has all these places and their meanings 
detailed on it. When we walk through our landscapes the sight of a place will often trigger the 
memories and the feelings [that] go with them … it is the landscape talking to us. 

Crucially, those who are not connected to the landscape in question will not be able to discern 
these intangible meanings embedded in the landscape; they can only come to recognise the 
significance by consulting with local knowledge holders (Byrne et al. 2003:3). And, even so, they 
may vary between individuals, reflecting unique experiences. 

By recognising the rights and interests of Aboriginal knowledge holders and community 
members in their cultural heritage, all parties involved in the identification, conservation, and 
management of this cultural heritage must acknowledge that Aboriginal people (Australian 
Heritage Commission 2002:6): 

 Are the primary source of information on the value of their heritage and how this is best 

conserved; 

 Must have an active role in any heritage planning processes; 

 Must have input into primary decision-making in relation to their heritage so that they can 

continue to fulfil their obligations towards this heritage; and 
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 Must control the intellectual property and other information relating specifically to their 

heritage, as this may be an integral aspect of its heritage value. 

As such, cultural heritage sites and objects are fundamental elements of Aboriginal peoples’ 
identities, connections, and belonging to their communities. The careful protection and 
management of this heritage is essential for the preservation of connection between past, 
present, and future.  
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3. Detection and identification of archaeological material 

The detection and identification of archaeological material is dependent upon several, 
interacting factors, including: the degree of preservation of archaeological material; the 
depositional nature of archaeological material; the accessibility of the study area, especially to 
where archaeological material may be located; and the visibility conditions of the study area. 
The interaction of these factors can be visualised in Figure 2. It is crucial to understand the 
nature of archaeological data and how its identification during an archaeological assessment 
can influence the interpretations, significance assessments, and management 
recommendations drawn from it. 

 

Figure 2: Interpretive visualisation of the interactions between the preservation, depositional nature, and accessibility 
and visibility of archaeological materials, and the influence of these factors on the detection and identification of 
archaeological material. 

3.1 Preservation of archaeological material 

Preservation refers to the degree of completeness or condition of archaeological remains. 
Although preservation has been regarded as a binary process, where an artefact is either 
preserved intact or it has become completely degraded, preservation is highly dependent upon 
the characteristics of the archaeological material and its interactions with the immediate 
environment in which it resides (Schiffer 1987:150). When environmental conditions are altered 
the rate of preservation (or deterioration) also changes, and it will affect different archaeological 
materials variably. 

The environmental modes of deterioration have traditionally been grouped via their form of 
action upon materials: either chemical, physical, or biological. Chemical weathering is the 
degradation of archaeological materials through chemical reactions, which act to alter the 
mineral composition of matter through forming or destroying minerals. Physical weathering does 
not change the chemical composition of archaeological material, rather, it disintegrates 

Preservation of 
archaeological material

Depositional nature of 
archaeological material

Accessibility and visibility 
conditions of the study area

Detection and identification of 
archaeological material
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materials through environmental factors, such as water, temperature, and wind. Similarly, 
biological weathering utilises environmental elements, however, it occurs through the activities 
of faunal, floral, and microbial organisms. 

Stone, particularly in the form of lithic artefacts, is one of the most prolific archaeological 
materials in Aboriginal archaeological assemblages. Although it may be regarded as a durable, 
hard-wearing material, rock2 is still prone to the above weathering processes. Chemical 
weathering is the most common deteriorating process for stone and stone artefacts. The 
reaction between water and any one of the numerous atmospheric gases has the propensity to 
result in dilute acids. In the case of rock shelters, this may result in the advanced weathering of 
the stone overhang or rock carvings and/or art on the external side of the drip line. Lithics, on 
the other hand, may be subjected to the polishing of stone surfaces, particularly if they are 
submerged in water (Kamminga 1979:149-151). Physical weathering typically presents in 
freeze-thaw cycles and thermal shock. Freeze-thaw cycles occur when the pores in a stony 
surface are infiltrated by moisture from the ground and atmosphere that, upon freezing, expands 
and exerts pressure on the stone surface (Schiffer 1987:154). This can result in cracking and 
fragmentation. Thermal shock can exacerbate the freeze-thaw cycle by creating deep cracks to 
be saturated by moisture (Schiffer 1987:154). In subsurface contexts, the movement of soil 
particles around lithics can cause friction against the artefact’s surface, resulting in striations 
and chipping (Keeley 1980:31; Burroni et al. 2002). Moreover, cryoturbation (disturbance 
processes that displace artefacts beneath the ground surface) can influence the contact and 
pressure between artefacts, resulting in the subsurface weathering of stone artefacts against 
one another (Laville et al. 1980). Degradation through biological weathering is not as common. 
In some circumstances, microbes may produce acid, resulting in erosion of rock surfaces 
(Schiffer 1987:157). This may affect rock shelters and associated carvings and/or art. Faunal 
and floral organisms can also impact rock surfaces and stone artefacts: excessive rubbing 
against rock by animals can carve out depressions; compression through trampling may fracture 
stone artefacts; and invasive root growth by plants can serve to fracture larger rock surfaces. 

Artefacts composed from organic matter (such as wood, bone, shell, and fibrous matter) are 
less common in Aboriginal archaeological assemblages. Unlike stone, which is typically 
preserved unless weathering processes are enacted upon it, organic materials are (by nature) 
designed to break down. In archaeological contexts, organic matter will only survive under 
certain conditions. In Aboriginal archaeological contexts, charring is a common preserving 
factor. Charring will preserve organic matter by transforming it into a carbon-based material, 
which is an inorganic compound. In this form, organic matter is largely resistant to external 
deterioration processes. Although, due to its porous and brittle nature, it can be highly 
susceptible to physical weathering (Schiffer 1987:164). Less commonly, anaerobic 
environments can preserve organic matter to an extremely high quality. Anaerobic conditions 
occur when oxygen is limited or absent from an environment. The range of bacteria that would 
normally break down organic matter is restricted, as many are unable to survive in absent- or 

                                                

2 The terms rock and stone are not used interchangeably. In archaeological contexts, rock denotes the raw, geological 
material, as unaltered by anthropogenic interference. Stone, on the other hand, has been subjected to anthropogenic 
alteration, particularly in the creation of portable artefacts. An exception exists for rock shelters and rock carvings/art: 
despite being anthropogenically utilised or formed, they are described as the natural, geological material from which 
they have been derived. 
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low oxygenated environments (Holden et al. 2006). In permanently waterlogged or extremely 
arid instances, the stable environmental conditions and low oxygen levels allow the chemical 
composition of organic materials to remain stable and protected from a variety of weathering 
processes (Holden et al. 2006). 

