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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents the results of an indigenous cultural heritage

investigation for the proposed Townsville Ocean Terminal Project located in

the sub-tidal areas at the mouth of Ross Creek, Cleveland Bay, Townsville.

The proposed project by City Pacific Limited will involve reclamation of land

for the construction of a cruise ship terminal and associated facilities, as well

as mixed residential development.

The Queensland Coordinator General declared the Townsville Ocean

Terminal Project a ‘Significant Project’ under the State Development and

Public Works Organisation Act 1971. As such, the proponent must prepare an

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed development. Under

the provisions of Part 7 of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003 (ACHA), a

Cultural Heritage Management Plan (CHMP) is mandatory for projects subject

to an EIS.

This indigenous cultural heritage report represents the first phase of cultural

heritage investigations carried out for the Townsville Ocean Terminal Project.

The principal aims of the current investigation have been to identify Aboriginal

Traditional Owners and stakeholders, carry out consultation with these

stakeholders, identify and document existing indigenous cultural heritage

values in the project area, and assess potential impacts to these values. This

cultural heritage investigation will culminate in a formal CHMP for the

proposed project, including recommendations to protect and manage

identified indigenous cultural heritage values.

This cultural heritage investigation has provided clear evidence that the

overall Cleveland Bay coastline, including the Townsville Ocean Terminal

project area at Ross Creek, has significant Aboriginal cultural heritage values.

This evidence comes from various sources including ethnography,

ethnohistory, anthropology, oral history, the Aboriginal archaeological record,

and from the Traditional Owners themselves. The area retains indigenous

cultural significance by virtue of the following:-
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The study site is part of Gurambilbarra traditional homelands and the

Traditional Owners maintain an enduring ‘connection to country’ (in the

context of this report ‘homelands’ refers to both land and sea country, thereby

incorporating the offshore project area); locations within or close to the project

site have Aboriginal language names (eg: Ross Creek, Ross River and Ross

Island); Ross Creek and Ross River are integral components of the local

Aboriginal creation story – the Gabul (carpet python) myth cycle; the project

area and surrounds were used traditionally for foraging, camping and for other

cultural purposes such as meeting places and corroborees; areas surrounding

the project site contain tangible archaeological evidence in the form of shell

middens, stone artefact scatters, scarred trees, rock shelters with paintings,

ceremonial sites and a burial ground; current archaeological evidence

indicates that Aboriginal people occupied the Cleveland Bay coastline and the

adjacent coastal plains of Townsville for at least the last 4,000 years; Ross

Creek, Ross River and Ross Island represented one of the frontiers between

European and Aboriginal societies in the first decade’s of Townsville’s

existence; the project area continues to be visited today by local Aboriginal

people, mainly for fishing.

Consultation with Traditional Owner representatives during the course of this

investigation has generally indicated that there are no major cultural heritage

objections to the Townsville Ocean Terminal development project. Issues

raised during the consultation process are mainly in regard to potential

environmental impacts (pollution of waterways and Cleveland Bay, impacts to

sea grass beds, turtle and dugong populations, fisheries habitat, etc). These

issues are being investigated as part of Terms of Reference for environmental

investigations for the EIS.

Some Traditional Owners raised concerns about the possibility of intact

Aboriginal archaeological sites or materials being located within sub-tidal

marine deposits in the project area. The potential for such finds based on the

available archaeological, geomorphological and historical information is

assessed as extremely low. Nevertheless, recommendations are included in

this report to address this concern through the implementation of a cultural
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monitoring program by the Traditional Owners, once the development site is

drained and covering ‘ooze’ is removed to expose hard-clay surfaces.

This report concludes that it is highly unlikely that the proposed Townsville

Ocean Terminal development project will have any major detrimental impacts

to the Aboriginal archaeological record of Cleveland Bay. From the Traditional

Owners point of view, they generally feel that the current project will have no

greater impact on Aboriginal cultural values than the many previous

development projects which have resulted in dramatic alterations to the

original configuration of the coastline and waterways (eg: Strand

redevelopment, Townsville Port and associated facilities, reclamation of land

for the Casino Complex and Townsville Entertainment Centre, marina and

breakwaters). Despite these many previous developments and alterations to

the natural landscape, Aboriginal people have maintained their ‘connections

to country’. In short, the development of the Townsville Ocean Terminal

Project will not diminish the enduring cultural significance and values of

Cleveland Bay and its waterways to the Traditional Owners.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Townsville Ocean Terminal Project will involve reclamation of land at the

mouth of Ross Creek at Cleveland Bay for the construction of a cruise ship

terminal and associated facilities, integrated with a mixed residential

development. The project site is located on and adjacent to the existing

Townsville foreshore and incorporates the existing Port Western Breakwater

and the Northern (Offshore) Breakwater, the existing perimeter of land around

the Townsville Hotel and Casino Complex and the Townsville Entertainment

Centre (Figure 1). The project site is located adjacent to the existing Port of

Townsville. The development proponent for the project is City Pacific Limited.

The Townsville Ocean Terminal Project was declared a ‘Significant Project’ by

the Queensland Coordinator General under Section 26 of the State

Development and Public Works Organisation Act 1971. This declaration

initiates the statutory environmental impact assessment procedure of this Act,

which requires the proponent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement

(EIS) for the proposed project. Under the provisions of the Aboriginal Cultural

Heritage Act 2003 (ACHA), a Cultural Heritage Management Plan (CHMP) is

mandatory for projects subject to a full EIS.

This cultural heritage report represents the first phase of cultural heritage

investigations carried out for the Townsville Ocean Terminal Project. One of

the principal aims of this investigation has been to carry out consultation with

Aboriginal Traditional Owners and stakeholders to identify and document the

existing Aboriginal cultural heritage values of the project area. This report also

provides an assessment of the potential impacts of the proposed project on

the Aboriginal archaeological record and indigenous cultural heritage values.

The results and recommendations of this investigation will be incorporated into

a CHMP for the project, as required under Part 7 of ACHA.

It should be noted that Native Title issues for the proposed project and

negotiations for an Indigenous Land Use Agreement (ILUA) are being carried

out by City Pacific Limited, in conjunction with the Traditional Owners.
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However, these negotiations are being conducted as a separate process from

this cultural heritage investigation and the CHMP.

Northern Archaeology Consultancies Pty Limited (NAC) (Michele Bird) was

commissioned by City Pacific Limited to assist in coordinating the cultural

heritage investigation and liaison with Aboriginal stakeholders. Throughout the

project, MacDonnells Law (Moya Steele) has been the main point of contact

on behalf of the development proponent. NAC subsequently commissioned

Nicolaas Heijm (Segue Pty Limited) to assist in compiling an anthropological

and ethnographical bibliography pertaining to the Ross Creek/Cleveland Bay

project area.

Consultation with the relevant Aboriginal stakeholders commenced in mid-April

2007 and continues at this time (to mid-June 2007). A meeting with Traditional

Owner representatives, which included an inspection of the project site, was

held on 11 May 2007. At this stage a further meeting/or meetings are planned

with the Aboriginal Parties to discuss and review this cultural heritage report

as well as the project CHMP.

1.1 Terms of Reference

The final Terms of Reference (ToR) for the Townsville Ocean Terminal Project

EIS were issued by the Queensland Department of Infrastructure in March

2007.

Section 4.12.1.1 of the ToR relate specifically to requirements pertaining to

Indigenous Cultural Heritage. The ToR state:-

“The Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003 (ACHA) requires development in

Queensland to take all reasonable and practical measures to prevent harm to

Aboriginal cultural heritage. Searches should be conducted of State and

Commonwealth cultural heritage databases and a description of registered

cultural sites should be provided. Liaison should be undertaken with relevant
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Traditional Owners to identify places of cultural significance to those parties”

(Department of Infrastructure 2007:42).

“A systematic field survey of the site should be undertaken by a suitably

qualified specialist to locate and record places and objects of cultural heritage

significance that may not be recorded on existing data bases. The field survey

should involve participation by representatives of the relevant local Traditional

Owners for the site” (Department of Infrastructure 2007:43).

“A requirement of the ACHA is that a Cultural Heritage Management Plan

(CHMP) is an essential element of any EIS. A CHMP should be prepared by a

suitably qualified specialist for management of the site. This will involve:-

• Notification of the Chief Executive of DNRW, the local government, and

the registered Native Title Claimants, who are the Aboriginal Parties

under the ACHA;

• Endorsement of those Aboriginal Parties who respond to the

notification;

• Consultation with the Aboriginal Parties about their involvement in the

EIS;

• Preparation of a report by the Aboriginal Parties and their advisors;

• Seeking approval of the CHMP from the Chief Executive of DNRW;

• Compliance with the Duty of Care Guidelines and the CHMP Guidelines

as gazetted;

• Liaison with the Aboriginal Parties concerning:-

o  Places of significance to that community (including archaeological

sites, natural sites, story sites, etc);

o Appropriate community involvement in field surveys;

o  Any requirements by communities and/or informants relating to

confidentiality of site data must be highlighted;

o  A search of both the Cultural Heritage Register and the Cultural

Heritage Database, DNRW;
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o  A systematic survey of the proposed development area to locate

and record indigenous cultural heritage places;

o  Significance assessment of any cultural heritage sites/places

located;

o  The impact of the proposed development on cultural heritage

values; and,

o A report of work done which includes background research, relevant

environmental data and methodology, as well as results of field

surveys, significance assessment and recommendations”.

(Department of Infrastructure 2007:43).

2. PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

Much of the following background information relating to the Townsville Ocean

Terminal Project has been reproduced from documentation supplied by

MacDonnells Law (including the Initial Advice Statement for the project) or via

City Pacific’s website (www.citypac.com.au).

The Townsville Ocean Terminal Project will involve reclamation of land at the

mouth of Ross Creek, adjacent to the existing Port of Townsville, at Cleveland

Bay. The project will provide Townsville with:-

• A dedicated cruise terminal and wharf to attract cruise ships and military

vessels, located on the Port Western Breakwater, adjacent to the Port

of Townsville;

• An integrated residential and tourism development providing residential

land parcels of mixed density for development;

• Extended public access to the Breakwaters and provide future open

space areas of land to be reclaimed to the north of the existing

Townville Hotel and Casino Complex and the Townsville Entertainment

Centre; and

• Increased number of marina berths for the marine industry, general

recreational vessels and berthing facilities for super yachts.
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The project site at the mouth of Ross Creek is located within State Waters and

is identified as Lot 637 on SP185431, Lot 638 on SP 185431 and ‘Future

Development Area’ (FDA) as identified within the Breakwater Island Casino

Agreement Act 1984. The development site adjoins the Western and Offshore

Breakwaters and Entertainment Drive, Townsville (Figure 1). The site is

situated approximately two (2) km from Townsville CBD. The development site

is outside the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park boundaries by some two (2) km.

However, it is located within the boundaries of the Great Barrier Reef World

Heritage Area, which commences at the high tide mark off this area of the

coast.

The Ocean Terminal Berth will be formed by indenting the Port Western

Breakwater, with the reclamation of land for the cruise ship terminal and

proposed masterplanned residential area being formed within the area of

water bounded by the Port Western Breakwater, the Jupiters Townsville

Casino Peninsula and the Northern Breakwater. The reclamation works will

require the sourcing of necessary amour rock and breakwater construction

materials from existing commercial quarries.

Originally, the development project included a proposal to dredge sand from

the Ross River. On this basis, the channel of Ross River was included as part

of the development site described in the Public Notice for the Part 7 CHMP

process (as advertised on 10th March 2007). The revised Masterplan for the

project (released May 2007) eliminated the need for significant quantities of fill

material and any requirement to dredge sand from the Ross River and its

mouth. Further cultural heritage investigations in this area were therefore

unnecessary.

Fill material to be used in site reclamation works will now be sourced from

existing licensed operators. These licensed sites will not require assessment

as part of the current EIS process.
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• The Ocean Terminal

The Townsville Ocean Terminal will have a dedicated berth for both military

and cruise vessels with an overall length up to 258 m (Figure 2). The wharf

structure will be 200 m in length and have a width of 30 m, abutted with a

single storey terminal building. On-site parking will be provided for some 150

cars, plus adequate parking for trucks, tour buses and shuttles. The Ocean

Terminal building has been designed to take into consideration the different

needs and security issues required for naval vessels, compared with those of

cruise ships.

• Breakwater Cove Residential Development

The Breakwater Cove Precinct will seek to provide a residential waterfront

community comprising predominantly multiple dwellings, some detached

housing, supporting retail and associated uses that service the needs of local

residents (Figure 2).

The Breakwater Cove Precinct will be created on land to be reclaimed in the

existing bay. The Breakwater Cove Precinct is to be constructed adjoining the

Ocean Terminal Precinct. The construction methodology is to enclose the site

and drain it, then utilize fill material available from creating the canal depths to

build the land platforms protected by revetment walls. The existing Northern

Breakwater will be fully reinforced as part of this process and updated to

create a public parkland precinct. Together with the new Strand Breakwater to

be constructed, the Northern Breakwater will provide protection to the

residential fingers of the Breakwater Cove Precinct, the marina, the casino and

the Townsville Entertainment Centre.

The new Strand Breakwater is to be constructed generally to the west of the

proposed residential waterway development and alongside the marina channel

entrance. The Strand Breakwater will provide protection to the Breakwater

Cove waterways and the access navigation channel to the existing Townsville
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marina precinct. The new Strand Breakwater will provide an extension to the

Strand as a public access promenade.

The eastern side of the Breakwater Cove Precinct links to the Ocean Terminal

Precinct, the associated Terminal facilities and open space area. The

development will be of low-density comprising:-

• Approximately 200 detached dwellings, all with private pontoons;

• Medium density multiple dwellings/apartments of approximately 500

residences in total.

3. CULTURAL HERITAGE LEGISLATION

The term ‘cultural heritage’ includes, very broadly, all places and values of

archaeological, traditional, historical or contemporary significance. Cultural

heritage assessments investigate the value, or significance, of particular items,

sites and places to the whole or particular sections of our society, and it is one

of the steps in the process of management and conservation of cultural heritage

values. The cultural heritage assessment process operates on the basis that

indigenous and non-indigenous cultural heritage should be conserved and

protected and that development proponents have a statutory responsibility to

protect such values.

The guiding principles for the assessment of cultural significance in Australia are

based on those originally laid down in the Australia ICOMOS Charter for the

Conservation of Places of Cultural Significance (The Burra Charter) 1977. Under

these guidelines the cultural heritage significance of a site or place refers to its

“aesthetic, historic, scientific or social significance, or other special value, to the

present community and to future generations” (Australia ICOMOS Inc. 1999:2)

These principles are enshrined in all legislation, which protects cultural heritage

in Australia.

At present the ownership of Aboriginal cultural heritage is vested in the State of

Queensland but it is, as a general rule, acknowledged that custodianship of



8  

Aboriginal places, and hence at least some of the responsibility for them, lies

largely with the relevant Aboriginal Traditional Owners. All cultural and

intellectual property rights associated with such places remains the property of

the relevant Traditional Owners.

Below is a summary of the State and Federal Acts which deal specifically with the

protection of indigenous cultural heritage.

Queensland State Cultural Heritage Legislation

New indigenous cultural heritage legislation came in to force in Queensland on 16

April 2004. The new legislation entitled the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003

and the Torres Strait Islander Cultural Heritage Act 2003 replaces the Cultural

Record (Landscapes Queensland and Queensland Estate) Act 1987. An

Indigenous Cultural Heritage Coordination Unit within the Department of Natural

Resources and Water is responsible for administering this new legislation.

• Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003

This Act has made major changes to the manner in which Aboriginal cultural

heritage is recognised, protected and managed in Queensland. The following

principles are fundamental to the operation of the Act:

a) the recognition, protection and conservation of Aboriginal cultural

heritage should be based on respect for Aboriginal, cultural and

traditional practices;

b) Aboriginal people should be recognised as the primary guardians,

keepers and knowledge holders of Aboriginal cultural heritage;

c) it is important to respect, preserve and maintain knowledge,

innovations and practices of Aboriginal communities and to promote

understanding of Aboriginal cultural heritage;
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d) activities involved in recognition, protection and conservation of

Aboriginal cultural heritage are important because they allow Aboriginal

people to reaffirm their obligations to ‘law and country’

e) there is a need to establish timely and efficient processes for the

management of activities that may harm Aboriginal cultural heritage.

The Act defines ‘Aboriginal cultural heritage’ as anything that is:

(a) a significant Aboriginal area in Queensland;

(b) a significant Aboriginal object;

(c) evidence of archaeological or historical significance, of Aboriginal

occupation of an area of Queensland (Section 8).

A significant Aboriginal area or object must be significant to Aboriginal people

because of either or both of the following:

(a) Aboriginal tradition;

(b) the history, including contemporary history, of any Aboriginal party

for the area (Sections 9 and 10).

It is not necessary for an area to contain markings or other physical evidence

indicating Aboriginal occupation or otherwise denoting the area’s significance,

for the area to be protected as a significant Aboriginal area under the

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003 (Section 12 [2]).

Section 11 of the Act stipulates that ‘ if a particular object or structure is

evidence of Aboriginal occupation, the area immediately surrounding that

object is also evidence of Aboriginal occupation…the object or structure

cannot be separated from its context without destroying or diminishing the

object or structure’s significance as evidence of Aboriginal occupation’. Thus,

there is acknowledgement under the Act that natural areas may have cultural

significance and that the context of a cultural heritage object or structure is

integral to the cultural heritage significance of that object or structure.
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One of the main principles underlying the new legislation is the recognition of

Aboriginal people as the ‘primary guardians, keepers and interpreters of

Aboriginal cultural heritage’. As such they are the owners, custodians, etc of

'…certain human remains, secret and sacred material in State collections and

items removed under the authority of the legislation. The State retains a residual

ownership of cultural heritage generally to ensure effective protection and

regulation....’. (Explanatory Notes).

The Act has been brought into line with the Commonwealth Native Title

legislation in that the claimants to registered Native Title claims (or registered

claims that have subsequently failed and there is no other registered claim in

the area, or where the registered claim has been compulsorily or otherwise

extinguished) become the 'Native Title parties' for the area. Aboriginal cultural

heritage values should not, however, be confused with Native Title. As with

non-Aboriginal heritage values, Aboriginal cultural heritage can exist on an

area regardless of the land tenure. The existence of Aboriginal cultural

heritage in an area does not mean that Native Title exists over that area.

Indigenous Cultural Heritage Bodies are in the process of being set up as the

initial contact points for cultural heritage issues within Native Title areas.

These bodies will represent the registered Native Title claimant groups. An

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Body is a corporation that has been approved by

the Minister of Department of Natural Resources and Water as an approved

Cultural Heritage Body for an area. The function of this body is to identify the

Native Title Parties for an area. A Cultural Heritage Body must have the

written support of a significant proportion of the Native Title Applicants of an

area.

The previous EPA permitting system (under the old Cultural Records Act) has

been replaced by agreement-based arrangements including Cultural Heritage

Management Plans (CHMP). Wherever an Environmental Impact Statement

(EIS) is undertaken, a cultural heritage management plan is mandatory if the

project requires some form of permit, approval or licence. This means that

high-impact developments will be able to go ahead only when an effective



11  

CHMP has been agreed between the proponent and the relevant Native Title

party or parties. CHMP’s may be formally reviewed by the State.

Like the previous legislation the new law will continue to provide blanket

protection for all cultural heritage. The new Act is supported by a general Duty

of Care to take all reasonable and practical steps to be aware of, and to avoid

harming, Aboriginal cultural heritage (Section 23[1]). This is a pivotal part of

the new legislation. Duty of Care Guidelines are provided with the Act and set

out key indicators of compliance within the provisions of the Act. Proof of

consultation, studies, searches of cultural heritage information (the cultural

heritage register and database) and a CHMP (or other agreement-based

arrangement with the registered Native Title applicants) are the main, but not

the only, indicators that the Duty of Care has been addressed.

Maximum penalties for damaging registered cultural heritage have increased

tenfold under the new legislation to $75,000 for an individual and $750,000 for

a corporation.

The Land and Resources Tribunal is the relevant body for dispute settlement.

Stop work injunctions can be issued by this Tribunal. The Minister can also

issue stop work orders for an activity that is harming or is likely to harm

Aboriginal cultural heritage or its cultural heritage value.

The new legislation ensures the validity of existing cultural heritage

agreements and arrangements entered into before commencement of the

legislation, as well as approvals obtained after the commencement of the

legislation, where cultural heritage issues were addressed in order to obtain

the approval, such as through an Environmental Impact Statement process.

Under the new legislation a register of Aboriginal Cultural Heritage will be

maintained. This register will contain information that has been collated by the

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) since the 1930s.
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Federal Cultural Heritage Legislation

• Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999

(EPBC Act)

A new Federal heritage system came into effect on 1 January 2004 to protect

Australia’s national heritage places. Nationally important heritage values will

have legal protection under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity

Conservation Act 1999.

Under the new system, national heritage joins six other matters of national

environmental significance (NES matters) already specifically protected under

the EPBC Act. By law, no one can take any action that has, will have, or is

likely to have, a significant impact on any of these matters without approval

from the Australian Government Minister for the Environment and Heritage.

There are severe penalties for those who do. An action includes a project,

development, undertaking, an activity, or series of activities.