It must also be stressed that the type of interaction, either preserving or deteriorating, and the 
rate of weathering between the environment and archaeological material are not able to be 
generalised. The preservation of a specific artefact is highly reliant upon its individual chemical 
composition and the nature of its immediate environment (i.e. not the geographic environment, 
but its immediate position beneath the soil or in a rock shelter; Schiffer 1987:146). 
Microenvironments with unique conditions can occur in larger environmental zones and can 
account for the unexpected preservation or deterioration of archaeological materials. 

3.2 Depositional nature of archaeological material 

The preservation of archaeological material does not guarantee its detection and identification 
during an archaeological assessment; the depositional nature of archaeological material can 
influence the ability of the surveyor to detect it. The deposition of artefacts is generally divided 
into two classifications: cultural or noncultural. Cultural deposition occurs when artefacts are 
placed or discarded through anthropogenic activities. Archaeological material deposited in this 
manner can be used to infer past occupational and spiritual activities, and much scholarly 
research has been dedicated to the interpretation of ‘activity areas’ through the clustering of 
certain occupational material (e.g. Binford 1978; Section 5.4.1). Noncultural deposition, on the 
other hand, occurs when archaeological material is moved via environmental influences. 
Weathering processes, particularly those associated with aeolian and alluvial effects, are 
common noncultural deposition forces. Biological deposition (bioturbation) stemming from the 
subsurface and/or surface activity of insects or mammals can result in the mixing of subsurface 
stratigraphic layers or surface locations of archaeological materials (see Hewitt and Allen 2010, 
for an extensive discussion of this issue in Australian archaeological contexts). However, a 
single deposit of archaeological material may be the result of several different depositional 
processes, often through both cultural and noncultural influences. Moreover, disturbances 
associated with modern anthropogenic activities must also be considered: the construction of 
modern amenities – particularly those that involve ground disturbance – and agricultural 
activities are common influencers of artificial deposition.  

These depositional forces result in three key elements that may influence the detectability of 
archaeological material (after Schiffer et al. 1978:6; Dancey 1981): the abundance and 
frequency of archaeological material; the clustering of archaeological material; and the 
obtrusiveness of archaeological material. The abundance and frequency of archaeological 
material may be correlated with the past occupational use or cultural significance of an area, 
which potentially derives from local topographic and environmental conditions and resource 
availability. Essentially, stone artefacts may be found in abundance where there is ample raw 
rock suitable for knapping nearby, or, evidence of continuous occupation may be associated 
with abundant food and water resources. Material that is found in abundance may be indicative 
of past cultural and occupational activities (Section 5.4.1). Similarly, the clustering of 
archaeological material may also be considered the result of these anthropogenic selective 
influences. However, it should also be considered that subsequent disturbances or erosion of 
the area may influence how artefacts are clustered. For example, the severe erosion of a 
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stratigraphic sequence with sparse archaeological material could result in the grouping of all 
archaeological material in a single, apparently ‘dense’ assemblage. Finally, the obtrusiveness 
of archaeological material influences the probability that it can be detected through a particular 
assessment method. Size, composition, and surface morphology can influence the obviousness 
of an archaeological material in the environment. Its detection may also be affected by the 
assessment method selected. Archaeological material may not be detectable on the soil 
surface: it may exist as part of a subsurface deposit, which potentially has no indication of its 
presence on the surface. In this instance, archaeological sensitivity predictive models (Section 
5.2.1) can be devised to aid in the detection of landforms that may contain subsurface 
archaeological deposits. 

An important note must be made with regards to a lack of archaeological material. Usually, the 
absence of archaeological evidence would be considered an indication of minor or no past 
occupational activities. However, some activities result in less impact on the environment, such 
as integral spiritual customs or purposeful ‘cleaning’ of an occupational site. Moreover, 
noncultural deposition and/or other disturbances may further exacerbate this impression through 
removing archaeological material from an area. Consequently, sites with little or no 
archaeological material should be considered as carefully as their counterparts. 

3.3 Accessibility and visibility conditions of archaeological material 

The identification of archaeological material requires the surveyor to be able to access the 
particular location in which it resides and detect it in its environment. The accessibility of an 
archaeological site or archaeologically sensitive area may be influenced by a number of external 
factors. Weather conditions resulting in restricted or difficult access, the local biotic environment, 
terrain, and road access or land ownership and/or use may impede the ability of the surveyor to 
examine particular areas. Once the surveyor has reached the area of archaeological potential, 
they must also be able to see the archaeological material: the term ‘archaeological visibility’ is 
used to describe the extent to which the surveyor can detect the presence of archaeological 
materials. Visibility may be increased by intensive grazing, land clearance, road or facility eases, 
or erosion of creek banks; conversely, it may be reduced by excessive foliage growth, leaf litter, 
or sediment deposition. 

A common paradoxical dilemma encountered in archaeological assessments is: in prioritising 
areas of high archaeological visibility over areas of low archaeological visibility, the surveyor is 
targeting places in which archaeological material is more likely to be seen, however, these are 
also the areas in which material is more likely to have been subjected to noncultural deposition 
or modern disturbances. Thereby, the archaeological integrity and scientific significance of an 
assemblage or site may be drawn into question. To avoid this, archaeological interpretations 
should extensively consider the potential impacts of any weathering, depositional, and 
disturbance effects on the assemblage and archaeological sequence in question. 
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4. Landscape context of the study area 

4.1 Site location 

The study area comprises the Burra Road corridor, inclusive of the area between approximately 
600 metres north of the intersection between Burra Road / Little Burra Road to approximately 
700 metres south of the intersection between Burra Road / London Bridge Road (Figure 1). The 
study area is approximately 845 metres above sea level at its most elevated point.  

4.2 Environmental conditions 

The study area is situated in the undulating Canberra Lowlands, which falls within the South 
Eastern Highlands Bioregion. Its climate is a temperate one, characterised by warm summers 
and no dry season, with a mean annual rainfall between 460 millimetres and 1883 millimetres.  

The soil and underlying geomorphology of the study area is characterised by the ‘Burra’ soil 
landscape profile, as described by Jenkins (2000). Its geomorphology is comprised of the 
Colinton volcanics group and the Cappanana Formation, and includes various tuffs with minor 
siltstone, shale, sandstone, and limestone (Jenkins 2000:44). The overlying soil stratigraphy 
consists of: shallow, well-drained Rudosols (Lithosols) and Tenosols (Lithosols / Earthy Sands) 
on crests and upper slopes; moderately deep, moderately well-drained Red Kurosols (Red 
Podzolic Soils) and Red Kandosols (Red Earths) on midslopes and most lower slopes; and 
moderately deep, slowly to moderately well-drained Brown Chromosols (Yellow Podzolic Soils) 
and Brown Kandosols (Yellow Earths) along minor drainage lines and on some lower slopes 
(Jenkins 2000:44). A soil auger sampled from within the Burra landscape and directly south of 
the present study area indicates that the soil is mostly neutral, with a pH of 6.0 (Jenkins 1991; 
Appendix B). Topographically, the Burra profile occurs with a local relief of less than 90 metres 
(Jenkins 2000:44). 