If the Minister decides that the action is likely to have a significant impact on a

matter of national environmental significance, then the action requires

approval under the EPBC Act. If the Minister decides that the action is not

likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national environmental

significance, then the action does not require approval under the Act. If the

Minister’s decision is that an action does not require approval, a person will

not contravene the Act if the action is taken in accordance with that decision. If

the Minister’s decision is that an action requires approval, then an

environmental assessment of the action must be carried out. The Minister

decides whether to approve the action, and what conditions (if any) to impose,

after considering the environmental assessment.

The main elements of the new heritage system include:-
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• the creation of a new advisory body, the Australian Heritage Council;

• the creation of both a National Heritage List and a Commonwealth

Heritage List;

• retention of the existing Register of the National Estate.

The National Heritage List records places with outstanding natural and cultural

heritage values that contribute to Australia’s national identity.

The Commonwealth Heritage List will comprise natural, indigenous and

historic heritage places owned or managed by the Australian Government.

These include places connected to defence, communications, customs and

other government activities that also reflect Australia’s development as a

nation.

The new laws also established the Australian Heritage Council, which

replaces the Australian Heritage Commission as the Australian Government’s

independent expert advisory panel on heritage matters. The Australian

Heritage Council consists of a Chair and six members, including two

indigenous people with appropriate heritage experience or expertise.

When a place that may have indigenous heritage values is nominated to the

National or Commonwealth Heritage Lists, the Australian Heritage Council

must seek the views of indigenous people with rights or interests in the place

as part of its assessment. The Council must present these indigenous views to

the Minister so he/she can take these into account when making decisions as

to the listing of the place.

Under the new laws there are penalties for anyone who takes an action that

results, or will result in, a significant impact on the national heritage values, to

the extent they are indigenous heritage values, of a place. The laws also

enable indigenous people to seek Federal Court injunctions against any

activities that have a significant impact on the national indigenous heritage

values of a listed place.
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Indigenous people will be involved in developing management plans for places

with indigenous heritage significance on the National or Commonwealth

Heritage List. National heritage places on indigenous land will be managed

through conservation agreements, which will operate in the same way as

Indigenous Protected Areas.

• Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984

The Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984

provides for Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander people to approach the

Minister for Aboriginal Affairs to issue a declaration to protect a place of

cultural heritage significance. This Act provides for the preservation and

protection from injury or desecration of areas and objects in Australia that are

of particular significance to Aboriginals in accordance with Aboriginal tradition.

Section 9 (a temporary declaration) provides protection for 30 days, while

Section 10 provides for a period of time as specified by the Minister. In each

case the Minister must be satisfied that there is a significant threat to the

place. Section 7 of this Act states that the operation of this Act does not limit or

exclude the operation of state cultural heritage Acts, which can operate

concurrently. Practically, the Minister would contact his/her state counterpart to

determine what action is being undertaken and whether this could resolve the

matter before seeking to intervene. Section 20 of the Act provides for the

Minister to intervene in relation to the protection of Aboriginal skeletal material.
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4. TRADITIONAL OWNER CONSULTATION

4.1 Identification of Aboriginal Parties

Identification of indigenous stakeholders and Aboriginal interest groups is a

crucial first step in undertaking any level of cultural heritage investigations for a

proposed development project.

In Queensland, the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003 (ACHA) defines what

constitutes a ‘Native Title party’, an ‘Aboriginal party’ and an ‘Aboriginal

Cultural Heritage Body’ for the purposes of cultural heritage investigations (see

especially Part 4, Sections 34 to 37 of ACHA).

Under the provisions of ACHA the lack of a Registered Native Title Claim in

the Townsville area means that there is currently no ‘Native Title Party’ for the

project area.

As part of the Part 7 CHMP process under the ACHA, and as a means to

identify the relevant Aboriginal parties for the Townsville Ocean Terminal

Project, the project went to Public Notice on Saturday 10th March 2007 in the

local newspaper, the Townsville Bulletin. This Public Notice is reproduced in

Appendix 1.

As a result of the Public Notice for the Ocean Terminal Project there were 55

Aboriginal respondents. These respondents and/or their representatives

became the ‘endorsed parties’ under the ACHA for the cultural heritage study.

The ‘endorsed parties’ for the Ocean Terminal Project include people who

would generally claim to represent one or more of the three main Aboriginal

stakeholder/interest groups in the Townsville area, the Wulgurukaba people,

the Bindal people or Gurambilbarra Applicants.

The following information is provided as a general background to the current

situation regarding Aboriginal affiliations to the Townville region and the status

of Native Title claims in the area.
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For more than a decade there have been two distinct Aboriginal groups who

claim to have traditional affiliations with the wider Townsville region. These

groups are the Bindal people and the Wulgurukaba people.

Until early 2005, the Bindal people held a Registered Native Title Claim (Claim

QC99/21) over various parcels of land in the wider Townsville-Thuringowa

region. This Native Title Claim was struck-out by the Federal Court in March

2005. The current status of this claim is listed as finalised/struck out on the

National Native Title Tribunal Register.

A new Native Title Claim for Townsville (the Gurambilbarra claim) was then

lodged with the National Native Title Tribunal (on 13 April 2005). There are six

(6) Traditional Owners listed as Applicants to the new Gurambilbarra claim.

The Gurambilbarra Native Title claim was subject to the Native Title

Registration Test in early April 2006. Current information as listed on the

National Native Tribunal Register is that the Gurambilbarra claim (claim

QC05/9-1) was ‘Not Accepted’ for registration (decision date of 5 April 2006).

The claim failed to meet several conditions which are necessary to pass the

registration test.

Under Section 34 of the ACHA the Bindal people would appear to qualify as a

‘Native Title Party’ for the Townsville area, in that they have held a previous

registered Native Title claim, and even though that claim has failed, there is no

other registered Native Title Claim for the area, and there is not, and never

has been, a Native Title holder for the area (see Part 4, Section 34 (1) of

ACHA).

At this time, there is no registered ‘Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Body’ for the

Townsville region.

The consultation process for cultural heritage projects in Townsville has

generally included representatives from both the Bindal and Wulgurukaba

Traditional Owner groups. In fact, over the past decade the involvement of
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both groups has become established procedure in undertaking cultural

heritage studies and impact assessment projects. Most importantly, the two

Aboriginal groups have viewed this approach as appropriate cultural protocol,

pending the outcome of the lengthy and ongoing Native Title process.

4.2 Consultative Framework

The project archaeologist was appointed by the proponent to assist in

coordinating a consultation process with the ‘endorsed Aboriginal parties’ to

the Ocean Terminal Project, with the primary aim of setting up a meeting and

site inspection of the project area. From mid-April to mid-May the endorsed

parties and/or their nominated representatives were consulted by letter, email

and/or telephone correspondence. An invitation to attend a project meeting

and site inspection (planned for 11th May 2007) was distributed to the

endorsed parties on 19th April 2007. Logistical and administrative

arrangements for the project meeting were then carried out over a period of

several weeks.

The 11th May 2007 project meeting was held on-site at Jupiters Casino. The

meeting was attended by 18 Aboriginal representatives/stakeholders for the

endorsed Aboriginal parties. In alphabetical order, the attendees were:-

Allan Bell Alice Dowden Chris George

Jeremy George Iris Glenbar Michelle Hegarty

Norman Hegarty Pam Hegarty Arthur Johnson

Shirley Johnson Manny Ross Beverley Underwood

Desley Wotton John Wotton Leanne Wotton

Naomi Wotton Nathaniel Wotton Virginia Wyles

At the outset of the project meeting City Pacific representative, Peter Trathen

provided a presentation on the proposed project. Aerial photographs of the

project site and development concept plans for both the Ocean Terminal and

residential development precincts were viewed and discussed. Most of the

meeting was an open forum/discussion whereby the Traditional Owners had
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the opportunity to ask questions relating to various aspects of the development

project, as well as provide their input and feedback.

The afternoon session of the meeting included a site inspection of the project

area and surrounds from the existing breakwater adjacent to the Townsville

Entertainment Centre and the Casino Complex. Given that the development

site consists entirely of sub-tidal areas and/or existing reclaimed land the

Traditional Owners reported that a detailed and systematic cultural survey of

the subject (reclaimed land) was unnecessary. During the cultural site

inspection Moya Steele (MacDonnells Law) pointed out where the various

components of the development project will be located. Again, Traditional

Owners were invited to ask questions and provide their feedback. The project

archaeologist held discussions at this time with various Traditional Owner

representatives regarding the overall archaeological potential of the project

site and its existing indigenous cultural heritage values.

The afternoon session of the meeting then included further open forum and

discussion specifically relating to the cultural heritage values of the project

area, relevant cultural heritage issues and project recommendations to protect

and manage the identified cultural heritage values. Minutes of the Meeting are

presented in Appendix 2. A summary of major discussion points and issues

from the project meeting is outlined in Section 8.1 of this report. Environmental

Consultants for the Ocean Terminal Project (Cecily Rasmussen and Daniella

Ciacarelli, C&R Consulting) also attended the afternoon discussions with

Traditional Owner representatives to provide information relating specifically to

environmental matters for the development project (eg: geomorphology, fish

habitat, sea grass beds, turtle and dugong populations in Cleveland Bay,

potential pollution issues, etc).

Consultation with the Traditional Owner representatives has remained a

priority over the duration of this cultural heritage study. As noted, during the

11th May site inspection the project archaeologist held discussions with a

number of Traditional Owner representatives to ascertain if there were any

major cultural heritage concerns, issues or constraints that might affect the
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development project. On-site discussions were aimed at recording any oral

history associated with the development area, any information on known

cultural sites, places or values, and any other information relevant to the

cultural heritage assessment process. Following the meeting on 11th May

2007 a copy of the Minutes of the Meeting was forwarded to the endorsed

parties and/or their nominated representatives.

The project recommendations outlined in this report have been formulated in

consultation with the Traditional Owner representatives, mostly during the site

inspection and project discussions held on 11th May 2007. However, some

Traditional Owners have contacted the project archaeologist in the ensuing

weeks to provide further thoughts and comment regarding cultural heritage

issues for the project.

A draft copy of this report was forwarded (by email and/or hard copy) to key

spokespersons and/or representatives from the endorsed parties on 27th June

2007. The Traditional Owners (and their nominated legal representative) were

invited to review the draft report and provide their further comments and

feedback, prior to submission of the final cultural report to MacDonnells Law

and City Pacific Limited. Feedback and comments on the draft cultural report

were requested by no later than 13 July 2007. Two reminders were sent to

Traditional Owner representatives on 9 July and 11 July 2007 in this regard.

As per the usual cultural protocol required by the Townsville Traditional Owner

groups, a final copy of this report will be forwarded to key spokespersons and

representatives for their records.
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Plate 1: Traditional Owner representatives viewing the project site from
the existing Breakwater on Ross Creek.

Plate 2: On-site meeting with Traditional Owner representatives and site
inspection from the existing Breakwater on Ross Creek.
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5. ENVIRONMENTAL BACKGROUND

The following background environmental information pertaining to the

Townsville Ocean Terminal Project is largely reproduced from the project’s

Initial Advice Statement (City Pacific Limited 2006).