Much of the vegetation in the wider landscape have been cleared and exotic vegetation species 
associated with agricultural and pastoral cultivation have been introduced. Where remnant 
vegetation is extant, it is characterised by woodland (savanna) species (Table 1). 
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Table 1: Species found in the Burra soil landscape, after Jenkins (2000:44). 

Botanical name Common name 

Tree species 

Eucalyptus bridgesiana Apple Box 

Eucalyptus meliodora Yellow Box 

Eucalyptus pauciflora Snow Gum 

Shrub species  

Acacia mearnsii Black Wattle 

Acacia dealbata Silver Wattle 

Groundcover species  

Poa spp. Snow Grass various 

Stipa spp. Spear Grass various 

Themeda triandra Kangaroo Grass 
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5. Cultural heritage registers 

5.1 Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System  

The Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) is a database that retains 
information and records pertaining to the identified and recorded Aboriginal cultural heritage 
sites, objects, and declared places throughout New South Wales. It is maintained and regulated 
by OEH under Section 90Q of the NPW Act. 

A search of the AHIMS database was conducted on 20 February, 2019, in order to determine if 
any registered Aboriginal sites are present within or in proximity to the study area (Appendix A). 
The AHIMS database search was conducted utilising the following parameters:  

Table 2: AHIMS search parameters. 

AHIMS search parameters 

GDA Zone 55 

Lat, Long from -35.5427, 149.1793 

Lat, Long to -35.4706, 149.2936 

Buffer 200 m 

The AHIMS search result showed: 

Table 3: AHIMS search result. 

86 Aboriginal sites and/or objects are recorded within the search parameters 

0 Aboriginal places have been declared within the search parameters 

The distribution of recorded Aboriginal sites in proximity to the study area is shown in Figure 3. 
The frequencies of site types and contexts recorded within the AHIMS database search area 
are listed below: 

Table 4: Frequencies of site types. 

Site Features Number % 

Artefact scatter 40 46.5 

Artefact scatter and PAD 2 2.3 

Artefact scatter and culturally modified tree 1 1.2 

Isolated artefact 27 31.4 

PAD 11 12.8 

Culturally modified tree 3 3.5 

Organic material, PAD, and artefact scatter 1 1.2 

Hearth, organic material, PAD, and artefact scatter 1 1.2 

Total 86 100 

No Aboriginal sites are recorded within the study area on the AHIMS database. 
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5.2 Local, state, and national heritage registers 

Searches of the Australian Heritage Database, the State Heritage Register (SHR), the 
Queanbeyan LEP (2012) Schedule 5, and the Palerang LEP (2014) Schedule 5 were conducted 
on 20 February, 2019, in order to determine if any places of Aboriginal archaeological 
significance are located within or in proximity to the study area. The search terms utilised 
included “Burra” and “London Bridge”. 

No standalone Aboriginal cultural heritage sites are recorded on these databases within or in 
proximity to the study area. There are, however, Aboriginal cultural heritage sites associated 
with other heritage listed items: the London Bridge Arch, accessed via London Bridge Road, is 
approximately 3 kilometres east of the present study area, as is the southern extent of the 
Googong Foreshores and Geodiversity Heritage Area, which is parallel to the eastern perimeter 
of the study area. Both items are registered on the Commonwealth Heritage List. 

The London Bridge Arch is listed as a Natural heritage place (Commonwealth of Australia 
Heritage Place ID 106093). It is a natural arch that has been carved out of the rock through the 
dissolution of soluble limestone. It is highly valued for its aesthetic value and its setting in the 
wider landscape, which likely had strong spiritual significance for the local Aboriginal community. 
Moreover, the associated karstic cave system contains evidence of past Aboriginal cultural 
activities, such as occupation floors (Section 6.2). There is the potential for burials to have 
occurred in this area, although the historical records of this have not been corroborated (Section 
6.2).  

The Googong Foreshores and Geodiversity Heritage Area is listed as a Historical heritage place 
(Commonwealth of Australia Heritage Place ID 106072). Whilst its value is largely placed in 
historical European associations with the area, it is valued for similar reasons as the London 
Bridge Arch: numerous archaeological investigations of the Googong area and accounts from 
Aboriginal knowledge holders have indicated that the area was (and continues to be) an area of 
significant Aboriginal cultural heritage value. 
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Figure 3: AHIMS registered sites within the vicinity of the study area. 
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6. Aboriginal cultural heritage context 

6.1 Previous archaeological studies of the wider region 

Lampert’s (1971) excavation of the Burrill Lake, South Coast, rock shelter has provided some 
of the earliest evidence for the occupation of south-eastern coastal New South Wales. 
Radiocarbon dates derived from wood charcoal present in the lowest occupation layers of the 
rock shelter yielded dates of 20,820 ± 810 and 20,760 ± 800 years Before Present (Lampert 
1971:9; B.P.).3 The faunal remains from the site indicate that the local population were subsisting 
on a mixed coastal-bushland diet: whilst marine shell was present in not inconsiderable 
quantities, there was a heavy emphasis on the faunal species available in the immediate vicinity 
of the shelter (Lampert 1971:12).  

Subsequent archaeological investigations of the South Coast resulted in an exponentially 
increasing number of archaeological sites being recorded. A majority of these sites were 
identified within close proximity to the coastline, with only a small number being recorded in the 
wetlands and riverine plains set back from the shoreline. This prompted several researchers to 
suggest that, due to the apparently high population density along the coastline, the predominant 
subsistence strategy utilised the rich marine resources. Poiner (1976:201) and Bowdler 
(1977:233) argued that population movement operated on a seasonal regime: communities 
would gather on the coast during summer, when the marine resources were at their most 
bountiful, and either retreat to further inland or to other coastal areas during the harsher winter 
months. Should groups shift further inland for permanent habitation, Bowdler (1977:233) 
reasoned that they likely moved along major river systems so as to continue an aquatic 
subsistence strategy. Sites such as Burrill Lake, with its predominance of bushland faunal 
remains, were considered to be an oddity amongst the largely littoral assemblages. 

Contemporaneous research into the Southern Highlands region appeared to corroborate this 
model. It was believed that highland areas provided a much harsher climatic niche to adapt to, 
being near inaccessible during winter and providing only relatively poor resources (Bowdler 
1981). Whilst extensive archaeological investigations conducted by Flood (1973) identified 
evidence of occupational sites at 900 metres to 1500 metres above sea level, these were 
considered to be transient: Flood (1973) argued that the prolific quantity of Bogong moths 
(Agrotis infusa) available in the summer months would have been the main, if not the only, 
motivation for groups to venture away from the coast and into the high country. Bowdler (1981) 
countered this hypothesis, to an extent, suggesting that the occupation of the Southern 
Highlands could not have been supported by the seasonal abundance of a single resource: the 
mirr-n’yong (Microseris lanceolata, or, Daisy Yam) is frequently mentioned as a staple food 
source in early ethnographic accounts and is available year-round. This hypothesis of continuing 
coastal habitation with limited forays into the highlands was supported by the radiocarbon dates 
obtained by rock shelters in the Canberra region. In the late twentieth century, some of the oldest 

                                                

3 January 1, 1950, is the commencement date for the Before Present dating scale. This date is regarded as the origin 
of practical radiocarbon dating methods, one of the primary absolute scientific dating methods used for archaeological 
research.  
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radiocarbon-dated sites were Caddigat Shelter, Adaminaby, at 1,600 ± 600 B.P., and Bogong 
Shelter, Namadgi, at 1,000 ± 60 B.P. (Bowdler 1981). 

Vallance (1983), however, argued that a range of subsistence strategies would have been 
practiced, reflecting changes in available resources between seasons and years. This was 
corroborated by Byrne’s (1983, 1984) research, which involved the recording of a considerable 
number of archaeological material in the hinterland. The majority of these sites were located 13 
to 18 kilometres from the coast, with a paucity of archaeological material in within 3 to 10 
kilometres from the coast (Byrne 1983). Walkington (1987) suggested that this likely 
represented a ‘days’ walking distance’ between campsites on the coast and those in the 
hinterland. Moreover, Hallam (1987) argued that the rich resources available in the wetlands 
makes a purely coastal subsistence strategy seem incomprehensible. 

Similarly, in the Southern Highlands, Argue (1995) noted that if the mirr-n’yong was available as 
a dependable, consistent resource, then year-round occupation of the Southern Highlands was 
possible. Argue (1995) identified three distinct environmental zones within the wider Highlands 
bioregion: alpine, sub-alpine, and montane. Each zone is characterised by different altitude and 
corresponding vegetation. The alpine zone lies above 1,850 metres above sea level and 
supports herb fields, sod tussock grasslands and heath, although it is too cold for tree growth 
(Argue 1995). The sub-alpine zone is situated below the treeline to 1,450 metres above sea 
level, where the vegetation comprises of woodland and an associated shrub understorey (Argue 
1995). Where cold air drainage restricts tree growth, such as on valley floors, grasslands similar 
to those of the alpine zone are found (Argue 1995). Finally, the montane zone is placed between 
1,450 metres and 900 metres above sea level, where dense woodland forests and thick 
understoreys are supported by a warmer climate (Argue 1995). Argue (1995) notes that much 
of the sub-alpine zone would likely have been climatically mild in comparison to the higher alpine 
zone: resource availability, rather than seasonal fluctuations in climate, would have likely 
influenced the use of lower altitude areas. A comprehensive study conducted by Argue (1991) 
indicated that a wide variety of floral and faunal resources would have been available and 
sustained occupation throughout the course of the year.  

Continued research, including both academic and surveys conducted through consultancy work, 
is demonstrating that many of the above strict coastal subsistence theories are not supported 
by the available evidence. Not only are an increasing number of wetland and hinterland sites 
being recorded, demonstrating the use of a wide variety of resource zones, but radiocarbon 
evidence from the Southern Highlands indicates that inland sites were occupied much earlier 
than originally theorised: the radiocarbon analysis of Birrigai rock shelter, Tharwa, yielded a date 
of 21,000 ± 220 B.P. (Argue 1995) and further research by Theden-Ringl (2016) has indicated 
that the Southern Highlands were likely occupied permanently from at least 8,000 B.P. 

6.2 Previous archaeological investigations of the immediate and surrounding 
area 

86 Aboriginal cultural heritage sites have been previously recorded on AHIMS and 
predominantly comprise of artefact scatters / isolated artefacts (Section 5.1.1). The majority of 
these sites were recorded as part of relatively small-scale assessments driven by proposed 
developments. 
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In 1989, Boot and Cooke conducted an investigation of the London Bridge Arch and associated 
karstic cave system, located approximately 3 kilometres east of the study area (Section 5.1.2). 
Their study examined approximately 100 hectares of landform features, including alluvial flats, 
creek banks, two major ridgelines running parallel to Burra Creek, and limestone caves (Boot 
and Cooke 1989). Five isolated artefacts (AHIMS 57-2-0165 to 57-2-0169) and one artefact 
scatter (AHIMS 57-2-0172) were recorded across the study area. The excavation of two karstic 
caves, Douglas Cave and Burra Shelter, identified further occupational material. A rich faunal 
assemblage and seven lithics were located in Douglas Cave. Faunal remains were identified to 
a lesser extent in Burra Shelter, however, five lithics and two hearths were uncovered. 
Radiocarbon dating of charred skeletal material from the hearths indicated they likely date 
between 700 to 900 B.P. No human remains were found during the excavations. Boot and 
Cooke (1989) suggested that the limited occupational material from within the two caves likely 
indicates a period of sparse occupation during the last one thousand years. It should be noted, 
however, that only two caves from the extensive karstic network were excavated by Boot and 
Cooke (1989); there is the distinct possibility that other caves were utilised more heavily and/or 
frequently than Douglas Cave and Burra Shelter. 

Several other archaeological investigations have taken place to the west of the present study 
area. During the assessment of the ‘Little Burra’ rural residential subdivision, twenty Aboriginal 
cultural heritage sites were recorded. These comprised of: eleven artefact scatters, eight 
isolated finds, and a culturally modified tree (Saunders 1999). Several areas of high 
archaeological potential identified during this survey (Saunders 1999) were later salvaged 
(Saunders 2002). As part of this salvaging program, sixty-one artefacts were recovered from 
low rises on low-gradient basal slopes and low-gradient basal slopes within 60 metres of major 
tributaries for Jerrabomberra Creek (Saunders 2002). The artefactual assemblage comprised 
largely of quartz, with lesser quantities of silcrete, metamorphosed sedimentary, 
metamorphosed tuff, chert, and volcanic stones. A brown bottle glass flake was also recorded, 
which clearly demonstrates that Aboriginal cultural activities were taking place in the area at the 
time of and/or after contact with Europeans.  