The development project is located within Cleveland Bay and adjoins the Port

of Townsville (Figure 1). The site is relatively sheltered by Magnetic Island

although it is periodically impacted by cyclonic events and storm surge.

The site abuts Platypus Channel which functions as the main access channel

to the Port of Townsville. This channel is regularly dredged by the Townsville

Port Authority (TPA) to maintain access for port traffic. The TPA also conducts

regular dredging in the vicinity of Berth 1 which is subject to sedimentation and

siltation (City Pacific Limited 2006:23).

The existing port Western Breakwater was constructed prior to 1974 for

protection to the port entrance. In the early 1980’s, land reclamation at the

current Casino Complex was completed pursuant to the Breakwater Island

Casino Agreement Act 1984 (BICA). BICA authorized the construction of

Mariners Drive Peninsula, the Casino Peninsula, Northern Breakwater and

identified the project site as a Future Development Area. The Northern

Breakwater was constructed to function as a wave break and to provide

additional protection to the casino and Mariners Drive revetment walls.

Within the project area a deposition of material has resulted in a layer of very

soft sediments being present overlying the stiff sands and clays of the original

seabed in this area.

The Casino Peninsula is the location of the Townsville Hotel and Casino

Complex and the Townsville Entertainment Centre. The current land use for a

large portion of the Casino Peninsula is for overflow parking for the

Entertainment Centre and the Casino Complex (City Pacific Limited 2006:2).
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Mariner’s Drive Peninsula is currently used for residential apartments, the

Townsville Sailing Club, marina and fuel services including boat maintenance.

As noted, the existing Port Western Breakwater forms the western side of the

navigation channel known as Platypus Channel, which is the main access

channel for the Port of Townsville. This channel forms an extension to Ross

Creek and the channel is currently dredged to a level of approximately 12 m

below Lowest Astronomical Tide (City Pacific Limited 2006:3).

It is important to note that the above reclamation works and the entire project

area and adjacent coastline have been subject to dramatic alteration since the

earliest days of European settlement (Taylor 1980). The development of

Townsville Harbour in the late 1860’s resulted in modifications to Ross Creek

and surrounding areas. As early as 1871 major works were being undertaken

at Ross Creek to remove rocks from the bed of the creek to make it navigable

for vessels (Taylor 1980:25). In 1874 major construction works commenced to

link Ross Island (from a point adjacent to Flagstaff Hill) with Magazine Island.

“At Cleveland Bay a stone breakwater some 400 feet long has been run from

the mainland on the south side of the creek to Magazine Island. Through this

opening a constant supply of sand from Ross River had previously poured into

the entrance of the port (Ross Creek) forming a series of bars and shoals – this

movement of sand has been entirely arrested by the breakwater” (Portmaster’s

report to the Colonial Treasurer, 26 April 1874, quoted in Taylor 1980:25).

In 1884 the first dredging of the Townville Harbour was undertaken. The

dredges first task was to “cut a channel into Ross Creek…..opposite the outer

end of Magazine Island jetty” (Taylor 1980:32). In 1887 construction of the

eastern and western breakwaters commenced; the eastern breakwater was

completed in 1889.

The degree of previous disturbance and landscape modification within the

Ocean Terminal project area and surrounds has important implications for the

archaeological and cultural heritage potential of the site. These implications are

discussed in more detail in Section 9 of this report.
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6. THE ABORIGINAL CULTURAL LANDSCAPE

6.1 Approach and Methodology

Section 6 of this report provides a compilation of background anthropological

and ethnographical information relating to the Cleveland Bay project area.

Unfortunately, there are few detailed references to the specific Ross Creek

project area in the ethnographical literature, and by necessity the following

literature review refers to the broader Cleveland Bay coastline and the

immediate Townsville coastal plain.

This literature review attempts to place the Ross Creek project site in the

context of the wider Aboriginal cultural landscape of Townsville

(Gurambilbarra). Before the European settlement of Townsville in 1864, the

Aboriginal Traditional Owners occupied a vast area across the Townsville and

Thuringowa coastal plains. The existing Shire boundaries in the region are of

course modern constructs, which are not particularly relevant to prehistoric

traditional Aboriginal territories, clan group boundaries and Aboriginal

subsistence and settlement patterns.

Background ethnographical and anthropological information (in Section 6.2)

derives from extended research by Nicolaas Heijm (Segue Pty Limited).

Heijm’s anthropological research in the Townsville region, which began in

1990, remains a current project. To the present, it has covered the bulk of

ethnographic and oral history material dealing with the Murri (Aboriginal)

society of the region. He has searched the correspondence files of the

Queensland Colonial Secretary, the Queensland Aboriginal Protectorates and

other records at Queensland State Archives, as well as the 19th century

Townsville newspapers (including the Port Denison Times, Cleveland Bay

Express, Cleveland Bay Herald, Townsville Herald, North Queensland Herald,

Townsville Daily Bulletin and others). Over the same period, Heijm has

conducted several dozen anthropological fieldtrips in the greater Townsville

region (including Palm Island), which have involved standard anthropological
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participant observation methodology and directed oral history interviews with

Aboriginal Elders and others.

6.2 Aboriginal History and Ethnography

6.2.1 An Historical Sketch of Townsville (Gurambilbarra)

The Ross Creek study area is part of a traditional country called

Gurambilbarra in the Townsville language1. Its name is derived from

Gurambil, the language name of Cape Pallarenda, and can be translated as

“people of Cape Pallarenda”. The reference to Cape Pallarenda in the name

is metonymic, for Gurambilbarra includes the catchment basins of the Ross

and Black Rivers and extends inland as far as the Hervey Range and

eastwards to include Magnetic Island. The Cape was the main living place of

the area before the European settlement of the region. Ethnohistorical

records, among them Dalrymple (Dalrymple and Smith 1860) and Rowe

(1931), indicate that a large number of people lived at Gurambil before the

founding of Townsville in 1864.

Price’s wordlists of 1885 provide local Aboriginal language names for areas

located within or immediately adjacent to the Townsville Ocean Terminal

project area. Relevant language names as follows (the phonemic

transcriptions in brackets were produced by N. Heijm):-

• Ross Creek “Cal’ghimg’a” (Galgimga)

• Ross River “Cal’bee’dee’ra” (Galbidira)

• Ross Island “Muth er’el” (Madhil)

• Magazine Island “Go-Your” (Guyur)

                                                  
1 The “Townsville language” might be thought a perverse way of referring to a language considerably
older than the city. It is possible the language had no proper name-neither of the names that have
historically been attached to it, neither “Coonambella” (in Price 1885) nor “Wulgurukaba” (in Tindale
1974), are only language names. In the absence, a more descriptive but more cumbersome label might
be the “the Palms Islands-Magnetic Island-Ross and Black River language” but for the purposes of this
report, the “Townsville language” keeps things simple.
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Captain Cook’s expedition of 1770 provides the earliest documented

reference to Aboriginal people at Townsville. Few details are recorded as

Cook made his observations from approximately 10 kilometres out to sea:-

“…..the whole appear’d to have the most ruged (sic) rocky and barrenest

surface of any we have seen. However it is not without inhabitants as we saw

smooks (sic) in several place(s) in the bottom of the Bay” (Beaglehole

1955:270-271).

P.P. King made the first recorded landing in Cleveland Bay in 1819. Both

King and Alan Cunningham, the official botanist on the HMS Mermaid,

remarked on the appearance of the coast abutting Cleveland Bay. From a

vantage point on Cape Cleveland they looked to the west and saw:-

“…..lagoons on the low western shores of the Bay appearing to extend to the

base of the bounding range.…about which were native fires arising…”

(Cunningham in Gibson-Wilde 1984:3).

“…the view obtained was neither so useful nor so extensive as I had

expected, the coast for six miles back is low, and occupied by a large body of

water, beyond which is a range of flat-topped and precipitous rocky hills”

(King in Gibson-Wilde 1984:3).

The day following these observations Cunningham explored what was

probably Castle Hill. A number of huts were observed “of capacious circular

form and neatly thatched with foliage of pandanus” (Cunningham in Gibson-

Wilde 1984:3). The smoke of many fires was seen around the foothills in the

three days they spent in Cleveland Bay.

In 1841 Stokes' Beagle expedition landed on Magnetic Island and Shelley

Beach near Cape Pallarenda. They encountered friendly people with whom

they exchanged gifts (Stokes 1846:337). In 1847 the expedition of HMS Fly,

led by J. Beete Jukes, registered friendly interchanges and exchange of gifts

in the vicinity of Cape Cleveland. Jukes described the people he met as



26  

“…the most friendly and communicative we have yet seen on the coast”

(Jukes 1847:59-62).

Perhaps the most detailed account of early contact between European

explorers and the Gurambilbarra people is outlined in Dalrymple’s account of

his landings at Cleveland Bay in the course of the 1860 Spitfire Expedition,

“in search of the River Burdekin on the north east coast of Australia”. On the

morning of 15 September 1860, the Spitfire was anchored off the northern

coast of Cape Cleveland. A bush fire was raging in the hills of the Cape, and

Aboriginal people were seen on the beach. A survey party went ashore

accompanied by Dalrymple, “the botanical collector” and an Aboriginal man

named Jamie Alexander. While the survey party was taking bearings, the

remainder of the party took positions higher up on some rocks. There they

were met by a group of Aboriginal people. Dalrymple describes the

encounter;-

“Some blacks came down and we gave them biscuit and tobacco, etc., being

kind and civil to them, which they seemed to appreciate. They, however,

began to feel us all over, and especially the Botanist, who was in good

condition – smacking their lips and giving other unmistakable evidences of

their relish for human flesh, and a desire to gratify it. More blacks came down;

they attacked us with stones and spears, when we were necessitated to fire

upon them, repulsing them with loss” (Dalrymple and Smith 1860:23).

As other records make plain, the smacking of lips expressed nothing more

threatening than astonishment, nor was the ‘shampooing’ of the Botanist

anything by inquisitiveness (cf. Jukes 1847:59-62). The Spitfire Expedition’s

disastrous response – the first shots to be fired – essentially set the terms for

the coming invasion of the region.

The killing was later reported by James Morrill, a survivor of the Peruvian

shipwreck of 1846, who lived with the Mount Elliot people for some 15 years

before crossing the frontier back into European society at Inkerman Station in

1863 (Morrill 1863). Sometime before 1860, Morrill had requested the people
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with whom he was living “if they ever saw white men again to try and make

them understand that there was a white man living there with them”. With the

party from the Spitfire, they:-

“…..tried their hardest, but seem to have failed; the white men became

alarmed and thought they meant mischief, whereas it was only their

earnestness in trying to make them understand. Nothing is said in the report

about shooting the natives, but one raw bone stout able-bodied blackfellow, a

friend of mine, was shot dead by someone in the boat, and another was

wounded; and the hideous yelling was the noise they usually make over their

dead” (Morrill 1863:13-14).