To the northeast of the study area, archaeological examinations of the ‘Royalla Estate’ rural 
residential subdivision obtained similar results. Saunders (2005) recorded eleven Aboriginal 
cultural heritage sites and two PADs across 199 hectares of the 244-hectare property. These 
eleven sites comprised of a total of fifty-eight artefacts, predominantly made from quartz and 
chert. The majority of sites were identified on low spurline crests and slopes and very low-
gradient basal slopes within the gently undulating valley of Jerrabomberra Creek. However, due 
to the high levels of anthropogenic disturbances stemming from European agricultural and land 
management practices, it is unlikely that these sites are representative of past Aboriginal cultural 
activities within the landscape. The substantial loss of topsoil has likely lead to the displacement 
and loss of Aboriginal cultural heritage sites (Saunders 2005). 

6.3 Social and ethnographic considerations 

Landscapes are not simply inert backdrops or containers for the arrangement of human artefacts; 
[they] are a product of a complex interaction between a symbolically and historically constituted 
human social world and a material environment. 

(Godwin and Weiner 2006:124) 
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Although immensely informative in understanding how Aboriginal communities lived within and 
used the landscape, the above archaeological investigations are largely constructed through a 
cultural ecological perspective; that is, they focus on the subsistence and movement of groups 
as determined by environmental pressures. This approach has faced a considerable amount of 
critique (see David et al. 2006: Chapter 1), primarily because it marginalises the most crucial 
determinative factor in human life: that of the individual. The choice about where a community 
lives or what they eat may have varied based on environmental conditions and resource 
availability, but it also would have been largely determined by the social practices in play at the 
time.  

Due to the impact of European colonisation and the limitations of ethnographic records, 
however, many of these social practices can only be theorised. Early ethnographers were 
primarily interested in documenting unusual events, with a focus on religious and social life, 
especially that of men (Boot 2002:58). As a result, the documentation of every day events, such 
as those related to decisions made about food collection, and the (religious, social, and routine) 
activities engaged in by women and children largely did not occur. Moreover, ethnographic 
sources only record the events that were observed at the time of recording and those of the 
recent past (Boot 2002:58). Therefore, they should not be used to extrapolate or infer predictive 
models for earlier periods. It is unreasonable to assume that practices of Aboriginal life as 
recorded in the nineteenth century were the same as those that occurred prior to contact with 
Europeans. 

Tindale’s (1974:198) mapping of the territorial boundaries of Aboriginal groups across Australia 
places the Burra area within the Ngarigo region. The Ngarigo people, according to Tindale 
(1974:198) ranged north from Monaro Tablelands to Queanbeyan and west towards the 
Australian Alps. The evidence available regarding language distribution suggests that there 
were two main language groups: Ngarigo, to the south of the Canberra-Queanbeyan region, 
and Ngunawal-Gundungura to the north (Saunders 2003).However, it is important that Tindale’s 
(1974) boundaries are considered with caution: discrepancies between and within Tindale’s 
(1974) study and other ethnographic records, and the issue that many of these boundaries were 
devised by European scholars drawing on old anthropological accounts, means that their 
reliability is questionable. The division between the Ngarigo peoples and the neighbouring 
Ngunawal and Walgalu groups may have functioned in a way not explored by Tindale (1974). 
We should be careful not to consider languages and regional boundaries as static elements; 
both can experience alterations over time as the result of changing social conditions (Besold 
2013:1). The proximity of the Ngarigo and the neighbouring Ngunawal and Walgalu peoples 
likely resulted in contact between the groups; there may have been shared words or expressions 
between the dialects and individuals may have been fluent in multiple languages. 

Taking into consideration the shortcomings of the cultural ecological perspective and a need to 
see Aboriginal subsistence as socially determined, only certain inferences stemming from the 
local resource availability can be made. Argue’s (1991) ecological survey of the Brindabella 
Valley can generally suggest the likely resources that would have been available to Aboriginal 
groups living around the Burra area: 

 Freshwater fish, such as Maccullochella macquariensis (Trout Cod) and other Hypseleotris spp. 
(Carp Gudgeons); 
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 Other aquatic fauna, such as Ornithorhynchus anatinus (Platypus), Chelodina longicollis (Snake-
necked Turtle), and Cherax destructor (Yabby); 

 Terrestrial fauna and faunal products, such as Phalangeriformes spp. (Possums), Macropodidae 
spp. (Kangaroos), Vombatus ursinus (Common Wombat), Birds, Varanus spp. (Goanna), 
Phascolarctos cinereus (Koala), Zaglossus bartoni (Echidna), grubs, and honey; and 

 Terrestrial flora, such as fruits from Acrotriche spp. (Currants) and Leucopogon hookeri (Mountain 
Beard Heath), the young fronds and rhizomes of Pteridium esculentum (Bracken Fern), the tubers 
of Phragmites spp. (Grasses), Triglochin spp. (Water Plantain), and Microseris lanceolata (Daisy 
Yam), and Acacia spp. (Wattle) seeds. 

In combination with the resources available for consumption, a wide variety of materials were 
employed for medicinal purposes, social conventions, the manufacture of tools, and ceremonial 
events. These materials were usually sourced locally, but rarer items were also traded between 
groups across vast distances. Such items made by the Ngarigo may have included (Flood 
1996:24-25; Boot 2002:75; Saunders 2003:10): 

 Tools made from organic materials, such as bark canoes, paddles, spears, waddies, spear 
throwers, digging sticks, boomerangs, fish hooks, bags, Coolamon, and bone awls and scrapers; 

 Tools made from stone, such as hafted edge-ground hatchets, fish traps, stone heat retainers, 
hammerstones, grindstones, spears, and a variety of flakes; 

 Personal decorative items, such as Kangaroo bone and teeth adornments, pierced nose 
adornments, necklaces made from fibres and decorated with beads and feathers, and Possum 
and Koala skin cloaks and belts; 

 Other items made from organic materials, such as hammocks, nets, ropes, wraps for infants, 
torches, and string bags; and 

 Shelters, made from bark and tree boughs.  

The key theoretical critique leveraged at the cultural ecological perspective was the need for 
archaeologists to approach “the Aboriginal past as socially dynamic, Aboriginal environments 
as socially constructed, Aboriginal landscapes as socially inscribed, and Aboriginal history as 
social agency” (Lourandos in David et al. 2006:8). Their way of life was not dictated by the 
environment in which they lived. Rather, it both shaped and was shaped by the social customs 
that Aboriginal people engaged in. 

6.4 Predictive models 

A commonly utilised tool in the planning and management of Aboriginal cultural heritage are 
predictive models. These models aim to identify specific landforms and places within the 
landscape which may contain archaeological material. They usually begin as geographically 
broad models, constructed through extensive reviews of the available literature to determine 
basic patterns of site distribution, before being refined according to the specific landform and 
environmental characteristics of the study area. 

Predictive models are almost solely based upon a cultural ecological perspective of the 
landscape: landforms and environmental characteristics provided a distinct set of subsistence 
constraints, meaning the landscape could only be occupied in particular ways in order to 
minimise distance to potable water, maximise biodiversity, and provide shelter from the 
elements. Accordingly, there is an expectation that land use patterns vary between separate 
environmental zones due to differing constraints and that this will manifest in alternate spatial 
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distributions of archaeological material. As discussed in Section 6.3, there are numerous 
limitations to this approach. Moreover, while some social factors may have influenced 
communities to venture through certain landscapes, other social factors may have resulted in 
the avoidance of areas, regardless of environmental conditions. Due to this, to understand the 
cultural context of a certain landscape consultation with local Aboriginal knowledge holders and 
community members is essential. 

6.4.1 Site types 

There are several common Aboriginal cultural heritage site types that may be found in Burra 
area. 

 Open camp sites / stone artefact scatters / isolated finds 

Open campsites represent past Aboriginal subsistence and stone knapping activities, and 

may include archaeological remains such as stone artefacts and hearths. This site type 

usually appears as surface artefact scatters in areas where vegetation is limited and ground 

surface visibility is high. They are also often exposed by erosion, agricultural events (such 

as ploughing), and the creation of informal, unsealed vehicle access tracks and walking 

paths. Open campsites are often located on dry, relatively flat land along or adjacent to rivers 

and creeks. Sites that contain surface or subsurface deposits resulting from repeated or 

continuous occupation are more likely to occur on elevated ground near permanent, reliable 

water sources. Flat, open areas associated with creeks and their resource-rich environments 

would have offered ideal camping areas to the Aboriginal inhabitants of the local area. 

Isolated artefacts may represent a single item discard event or the result of limited stone 

knapping activity. The identification of isolated artefacts may indicate the presence of a more 

extensive, subsurface in situ archaeological deposit, or a larger deposit obscured by low 

ground visibility. Isolated artefacts are likely to be located on landforms associated with a 

range of activities, such as ridge lines that would have provided ease of movement through 

the area and level areas with access to a water source. Artefact scatters and isolated 

artefacts are the most common site types found in association with fresh water and/or food 

resource gathering areas. 

 Potential Archaeological Deposit (PAD) 

PADs are areas where there is no surface expression of stone artefacts, but, due to a 

landscape feature or isolated artefact, there is a strong likelihood that the area will contain 

subsurface in situ archaeological deposits. Landscape features that may indicate a PAD 

include proximity to reliable water sources, particularly terraces and flats, ridge lines and 

ridge tops, and sand dune systems. 

 Culturally modified trees 

Culturally modified trees exhibit evidence of the deliberate removal of the periderm (outer 

bark), phloem (inner bark), and, in some cases, the sapwood. These materials can be used 

to manufacture a variety of items, including shields, Coolamon (bowls or trays), water craft, 

containers, and a range of wooden tools and implements. Trees may also have been scarred 

in order to gain access to food resources (such as cutting toe-holds so as to climb the tree 

and catch possums or birds) or to mark locations (such as tribal territories). In some 
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instances, Aboriginal people marked important features or locations (such as ceremonial 

grounds) by carving patterns or motifs into the sapwood of established trees or bending and 

grafting the branches of saplings to create rings. 

 Grinding grooves 

Grinding grooves are the physical evidence of tool making or food processing activities 

undertaken by Aboriginal people. The manual rubbing of stones against other stones creates 

grooves in the rock; these are usually found on flat areas of abrasive rock such as sandstone 

in close proximity to water courses. 

 Bora grounds / ceremonial sites 

Ceremonial sites are locations that have spiritual or ceremonial values to Aboriginal people. 

Such sites may comprise natural or altered landforms and, in some cases, will also contain 

archaeological material. For example, bora grounds are a ceremonial site type usually 

consisting of a cleared area around one or more raised earth circles connected by a pathway. 

Bora grounds are often accompanied by ground drawings or mouldings of people, animals 

or deities, or geometrically carved designs on the surrounding trees. 

 Burials 

Mortuary practices often took place in proximity to camp sites, as most people tended to die 

in or close to camp and it is difficult to move a body over a long distance. Soft, sandy soils 

on or close to rivers and creeks allowed for easier removal of earth for burial. Similarly, rock 

shelters or middens also provided accessible burial places. Burial sites may be marked by 

stone cairns, modified trees, or a natural landmark. They may also be identified through 

historic records or oral histories. 

 Contact / historical sites 

Artefacts located at such sites may involve the use of introduced materials such as glass or 

ceramics or may have social significance regarding the interaction between Aboriginal 

people and European settlers.  

6.4.2 Site occurrence  

Based on the results produced from the landscape assessment, searches of the AHIMS and 
state heritage registers, and examination of the regional and local Aboriginal archaeological 
context, the below predictive model (Table 5) has been designed for the study area. 

Table 5: Predictive model for the occurrence of archaeological site types in the study area 

Site Type Description 

Open camp sites / stone artefact 
scatters / isolated finds 

Artefact scatters and isolated artefacts are the most common site types 
found in association with fresh water, and/or food resource gathering areas. 
Artefact scatters and isolated finds are reported to be the most common 
archaeological site type in the area, with quartz and chert the dominant raw 
material types. These site types would be highly likely to be present in the 
study area. 

Potential Archaeological Deposits The study area has a range of landforms that could be considered to be 
potentially archaeologically sensitive including: lower slopes and slope 
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Site Type Description 

terminations. As a result, this site type would be considered moderately likely 
to be present in the study area. 

Culturally modified trees Culturally modified trees may be present wherever tree specimens of an 
appropriate age are present. Due to the widespread land clearing that has 
been undertaken within the area, this site type is only moderately likely to be 
present. 

Axe grinding grooves As the underlying geomorphology of the study area is not suitable for axe 
grinding and the study area is not in proximity to a higher order river, this site 
type is unlikely to occur. 

Bora grounds / ceremonial sites There is a low reported incidence of ceremonial sites in proximity to the study 
area. Hence, there is a low likelihood that this site type may be present. 

Burials There is a low reported incidence of burial sites in proximity to the study area. 
Therefore, this site type would be considered not likely to be present in the 
study area. 

Contact / historical sites Contact sites may occur in any area where Aboriginal people encountered 
early European settlers. The brown bottle glass flake identified by Saunders 
(2002) (Section 6.2) indicates that this was taking place in the area. 