Two days after the landing at Cape Cleveland, the Spitfire Expedition sailed

around Magnetic Island. Dalrymple noted the sand banks connecting the

island to the mainland and that:-

“.….natives and canoes were seen on the beach, and the smokes of their bush

fires rose from all parts of the island as we coasted its western side to our

anchorage between it and the mainland, in the south corner of Halifax Bay”

(Dalrymple and Smith 1860:24).

The following day (18 September 1860), the expedition sailed as far north as

19 degrees (about as far as Rollingstone), before deciding that the mouth of

the Burdekin River must lie to the south. The Spitfire was turned about and

that evening anchored in the south corner of Halifax Bay. Of the people of

southern Halifax Bay, Dalrymple wrote;-

“Numerous natives were seen all along the beach, and their smokes rose from

every part of the coast, hills, and islands towards the afternoon, rolling up in huge

volumes across the sun, tingeing every object with a lurid glare, and greatly

impeding our view of the country from the masthead” (Dalrymple and Smith

1860:25).
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On 19 September 1860, Dalrymple, Captain Smith and a shore party landed

at Cape Pallarenda and ascended its peak. Dalrymple described the “salt

water swamps, mud flats, and low plains, covered with large ant hills, [that]

stretched for some seven miles to the south” (Dalrymple and Smith 1860:25).

He also described the large population of Aboriginal people by whom he felt

increasingly threatened. Matters soon came to a head:-

“The whole coast country seems to swarm with blacks, whom we found here, as

elsewhere, very hostile..…From the hill top three large camps of them were seen

on the flat close below. They saw and saluted us with loud yells, sent away the old

men and gins with the camp equipage, and prepared for a move in our

direction..…Mr. Smith had just finished his observation on the hill-top, when a

number of these natives came over the shoulder, and seeing us descending, got

between us and the boats. At the bottom of the hill we had to descend about 30

feet of precipitous rocks right in the face of the natives, who poised their spears,

yelling and dancing in a very hostile manner, which for the safety of the party

obliged us to fire upon them, when they retreated. We made a slow and orderly

retreat to the boats, halting at intervals to face about and fire upon the more daring

who followed us up, throwing spears. We had just shoved off, when about forty

armed natives appeared on the beach, having crossed the hills by two different

routes to cut off our retreat” (Dalrymple and Smith 1860:25-26).

“The aborigines on Magnetical Island having watched the boats’ crews away from

the vessel, came down on the ‘Spitfire’, armed, in two canoes, but were repulsed

by Mr. Bousfield, by a discharge of the brass gun. Having completed the

examination of Halifax Bay, Mr. Smith weighed, stood round the island, and again

anchored in Cleveland Bay, which we also carefully explored” (Dalrymple and

Smith 1860:25-26).

Ethnographic sources indicate that the shores of Cleveland Bay were an

important foraging area that included Cape Pallarenda, the dunes, flats and

shores of the Town Common area, the riverine habitats of the Ross and Black

River corridors and the rich resources of Magnetic Island. Magnetic Island had
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a small relatively permanent population of its own, but there are many

indications that other Gurambilbarra people routinely used Magnetic Island.

Gurambilbarra people are placed in their country through the creation story of

Gabul, the Carpet Python, for whom the central place/site on the Townsville

mainland is the Ross River.

According to Heijm’s anthropological research, the Ross River formed an

important track of Gabul. Heijm’s account of the Gabul myth cycle for the

Herbert River and Ross River areas is outlined in summary below. A map

showing the track of Gabul is provided in Figure 3. The Gabul myth cycle

highlights the point that the Ross River forms a significant and integral part of

the Aboriginal cultural landscape, in a broad area of the coastline extending

from the Herbert River to Thuringowa.

“The Gabul story recounts the travels of Gabul or Carpet Python down the
Herbert River, through the Hinchinbrook channel to what are now the islands
of the Palm group and Magnetic Island, and up the Ross River. This cycle is
well known on the Palm Islands and to mainland families.

The Gabul cycle contains two distinct narratives. One tells of the creation of
the Hinchinbrook channel, the Palms and Magnetic Island, and the Ross
River. The other concerns the encounter of a Palm Islands’ Clever Man with
Gabul. The track of Gabul is much the same in both narratives. Gabul’s
travels began at a particular pool near Abergowrie. From here, Gabul created
the Herbert River, and then the Hinchinbrook Channel. After creating the
Hinchinbrook Channel, Gabul traveled southwards. Wherever the Snake
stopped to rest, the Snake’s excrement created an eminence. In this way,
Gabul created first Pelorus Island, then Orpheus, Fantome, Curacao, and
Great Palm Island. On Great Palm Island, Gabul made Bambu Creek and
stopped in one of its deep pools, called Deep Pool. When the daughters of the
Palm Islands people swam in Deep Pool, Gabul swallowed the prettiest of
them, the daughter of a Clever Man. The Old Man came to look for his
daughter. The others who had been swimming in the pool told him that Gabul
had eaten her. The Old Man followed the Snake’s track. It led him around the
back of Mt. Bentley and down Carpet Snake Creek, then to Barber, Esk,
Brisk, Falcon, Havannah, Rattlesnake, Saddle Back, Herald and Magnetic
Islands, each of them places Gabul had made as he rested.

The Old Man caught up with Gabul at the western point of Magnetic Island.
The Snake could see that the Old Man wanted revenge but said to him that he
didn’t want to be killed. The Old Man said he wanted his daughter back and
that he did not want to kill the Snake. So the Old Man used magic to make the
Snake disgorge the girl. Then he made the green ants clean the Snake’s belly
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slime from her body and used smoke to dispel the sickness. The Snake
continued up the Ross River. The Old Man and his daughter went back to
Great Palm Island. The girl’s mother had been gathering fire wood, but was so
overjoyed to see her daughter again that she had to be told not to drop her
bundles carelessly, but to put them down gently so as not to disturb the still
very sick girl.

From Magnetic Island, Gabul traveled to the mainland. A girl from the
mainland had been promised to the son of a senior lineage on Magnetic
Island, but the son would not wait for the girl to reach marriageable age. He
appealed to Gabul for help. Gabul took him to steal the girl. Gabul formed the
Ross River as they traveled. The son and the girl drowned on the journey
back to Magnetic Island. Gabul continued up the Ross River and eventually
traveled to the Mount Spec area” (as recorded and transcribed by N. Heijm
2003).

Our knowledge of Gurambilbarra use of the shores of Cleveland Bay will now

always be limited by the destruction of much of the prehistoric archaeological

record of the area. But documentary data reveals that the area was used

traditionally for foraging, living and other purposes. Townsville naturalist and

museum curator Keith Kennedy wrote of nearby Kissing Point:-

“.….In past years this locality was a camping place and one of the corroboree

grounds of the Aborigines, and Robertson (Bringa) gives a vivid description of a

corroboree which took place in 1884 when war correspondent, Sir Archibald

Forbes, visited Townsville. In those days the mangroves extended almost to the

base of the hill which constitutes the Point, and with the swamps on one side and

the sea on the other, a good supply of food was assumed to the natives. Now the

only evidence of their occupation is an occasional stone artefact found there”

(Kennedy 1948:31).

“Most of the Townsville middens have been destroyed by modern civilisation.

There was one on the strand near Landsborough St, but, during the last war

fortifications were built on the site, and all traces of the middens were obliterated.

Another, on Kissing Point, which was also a corroboree ground, has been

removed for reclamation of swamp land. At Pallarenda midden remains can still be

seen, also there are remains at the mouth of the Bohle Rivers” (Kennedy

1947:27).



31  

“…..Members of the club met at the Kennedy Museum of Music close by which is

built on the site of an aboriginal midden” (Kennedy 1948:31-32).

The reminiscences of Europeans who lived in Townsville and Magnetic Island

in its early years provide a somewhat richer picture of the regions cultural

significance. The first European settlers on Magnetic Island observed a

steady traffic of people canoeing over from Cape Pallarenda to forage on the

island2. If the tides were low enough - as they sometimes are in the spring - it

was possible to wade almost the whole distance from Kissing Point to

Magnetic Island, the final part of the journey requiring a short swim across the

channel just inside West Point. Some people did this in preference to using

canoes;-

“It was not uncommon in those days he [Harold Butler] said for the Cape Marlow or

Pallarenda tribe on the mainland to wade in the very low August tides from Kissing

Point to Townsville to the channel along side the Island. Irrespective of sea

monsters, then they swam this last lap to reach the Island and there hunt and pow

wow with their friends of that tribe. Occasionally these would return the visit, some

in like manner while others paddles across in their little bark canoes” (MacQueen

1952:8).

“Native canoes plied regularly across the channel separating West Point from

Cape Pallarenda on the mainland, as the early pioneers observed. There are signs

of Aboriginal middens remaining today - for example there is one in Florence Bay

where oyster shells were left in large numbers. Early settlers were also aware of

native camps and watering places behind Arcadia settlement and along the West

Point track which was their last refuge. Some mainland tribes used to wade out to

the channel from Kissing Point, Townsville, during the low spring tides, swimming

the last lap to their Island friends” (Porter 1983:15).

In pre-contact times, Gurambilbarra use of the Cleveland Bay coastline would

very likely have been associated with Wambaluna, a freshwater lagoon that

                                                  
2 The canoe of the region, called a wulguru, was constructed of three strips of bark sewn together with
lawyer cane. The design enabled covering fairly large distances-say those between Kissing Point and
the Palm Islands-by riding tidal currents.
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then existed in what is now North Ward. C.S. Rowe, who saw it in its pristine

state, described it as the “most desirable spot in Cleveland Bay” (Rowe 1931).

6.2.2 The Founding of Townsville and Early Settlement History

Early in November 1864 the partnership of Robert Towns and John Melton

Black set in motion their plans for the construction of Townsville. On 5

November, Black and a work party of sixteen men arrived at Cleveland Bay

(Black 1865).

“Ross Island and Magazine Island were in their original wild unimproved

condition. The latter was a bare rocky eminence, separated from Ross Island

by a saltwater channel. Ross Island was practically, except in certain parts, a

mere ti-tree swamp. A creek (also named Ross) was fordable near its mouth

at low tide and the mangroves on its banks spread across what is now

Flinders Street. The shallow waters of the creek were the haunt of the

crocodile and the adjacent bush harboured different tribes of hostile natives”

(Programme, Townsville Jubilee Carnival, quoted in Taylor 1980:14).

The exploring party set up camp at Wambaluna Lagoon (North Ward). C.S.

Rowe, a member of the founding expedition, described its magnificence:-

“The Cleveland Bay expedition was started in October1864. Sixteen men were

engaged to carry out the operations. W. A. Ross and myself set off with a bullock

team, via the head of Station Creek, thence over the range into the valley of Reid

River, and after negotiating a steep rocky pinch, we found fairly good travelling. At

the crossing we buried half a ton of iron; and this lightened our load. We then

proceeded to Ross River and camped in the vicinity of Aitkenvale. Next day rode

round Castle Hill and came to the lagoon near the beach, where we afterwards

formed our camp” (Rowe 1931).

“We arrived here on November 5th, 1864. The lagoon was then a delightful spot.

The beautiful clear water was surrounded by lofty trees, whose branches
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interlocked overhead; and on hot days its pleasant shade made it the most

desirable spot in Cleveland Bay” (Rowe 1931).

Having camped in the garden spot of the region, the expedition soon set

about razing it to the ground:-

“But when a saw-pit was set to work there was soon a great change. Most of the

fine trees were converted into building material which I carted away with a bullock

team. The cutting down of those trees seemed to me an act of vandalism, but I

was powerless to prevent it “ (Rowe 1931).

When Gurambilbarra people tried to stop the timber cutters, the invaders

responded with force3:-

“After our arrival at the lagoon, a log hut was constructed. But the men getting

timber in the bay further north were hunted away by the blacks. We had an

interview with those niggers, and requested them forcibly and firmly to keep to their

ground near Cape Marlow [Cape Pallarenda]. On this occasion the bay was

named after me - Rowe’s Bay” (Rowe 1931).

By December 1865, a little more than a year after the founding party had

arrived, Wambaluna and other lagoons on the coastal plain had all but dried

out:-

“The reporter with the Governor’s party noted that the lagoons were nearly all dried

up and water was being obtained from “a creek some two or three miles distant” or

                                                  
3 There are few records of the activities of the native police in Townsville. We know that native police
under Lieutenant Kennelly arrived soon after the founding party. On 21 November 1864 Black wrote to
Towns:

“I have had to supply the Native Police, who have been down here now for some ten days" (Black
1865).

Kennedy, an officer with the native police, records the slaughter of an old man near Gurambil
(Kennedy 1902:107-111).
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from wells near the beach4….In the vicinity of Kissing Point a German called

Robinson had established a vineyard”5 (Gibson-Wilde 1984:56).

In the first decades of Townsville’s existence, Kissing Point seems to have

marked a frontier between the town and the quarter to which the

Gurambilbarra were restricted. The city’s first municipal boundary in fact ran

just north of Kissing Point; joining the coast at Rowes Bay in the vicinity of the

present Rowes Bay Caravan Park. The boundary had been gazetted early in

1866, a few months after the first buildings went up (Gibson-Wilde 1984:63).

In 1869, the first move to “letting them in” was made when a party of

prominent “gentleman of Townsville” ventured to make peaceable contact with

the Cape Pallarenda people. Their efforts reflected a shift in the character of

the frontier engagement from open hostility to bringing Aboriginal people onto

the stations. The party set off in the direction of Cape Pallarenda. As the

following passage shows, after passing Kissing Point, they entered the ‘other’

domain:-

“The question at to the propriety of inducing the wild blacks to venture into the

town has been under consideration for some time past by a number of gentlemen

in Townsville, who answered it in the affirmative on Thursday last, when they

sallied forth with the intention of carrying their resolution into effect. The party

consisted of Dr. Callaghan; Messrs. W. A. Ross, Gardiner, and Johnson

Allingham. They were accompanied by a black boy, who is in the employ of Mr.

Allingham, and who is well acquainted with the language of the coast blacks. They

started at about nine o’clock in the morning, in the direction of Cape Marlow, and

just after leaving Kissing Point behind them, they came upon a few gins who were

digging yams for their lords and masters. A brief conversation with them resulted in

their expressing their willingness to come into town; but previous to doing so, they

offered to go in search of some of the male members of their tribe. The offer was

accepted, but the sable damsels searched in vain. The blackfellows were all too

                                                  
4 Gibson-Wilde cites the Port Denison Times 15 July 1865.
5 Gibson-Wilde cites Viator, "Mrs. C. Robinson - Townsville's oldest resident" Cummins and
Campbells December 1933:41
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closely planted, and the gins would not or could not find them. After wasting

several hours in a vain search for the black fellows, the party determined to make

their way into town with the captured gins, and report progress. Accordingly they

made tracks homewards, the gins following them, in much glee, apparently, at the

novelty of the situation in which they found themselves, They arrived at the back

yard of the Criterion Hotel shortly after dusk, and were regaled with beef and other

things congenial to their tastes; and about two hours afterwards Mr. James

Gordon, P.M. distributed blankets to them, giving one to each. They seemed to be

delighted with these presents, and promised to do all that lay in their power to

make their spouses return with them on an early date. They carried out their

promise on the following (last) evening, when they returned with five blacks, who

are to be supplied with blankets and sent to report to their fellows. It is to be hoped

that this experiment of introducing the blacks into town will not turn out a failure,

and that no attempt will be made to abuse the confidence they appear to possess

in the pacific intentions of the white man. We perceive that some uneasiness is

experienced in Bowen at the large number of blacks who have taken advantage of

the privilege which has been extended them of coming into town, and that it has

been resolved to send a telegram to the Government asking that the blacks may

be kept beyond a certain boundary, and urging the necessity for increased police

protection. This does not augur well for the success of the experiment in the

neighbouring town” (Cleveland Bay Express 1869b).

In the event, the Townsville Council repudiated the invitation a week later:-

“The Mayor [W.A. Alpin] stated that he had been called upon by the Police

Magistrate during the day to ask him to get an expression of opinion from the

Council as to the propriety of letting blacks into the town. He (the Mayor) stated

that as far as his opinion went he was quite adverse to allowing them in; but he did

not see how the Council could act in this matter”.

“Alderman Ross said he had also been called upon, and it was his opinion that the

blacks should be allowed within the precincts of the town during the day and be

made to camp out at night. He thought they should be permitted to fish and hunt
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about in order that they should not be compelled to starve. But so that this should

take place, security be given for their lives, that they should not be shot down”.

“Alderman Carter entirely disapproved of the blacks being admitted into the town.

The Town Clerk said that the first day they came in they rushed Mr. Brodziak’s

house and frightened his servant girls, besides having stolen a quantity of clothes

from Mrs. Higginson”.

“After some further discussion Alderman Carter moved:- That the members of the

Municipal Council express their entire disapprobation of allowing the wild blacks to

come in to town as they consider that they would become a public nuisance.

Alderman Coleman seconded the motion. Alderman Walker said that as Mr.

Gordon had brought the blacks into town he had better get them out again. He had

better give them the blankets furnished by the government for that purpose as a

removal of the black’s winter clothing from the courthouse would greatly improve

the appearance of that building”.

“Alderman Ross moved an amendment:;- That as this council had nothing

whatever to do with the blacks coming into town, no expression of opinion should

be given on the subject. As there was no seconder to the amendment the original

motion was carried” (Cleveland Bay Express 1869a).

Reports of Aboriginal people coming into the town are more frequent around

this time. According to the Townsville newspapers, their visits were not well

received:-

“Sergeant Higgins states that he came upon a camp near Mount Marlow [Cape

Pallarenda], containing upwards of 300 blacks, who evidently have, from the more

than usual substantial nature of their gunyahs, made up their minds for a long stay

in the favoured spot they have selected. It is a pity that they have been allowed

into the town, however, as their pilfering propensities and impudence are

becoming rapidly developed. Scarcely anything is too hot or too heavy for them to

carry away; and simply ordering them to depart from the vicinity of dwelling

houses, even when in a state of nudity, is absurd. They will not obey the orders of
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the dominant race in this particular unless enforced by the application of a stick or

some other offensive weapon to their backs, and then the chances are that the

blows are returned. It is very desirable that a few native troopers and an officer

should be stationed at or near the town, in order that our dark “brudders” may be

effectually kept within bounds” (Cleveland Bay Express 1870).

“Not even the precincts of the court house were held sacred by these marauders.

One of them made ingenious use of a spear to fish the cloth from the magisterial

table through the bars of the window, and were successful in carrying it away in

triumph” (Cleveland Bay Express 1869/06/05).

“…..On Thursday last some carriers looking for cattle on the plains discovered the

remains of two cows and one bullock that had been speared, and the cows were

recognized as having been the property of Mr. Comerford, the bullock being one of

a team belonging to Mr. Atkinson. Several other cattle were seen with spears in

them, and there is no doubt that the blacks have been making a regular foray”

(Cleveland Bay Express 1869/06/05).

The Townsville Council was still attempting to restrict the entry of Aboriginal

people into the town more than a decade later. In 1879, the municipal clerk

wrote to the Queensland Colonial Secretary on behalf of Mayor E.A. Head:-

“I have the honour by direction of the Mayor to solicit your assistance to prohibit

the blacks remaining within the Municipal Boundary before 6 a.m. during the week

and not at all on Sundays- Many of the blacks frequenting the town in daylight are

almost in a State of Nudity - There is no way of preventing these disgraceful

exhibitions without the assistance of those in authority. The Council, therefore,

respectfully request you to issue instructions to the police to the above effecting

order that they may rid the town of these nuisances” (Townsville Municipal Council

1879).

A newspaper report from 1876 indicates that the area around Kissing Point in

particular, continued to be occupied by Aboriginal people:-
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“Three Europeans undertook to do a little aboriginal canoeing on their own account

on Sunday afternoon and with that intent borrowed one of the darkey’s canoes that

was lying at Kissing Point. Their excursion came to a very speedy termination

however and not in the most satisfactory manner either for they had not proceeded

above a hundred yards from the shore when the canoe turned turtle and her crew

were naturally cast into the waves. Seeing the accident a number of darkies

rushed to the scene and succeeded in rescuing the shipwrecked mariners without

injury” (Townsville Herald 1876).

After about 1885, there are regular reports of Aboriginal people living along

the shores of Cleveland Bay. Kissing Point appears to have remained one of

the main camping/meeting places. One of the most detailed reports is

Robertson’s account of a “corroboree” held at Kissing Point in 1884. The

exact location of the corroboree place cannot be inferred from Robertson’s

account of it in his book Cooee Talks (Robertson 1928:92-95). Sir Archibald

Forbes (1838-1900), who received an invitation to the corroboree in 1884,

was likely to have been on a lecture tour of Australia when he visited

Townsville. Forbes had been the London Daily News’ foreign correspondent

and he had written a number of books, including a best-selling history of the

Afghan wars. His public lectures in which he recounted his war experiences

were popular events. Forbes was something of a celebrity - he said that his

tour of the colonies had earned him £12,000.