6.4.3 Archaeological assemblages 

Kuskie (2009:81-82) describes an interpretive model for examining the archaeological 
assemblages that are expected to result from varying cultural, behavioural, and subsistence 
activities associated with the above site types (Table 6). Whilst this model is useful for making 
inferences concerning the activities that were likely occurring in a specific study area, the effects 
of taphonomic and depositional processes (Section 3) on a given assemblage must be 
considered. It is likely that Aboriginal people primarily worked with organic materials (such as 
wood, bark, resin, leaves, reeds, shell, and bone; Holdaway and Stern 2008:1-2). Resultingly, 
due to the durability of stone and the rare preservation of organic materials, the archaeological 
record of Aboriginal culture is incomplete.  

Due to the likely mild neutrality and dry nature of the study area, it is unlikely that subsurface 
archaeological deposits of organic material remain (Section 4.2). 

Table 6: Interpretive model for examining archaeological assemblages, after Kuskie (2009:81-82). 

Activity Likely associated archaeological assemblage 

Ceremonial activities  Presence of ochre in sites; and 

 Evidence of ceremonial sites (such as bora grounds, stone arrangements, 
carved trees, or rock engravings). 

Spiritual, social, and other 
activities 

 Presence of ochre in sites; 

 Evidence of ceremonial sites (such as bora grounds, stone arrangements, 
carved trees, or rock engravings); and 

 Rock art and engravings. 
Food procurement  Stone artefacts (such as eloueras); 

 Wooden implements (such as digging sticks), where preserved; and 

 Food refuse (such as shell or bone). 
Food processing and 
consumption 

 Tools with specific use-wear/residues on cutting/chopping/pounding edges; 

 Specific tools that are related to processing certain foods (such as eloueras or 
seed grinding slabs); 

 Evidence associated with hearths or ovens; and 

 Food refuse (such as shell or bone). 
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Activity Likely associated archaeological assemblage 

Production and 
maintenance of wooden 
implements 

 Stone and shell tools with design and/or use-wear/residues consistent with 
working wood; and 

 Presence of wooden implements, where preserved. 
Procurement of stone  Presence of stone sources; and  

 Evidence for procurement activities. 
Production of stone tools  Hammerstones and anvils; 

 Debitage (such as cores, flakes, flake portions, or microblades); and 

 Finished tools. 
Production of backed 
artefacts 

 Microliths (unused);  

 Bondi point preforms; 

 Backing flakes; 

 Hammerstones; and 

 High quantities of debitage, including a high frequency of microblades. 
Maintenance of stone tools  Cutting-edge rejuvenation flakes; 

 Portable whetstones; and  

 Axe-grinding grooves. 
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7. Survey of the study area 

7.1 Survey methods and study area conditions 

A visual inspection of the study area was undertaken by Alistair Grinbergs (Principal Heritage 
Consultant) and Elise Jakeman (Graduate Archaeologist) on 28 February, 2019. The survey 
aimed to identify whether Aboriginal sites or objects are present and assess the archaeological 
potential of the study area. 

The survey assessed a study area of approximately 8.95 hectares. It comprises of the Burra 
Road corridor, inclusive of the area between from approximately 600 metres north of the 
intersection between Burra Road / Little Burra Road to approximately 700 metres south of the 
intersection between Burra Road / London Bridge Road, Burra. The survey involved a thorough 
inspection of the ground surface for the visible presence of Aboriginal archaeological artefacts, 
the inspection of mature remnant trees for evidence of cultural modification, and the landscape 
for areas of potential archaeological sensitivity.  

Overall, the ground surface within the road corridor is highly disturbed. The construction of Burra 
Road and subsequent maintenance activities required the lower slope landform to be cut and 
benched, resulting in severe ground displacement. Drainage lines have been cut in order to 
prevent erosion and assist in the removal of excess water (Figure 4), however, there is still 
evidence of substantial soil movement (Figure 5). The road batters have been affected similarly 
(Figure 6). The eastern verge of Burra Road is heavily grassed and vegetated by a dense 
mixture of native and introduced exotic species, serving as screening for the adjacent properties 
(Figure 7). The western verge comprises more native vegetation. The remains of several 
remnant eucalyptus trees are extant on the western verge that may be of an appropriate age to 
bear cultural modification scars. However, many of the trees are in very poor condition; several 
have died and subsequently fallen, whilst others demonstrate the effects of environmental and 
disease scarring. 
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Figure 4: Drainage line cut into ground surface. Western verge of Burra 
Road, Burra. Facing north. 

Figure 5: Erosion of the ground surface, likely resulting from the formation of 
a natural drainage line. Western verge of Burra Road, Burra. Facing west. 
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Figure 6: Disturbed soil stratigraphic matrix visible in batter affected by 
erosion. Western verge of Burra Road, Burra. Facing west. 

Figure 7: The eastern verge of Burra Road, Burra, is densely vegetated by 
exotic species. Intersection between Burra Road / London Bridge Road. 
Facing north. 
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7.2 Effective survey coverage 

As a result of the vegetation cover and anthropogenic disturbances associated with the 
construction and maintenance of Burra Road, Burra, archaeological visibility was generally low 
across the entire study area. In areas where visibility was high, such as instances affected by 
erosion, considerable disturbance was evident. The effective survey coverage, therefore, was 
low. To calculate the effective survey coverage, this assessment utilises the approach defined 
by Ellender and Weaver (1994). It is comprised of two components: the actual survey area and 
a visibility rating (Table 7). The effective survey coverage of the assessment was 0.18 hectares.4  

 

 

Effective survey coverage (%) = 
Actual survey area (ha)

100
 × Visibility rating (%) 

 

Table 7: Visibility rating for effective survey coverage, after Ellender and Weaver (1994). Note that the ratings do not 
account for grass length (visibility may be higher in areas with short cropped grass or different grass species). 

Visibility rating (%) Description 

0-5 Unable to see soil 

5-10 Occasional glimpse of soil 

10-20 Occasional patch of bare ground 

20-50 Frequent patches of bare ground 

50-70 About half bare ground 

75-100 More than half bare ground; or, ploughed 

7.3 Implications of survey 

The study area contains landform elements that are typically regarded as archaeologically 
sensitive, such as well-drained lower slopes and slope terminations. Moreover, the review of 
previous archaeological investigations that have been undertaken within the Burra area strongly 
indicate that this region has been of considerable importance to the local Aboriginal community 
for several thousand years. It is very likely that this landscape was once utilised by Aboriginal 
communities.  

No Aboriginal archaeological material or likely areas of archaeological sensitivity were identified 
during the course of the survey. The extensive anthropogenic modification to the land through 
the construction of ancillary driveways, batters, easements, and erosion controls has likely 

                                                

4 The detection of archaeological material may differ between surveys due to variations in weather conditions (such 
as recent rainfall and resulting vegetation growth, soil erosion and movement, or restricted access), change in land 
ownership and/or use, or alternate methodological procedures. Consequently, archaeological assessments are 
unlikely to capture the full range or potential for archaeological material. An assessment can, however, strongly 
indicate the likelihood of archaeological material being present within a study area. 
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disturbed most surface archaeological material. Moreover, the cutting and benching of the lower 
slope landform on the eastern side of Burra Road, Burra, has likely disturbed any in situ 
subsurface archaeological deposits. For this reason, it is unlikely that in situ surface or 
subsurface archaeological deposits remain in the majority of the study area. 
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8. Due Diligence Assessment 

In the Due Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of Aboriginal Objects in New South 
Wales (DECCW 2010b:18), due diligence is defined as “taking reasonable and practical steps 
to determine whether a person’s actions will harm an Aboriginal [heritage site] and, if so, what 
measures can be taken to avoid that harm”. The following section relates to the generic due 
diligence process as applied to the study area. 

 Step 1. Will the activity disturb the ground surface or any culturally modified trees? 

The upgrade of Burra Road will result in ground disturbance. Likely activities involved in the 

upgrading of the road may include: vegetation clearance, installation of erosion and sediment 

controls, cut and fill of ground surface to level road, and construction of road pavement. 

No culturally modified trees have been identified in the study area.  

 Step 2. Are there any: a) relevant confirmed site records or other associated 

landscape feature information on AHIMS, b) any other sources of information of which 

a person is already aware, or c) landscape features that are likely to indicate presence 

of Aboriginal objects? 

No Aboriginal cultural heritage sites have been previously registered on AHIMS within the 

study area. No Aboriginal cultural heritage places have been declared on AHIMS within the 

study area. No other heritage registers contain information regarding identified Aboriginal 

cultural heritage sites or places within the study area. 

The land comprised within the study area contains landform elements that are typically 

regarded as archaeologically sensitive. Due to the historical vegetation clearance, 

installation of erosion and sediment controls, levelling of the road surface, and the 

construction of road pavement, it is likely that archaeological traces of past activities have 

been disturbed. 

 Step 3. Can you avoid harm to the object or disturbance of the landscape feature? 

No Aboriginal cultural heritage sites have been previously registered on AHIMS within the 

study area. No Aboriginal cultural heritage places have been declared on AHIMS within the 

study area. No other heritage registers contain information regarding identified Aboriginal 

cultural heritage sites or places within the study area. 

 Step 4. Does a desktop survey and visual inspection confirm that there are Aboriginal 

objects or that they are likely? 

 The land comprised within the study area contains landform elements that are typically 

regarded as archaeologically sensitive. Due to the historical vegetation clearance, 

installation of erosion and sediment controls, levelling of the road surface, and the 

construction of road pavement, it is likely that archaeological traces of past activities have 

been disturbed. 
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9. Statutory requirements 

Aboriginal objects and places in NSW are afforded protection under the NPW irrespective of 
whether they are registered on AHIMS. Strict penalties apply for engaging in activities that inflict 
harm to an Aboriginal cultural heritage site or object without consent for activities under the 
NPW. Under Part 6 of the NPW, consent or authorisation for harmful activities may be given 
under an AHIP. Should harm be inflicted upon an Aboriginal site or object, there are five 
defences: 

 The harm was authorised under an AHIP; 

 The proponent exercised due diligence prior to causing the harm and is able to demonstrate this; 

 The harm was caused during activities that complied with a code of practice as described in Part 
6A of the National Parks and Wildlife Regulation 2009 (New South Wales). For example, 
undertaking archaeological test excavations in accordance with the Code of Practice for 
Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (Department of 
Environment, Climate Change, and Water 2010a); 

 The harm was caused as part of a low-impact activity or omission under the regulation, and the 
proponent was not aware of the presence of Aboriginal cultural material; or 

 The harm caused during activities that are exempted under Section 87A of the NPW. For 
example, emergency fire-fighting or bushfire hazard reduction work, as defined by the Rural Fires 
Act 1997 (New South Wales). 

To assess the requirement of an AHIP, the OEH necessitates that an ACHA is prepared in 
accordance with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing, and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage in New South Wales (DECCW 2010a) and the Due Diligence Code of Practice for the 
Protection of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (DECCW 2010b). These two guides 
establish a set of guidelines to aid land users in being aware of how their activities could damage 
Aboriginal cultural heritage sites and archaeologists in the requirements that must be followed 
during the investigation of Aboriginal cultural heritage sites. If an AHIP is required, the OEH 
necessitates that it is further supported by a copy of the approval for the development or 
infrastructure issued under Part 4 or Part 5 of the EP&A. 
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10. Conclusions and recommendations 

This Aboriginal Due Diligence Assessment aimed to identify whether further assessment of a 
study area is required. This includes whether approval under Part 6 of the NPW will be required 
for the proposed activity to proceed. 

An extensive search of the relevant heritage registers and review of the available archaeological 
literature has enabled the development of a predictive model for the study area, aiding the 
identification of archaeologically sensitive areas and the most common site types which could 
be expected to be present (Table 5). The predictive model is based on evidence from the 
surrounding region, including adjacent properties.  

The land comprised within the Burra Road corridor study area has been extensively disturbed 
by the construction and maintenance of the road corridor. As a result, it is unlikely that either in 
situ surface or subsurface archaeological materials remain within the current road corridor. 
Based on the findings of this Due Diligence Assessment and the requirements of the NPW, the 
following actions are recommended: 

1. Recommendation 1: General measures. 

All Aboriginal cultural heritage sites, whether recorded or not, are protected under the NPW. It is 
an offence to disturb or damage these sites without first having obtained an AHIP (Aboriginal 
Heritage Impact Permit). Works or activities that could potentially disturb the ground surface 
include earthworks, building construction, services installation, repetitive vehicular movement, 
and landscaping. These works have the potential to disturb surface and in situ subsurface 
Aboriginal sites. 

If suspected Aboriginal objects (such as stone artefacts or midden materials like faunal remains 
or shell) are encountered during development, all activities must cease in the affected area and 
an archaeologist contacted to assess the finds. If the finds are found to be Aboriginal objects, the 
Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) must be notified under Section 89A of the NPW.  
Appropriate management and avoidance or approval under a Section 90 AHIP should be sought 
if the Aboriginal objects are to be moved or harmed. In the extremely unlikely event that human 
remains are found, all activities should immediately cease and the New South Wales Police 
should be contacted. If the remains are suspected to be Aboriginal, the OEH may also be 
contacted to assist in determining appropriate management. 
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Appendix A AHIMS search results 
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Appendix B ‘Burra’ soil landscape, Soil Profile Report 
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