“Forty-four years ago [in 1884?] the late Sir Archibald Forbes, the famous war

correspondent, visited Townsville. At that time the Cleveland Bay aborigines were

numerous, and, on learning of the arrival of the Big Chief, they sent a runner with a

message-stick - a piece of brigalow about four inches long by half an inch in

diameter - bearing on it various hieroglyphics. This messenger had his body

painted skeleton fashion with white clay, and was fully equipped with native

weapons. Forbes smiled when he saw the fearsome-looking native, who gravely

handed him the message-stick. When asked to interpret the message, he did so

as follows:-“
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“Big corroboree to-night alonga camp, Kissum Point, you come longa mates”.

Then, pointing to some special marks at the end of the stick, he added: “This

pfeller say, bling blenty lum.”

“Forbes consented, and a party of friends, including myself, left the hotel that night

for the corroboree. It was one of those calm tropical moonlight nights, with a few

fleecy clouds passing lazily along and occasionally obscuring the brilliance of the

moonbeams. The scene of the corroboree was ideal. Looming in the background

was Castle-hill, abrupt, rugged, double-peaked. Underneath the ridge of Kissing

Point were the gunyahs of the Cleveland Bay tribe. In the foreground lay Magnetic

Island with its lofty ridges clearly cut against the moonlight. Between the island and

the beach was the large expanse of Cleveland Bay, the waters of which rippled

quietly.

A large fire was burning in the centre of the ground, and several smaller lights

flickered weirdly along the edge of the mangroves. Near the gunyahs the lubras

and milla-millas were seated on the sandy ground. They formed the orchestra,

beating time on the tightly rolled opossum rugs, resonant logs, and boomerangs.

The old warriors received the distinguished guest with a natural quiet courtesy, and

one very old chief made a speech of welcome, which was interpreted by one of the

blacktrackers. After a tot of rum had been served round the corroboree began.

The first item was a ceremonial dance performed by ten of the warriors, all of

whom were decorated skeleton fashion. It was said to be an ancestral dance of a

very ancient order. This was followed by a war-dance of a seemingly ferocious

character. How the opposing warriors missed killing one another was really a

marvel, as with each rush and quick thrust of the spears they just touched each

other’s breasts.

Other dances portrayed the hunting of various animals. In one instance it was the

chase of a kangaroo by four warriors, The kangaroo was represented by a fifth

man, who held no enviable position. At one phase of the chase the warriors, giving

a hoarse guttural call, threw their spears with such accuracy that two struck the

ground in front of the man’s shoulders, and two on each side of his waist, thus

pinning him.
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But the best item of the night was the Brolga-dance. There were about twenty

performers, decorated with streaks and daubs of white and red clay, with down

and feathers in their hair. They formed a circle, and, bowing their bodies towards

the centre, chuckled in undertones to the gentle tapping of the boomerangs and

the beating of the logs. They then danced with intricate movements and went

through a turn which resembled a set of quadrilles. In perfect time to a rising

accompaniment the performers threw out their arms, extended their necks down

and up, and cried in imitation of the brolga bird. Finally they whirled about, flapped

their arms and ended the dance abruptly as if by common impulse. This dance

impressed Forbes more than any of the others.

The whole programme was wonderful in its savage simplicity. The weirdly painted

natives, issuing from the dense blackness of the bush to perform the dances,

looked more like wraiths than human beings” (Robertson 1928:92-95).

Robertson also briefly describes another corroboree he attended on Ross

Island. An “old chief” made a speech of welcome for the author as he arrived,

but apparently later attempted to kill him (Robertson 1928).

In 1884 mangroves fringed the shoreline from Kissing Point into Rowes Bay,

and also along the coast to the south east of the point. Robertson’s

description of the corroboree scene (above) could equally apply to either

location. Around this time, or shortly afterwards, a new living place was

established at Rowes Bay near the mouth of Mundy Creek. It may be that

Robertson saw the Rowes Bay camp in its earliest years (see Figure 4).

The new camp was good for foraging, particularly for the “black prawn” and

Burdekin Plum that occurred there, but the Town Common and the shores of

Rowes Bay and Cape Pallarenda remained important foraging places. Cape

Pallarenda continued to be a favoured spot for oyster collecting and Shelley

Beach, on the northern shore of the Cape, for spear fishing. Initially the

Rowes Bay people had used gunyas - huts constructed of a framework of

cane arches thatched with grass. In subsequent decades, they began to use

sheet metal attached to timber frameworks, producing the humpy style of
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accommodation. The Rowes Bay people treated their camp as an exclusive

area and allowed few whites into its inner precincts. Conversely, the people

from the camp rarely ventured into the central part of Townsville, although

some of the children went to the Belgian Gardens State School.

The Cleveland Bay coastline continued in its role as a frontier place well into

the twentieth century.

“Notwithstanding all the condemnation which has been heaped upon the heads of

those unknown Townsville people-publicans and others-who supply aboriginals

with intoxicating liqueurs, the practice is still persisted in with impunity, and in

violation of the law of the land. The residents of the more populous parts of the

town may not have their sense of propriety at all shocked by this illegal practice, as

the darkies are generally too cute to make any demonstration in a locality where

they would be likely to attract the attention of the members of the Police Force.

The North Ward, however, seems to be the chosen place for the nocturnal orgies

of the drunken blacks, and unprotected women and children are continually scared

by the noisy and quarrelsome behaviour of the benighted wretches whose natural

state of mental and moral blindness has been made ten times worse by the

unscrupulous Christian whites who have dosed them with alcoholic liquors. There

is a spot between Mr. Whareham’s residence and Kissing Point where the blacks

congregate and make night hideous with their yells and maniacal howls. Of course

a constable is seldom seen in that lonely locality although it is within the municipal

boundary, so the niggers can do what they like and make themselves a

consummate nuisance and terror to the residents in that neighbourhood. In most

other civilised towns the aboriginals are compelled to leave the precincts of the

Municipality before dark, and why any exception should be made so far as the

Queen City of the North is concerned, we certainly cannot understand” (North

Queensland Herald 1892b).

In 1892, a new camp was established on Castle Hill (North Queensland

Herald 1892a). The Castle Hill camp was located above the present day

Stagpole Street until cyclone Leonta destroyed it in 1903. The people who

were living there are said to have moved to Rowes Bay at that time.
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By about 1902, Rowes Bay had probably become the largest of the

Townsville camps (Townsville Daily Bulletin 1902). It was arranged along a

spit that in those days extended northwards from Kissing Point and was

separated from the main shore at Rowes Bay by a mangrove swamp in the

outlet of Jason Creek. The mangroves provided seclusion and enabled

residents to control entry to the camp. After about 1900, bush foods were from

time to time augmented by rations drawn from the Townsville Aboriginal

Protector (Heijm 1991).

Oral history reports suggest that the population at the Rowes Bay camp

began to decline after about 1920. Some respondents attributed the decline to

the influenza epidemic of 1919. This is certainly possible, but no records of

the effect of the epidemics in the Townsville region have yet been found,

though adjacent areas were affected. The major factor for the decline was

probably the Queensland Government’s regime of forcibly “removing” people

not employed by Whites under employment “agreements”, mostly to the

settlements at Yarrabah and Palm Island. Working without an employment

agreement was the “reason for removal” most frequently given in the removal

records of the time. Records of removals from Townsville run from 1900 to

1974. They show that removals peaked in the years between 1916 and 1925

when 74 persons were transported. Some of the people we know from the

removals records to have been taken from Rowes Bay are ancestors of

Townsville’s contemporary Traditional Owner groups (Queensland

Department of Native Affairs 1915-1936).

The Rowes Bay population probably continued to decline until the outbreak of

World War 2 which brought Murri people back to Townsville to work. At the

end of the war, people from Rowes Bay started to move to Happy Valley, just

south of the main airstrip at Townsville Airport. Others moved to Garbutt

where they lived in Army barracks that had been taken over by the Housing

Commission. The Rowes Bay camp was forcibly disbanded in 1957 (Gibson-

Wilde 1991). Its demolition was probably linked to housing developments near

Cape Pallarenda. Some of the remaining residents moved to Happy Valley,

others to Garbutt or Roseneath near Mount Stuart.
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Heijm’s anthropological research also indicates that there were post-

settlement Murri camps in South Townsville among the sandhills of an area

once known as “Murder Island” (Heijm pers. comm.). Murder Island was not a

true island, but an area of sand hills and mangroves separated from Ross

Island by a tidal inlet known as Saltwater Creek. It included the area between

Benwell Road and Martin and Hubert Streets (now South Townsville), as well

as the old Rifle Range Reserve, now part of the Townsville Port lands. Heijm’s

informants also recalled another South Townsville camp located between

Boundary Street and Bundy Creek. When the area was subdivided for

housing after the turn of the century, Murri people continued to live there for a

time. One informant recalled being told by his grandparents of a “corroboree”

ground on the mud flat just southwest of where the “gutter” crosses Boundary

Street near the bowling green at Victoria Park.

None of Heijm’s informants could clearly recall when or how either of the two

Murder Island camps broke up. One informant noted that a Murri family

stayed on at Murder Island in the 1930’s at the spot where the powerhouse

was later built. Another informant reported that sand from Murder Island was

used in the construction of a sea wall around the Pilot Station on the

foreshores of the Townsville Harbour. The informant surmised that Murri

people camped on Murder Island would have been forced to move at that

time. The wall was under construction from about 1934 to 1938. It was

originally built of rock and rubble but in March 1937 a king tide accompanied

by a northerly swell caused damage along its northern section. Repairs were

made by “hand packing and cement grouting of the upper portion of the wall

for its full length” (Taylor 1980:145). In 1958, Pilot Hill itself was removed and

used as material to widen the Eastern Breakwater (Taylor 1980:181).

Some informants remembered a man known as ‘Wallaby Jack’ who resided at

the Murder Island camps. Wallaby Jack’s celebrity was no doubt partly

because he was crippled and unable to walk upright, but he seems to have

personally engaged many Townsville people. In an interview published in

Cummins and Campbell in 1934, Andrew Carroll claimed that Wallaby Jack

had lived on Melton Hill “up to the beginning of the present century” (Tramp
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[C.S. Jenkinson] 1934:51). Robertson’s story about him from 1881 suggests

that Wallaby Jack had a customary association with Ross Island (Robertson

1928).

Some of the best documentation of the location of post-contact camps around

Ross Creek is included in a “hookworm” report by Dr. Hastings Willis.

Hastings Willis had surveyed the incidence of hookworm in the Townsville

district as part of the Australian Hookworm Campaign. He reported that

hookworm was endemic on Ross Island and conjectured that the two foci of

incidence of the disease, one in the neighbourhood of Saltwater Creek on

Murder Island, the other near the mouth of Ross River, “owe their origin to the

old Aboriginal encampment on Ross Island”. He added, “there is still

considerable fouling of the ground in this area which is quite sufficient to

explain the continuance of the infectivity though the aborigines have been

moved elsewhere” (Hastings Willis 1921). He indicated the approximate

position of the “old” camp on a map accompanying his report (see Figure 5).

Both foci of hookworm incidence are therefore in areas remembered to have

been associated with Murri living places.

Highland (1993) notes that Ross Island was a long-standing Aboriginal

encampment area predating the 1920’s. Highland notes that by 1889 there

were two main living camps on the fringes of Townsville – one at North Ward

and the other at Ross Island. Langan (n.d.) reports that from about 1868 there

was a large native encampment on Ross Island and that the blacks in that

area were in the habit of regularly visiting other tribes who lived at Rowes Bay

and Cape Pallarenda. He reports that there was a rocky bar across Ross

Creek and at low tide the local Aboriginal people used it as a crossing place.

A well-published early photograph from circa 1870 shows an Aboriginal man

seated near the mouth of Ross River with Magazine Island (and fortifications)

in the background (see Lawrence 1989; Gibson-Wilde 1984; Taylor 1980).

An account dating from the 1870’s describes a large Aboriginal congregation

on Ross Island:-
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“On one occasion a large mob of blacks marched into Townsville and formed

a big camp on Ross Island, and it is rumoured that their intention was to set

fire to the town. They remained on the Island for about three days without

attempting any outrage, then the P.M. Mr. James Gordon, accompanied by

three or four townsmen, paid them a visit and persuaded the various tribes to

depart peaceably. A detachment of Native Police has been sent for, but on

their arrival they were ordered to return to their district”. (Souvenir Program

1913).

From early settlement times there are many accounts in the local Townsville

newspapers of Aboriginal people frequenting the area around the mouth of

Ross River and Ross Creek (see Annotated Bibliography by Heijm and

Bathgate in Bird 2003a). In many cases, post-settlement conflict appears to

have been the main reason prompting the newspaper reports. Some further

examples are provided below:-

• Port Denison Times, 12 January 1867.

Murris spearing horses pastured at Ross River.

• Queenslander, 16 February 1867

Murris spearing horses at Ross Creek. The horses were paddocked on Ross

Island and had crossed the Ross River.

• Queenslander, 12 June 1869

Large 'mob' of Murri's crossing from Ross Island to the beach but no

inclination to stay and headed towards Cape Marlow.

• Cleveland Bay Express, 5 June 1869

100 Murris (men, women and children) arrived at Ross Island then proceeded

to the mainland where they appropriated items of material culture. (See

similar account in Gibson-Wilde 1984:109 in June 1870).
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• Cleveland Bay Express, 12 June 1869

A Mr. Kelly who lived at Findlater's Dairy Farm on the south side of Ross

River robbed by 'wild blacks'.

• North Queensland Herald, 8 April 1896.

Two Murri men involved in a fatal fight at Ross River (suggests a camp in the

vicinity of Ross River).

• Townsville Daily Bulletin, 25 December 1902

A number of Murri groups from the immediate Townsville area received

rations on Christmas day. One group of nine men and one woman were

reported from Ross River. The reporter noted the gender imbalance among a

number of the groups - explained he said by the fact that many women were

employed as servants. This was reflected in the small number of children in

attendance.

• Townsville Daily Bulletin, 25 December 1902

“The Government performed a very kindly action yesterday afternoon, when

the aborigines of the district were presented with a liberal supply of nicely

assorted rations in commemoration of Christmas Day. Careful notice had

been given to the blacks, with regard to the gifts to be distributed, with the

result that the following numbers were in attendance at the appointed time:-

South Townsville, 11 males and 5 females; Rose Bay, 16 males and 12

females; Ross River, 9 males and 1 female; Aitkenvale, 16 males and 9

females. The difference of numbers between males and females was

particularly noticeable, but enquiry elicited the fact that a good many of the

latter were away, engaged as servants and so on. There were only half a

dozen picaninnies present with the poor attendance of the gins”.
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7. THE ABORIGINAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL RECORD

7.1 Cultural Heritage Register and Database Searches

A search of the Queensland Department of Natural Resources and Water

(DNRW) Cultural Heritage Register and Database is an established procedure

for cultural heritage investigations in Queensland, and it is one of the criteria

for addressing the Cultural Heritage Duty of Care Guidelines under the ACHA.

M. Bird submitted a search request for the Townsville Ocean Terminal project

area to DNRW on 26 March 2007.

In response to this search request, the DNRW advised the following:-

“…….no Aboriginal cultural heritage is recorded on the Cultural Heritage

Database and Register in your specific search area, from the data provided by

you. However, it is probable that the absence of recorded Aboriginal cultural

heritage places reflects a lack of previous cultural heritage surveys of the

area. Therefore, our records are not likely to reflect a true picture of the

Aboriginal cultural heritage values of the area”.

“All significant Aboriginal cultural heritage in Queensland is protected under

the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003, and penalty provisions apply for

any unauthorised harm. Under the legislation a person carrying out an activity

must take all reasonable and practical measures to ensure the activity does

not harm Aboriginal cultural heritage. This applies whether or not such places

are recorded in an official register, and whether or not they are located in, on

or under private land”.

“Aboriginal cultural heritage which may occur on the subject property is

protected under the terms of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003, even if

Natural Resources and Water has no records relating to it”.

This advice from DNRW is provided in Appendix 3 of this report (Email

correspondence dated 3 April 2007).
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Searches were also carried out of Federal cultural heritage registers and

databases, including the Australian Heritage Database and the Register of the

National Estate. There are no listings on the Australian Heritage Database for

the Ross Creek project area or surrounds.

The Register of the National Estate has one listing for the “Ross River to

Alligator Creek Coastal Area”. This area is listed as an ‘Indicative Place’ based

on its ‘Natural Values’. Cultural values are not included in this listing. The

“Ross River to Alligator Creek Coastal Area” is located outside the Townsville

Ocean Terminal project area. However, the northern boundary of this

‘Indicative Place’ (on the south bank of the Ross River) lies adjacent to the

project site. The listing includes “about 3,880 hectares comprising the coastal

plains east-south-east of Townsville from the south bank of Ross River to the

west bank of Alligator Creek, and including the area along the coast to 1 km

offshore”. The listing also notes that “Ross River south bank is an important

wildlife habitat”.

7.2 Previous Archaeological Research

Much of the following information relating to the Aboriginal archaeology of the

Townsville region has been sourced from unpublished consultancy reports for

Environmental Impact Studies or related impact assessment projects (eg: for

infrastructure development such as roads, powerlines, pipelines, residential

subdivisions, industrial developments, mining, etc). This section provides a

review of some relevant archaeological research to provide a contextual and

chronological framework for the current investigation for the Townsville Ocean

Terminal project.

This archaeological review is intended to provide an indication of the types,

density and distribution of known Aboriginal cultural sites and values along the

coastal fringes of Cleveland Bay. Specifically, this review refers to

documented archaeological evidence from nearby localities including Ross

River, Pallarenda, the Townsville Town Common and Kissing Point. More

detailed overviews of the archaeological record for the wider Townsville
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coastal plain and nearby offshore islands such as Magnetic Island, Palm

Island and Rattlesnake Island are reported in Bird (2003b, 2005), (Hatte

(1997) and Northern Archaeology Consultancies (2002). It should be noted

that it is by no means an exhaustive archaeological literature review.

Archaeological research in Townsville over the past two decades has recorded

a diversity of Aboriginal archaeological sites, including shell middens, stone

artefact scatters, rock shelters with paintings and cultural deposits, scarred

trees, stone quarries, ceremonial places and burial sites. By far, the most

common Aboriginal archaeological sites are coastal and estuarine shell

middens and low-density stone artefact scatters. The results of innumerable

archaeological investigations clearly show that coastal beach ridges and

hinterland granitic outcrops have the highest archaeological potential of all

landforms in the wider Townsville region.

Several previous archaeological investigations provide a chronological

framework for the Aboriginal occupation of the Townsville coastal plain. So far,

the majority of the known (coastal) Aboriginal archaeological sites date to

within the last 1,000 years. However, several hinterland sites (rock shelters

with intact well preserved cultural deposits) have revealed basal dates for

Aboriginal occupation of up to 4,000 years BP.

Brayshaw (1977, 1990) carried out pioneering archaeological research around

Townsville in the 1970’s. Excavations at a rock shelter at the base of Hervey

Range on the western perimeter of the Townsville coastal plain revealed basal

dates for Aboriginal occupation of 1,455 years BP (Brayshaw 1977). Human

bone representing up to eight individuals was recovered from the cultural

deposit.

Turtle Rock on Table Top Station is located on the summit of Hervey Range.

This site has been the subject of extended archaeological research by

Mardaga-Campbell and Campbell (1985) and Knight (1986). It is a large

granite overhang used by Aboriginal people at various times in the last 4,000

years as a burial site, a camping site, painting site and a ceremonial place.
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Lee Long (1990) undertook excavations at two granite rock shelters, one at

Cape Cleveland and the other in the Mount Elliott area. The Cape Cleveland

site (White Rock Bay 4) is located on the coast behind a mangrove-lined

shoreline. This shelter was found to contain a thick deposit of estuarine

shellfish with up to 20 different species represented in the deposit. A

radiocarbon date of 1,550 BP was obtained from charcoal within the floor

deposit. The Mount Elliott shelter is located on the lower slopes of the range

and was occupied at least 3,300 years BP.

The Townsville RAAF Base and Town Common are located on the coastal

plains to the north of the Ocean Terminal project area. Previous archaeological

surveys across the Town Common have located low-density shell middens and

stone artefact scatters on old dune ridges along the edges of freshwater

lagoons (in an environmental context not dissimilar to that which was likely to

have existed at Wambaluna Lagoon near Kissing Point) (Bird 2000).

Brayshaw (1977, 1990) has recorded several Aboriginal archaeological sites in

the vicinity of the Town Common. Several rock art sites containing paintings of

marine creatures in red ochre are located near Cape Pallarenda. These

paintings are located amongst granite boulders in rock shelters and overhangs

along the foothills of the Many Peaks Range. As well as marine-like creatures,

a number of the paintings depict oval or kidney-shaped ‘shield’ paintings with

distinctive and intricate patterns.

Two sub-surface beach ridge deposits containing what appear to be Aboriginal

shell middens have been identified and dated on the Town Common. The first

deposit has been dated to between 800 and 1,000 years BP (Hopley 1970;

Hopley and Murtha 1975). The second deposit, charcoal that was excavated to

a depth of about 70 cm, was dated to approximately 4,500 years BP (Belperio

1978).

Field surveys of the coastal plains within the Department of Defence RAAF

Base have located one Aboriginal archaeological site, a low-density shell

midden and stone artefact scatter (Bird 2000). The midden was located on the
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Town Common side of an existing fence line separating the RAAF Base

boundary and the Common. This site was discovered on an old raised dune

ridge and it consisted of several small, discrete scatters of shell eroding out of

the face of the dune. The edge of the dune ridge was cleared and truncated

by the fence line. Scatters of shell were observed over an area of

approximately 100 m along the dune face. At the time, it was considered

highly likely that additional shell material might remain buried within the beach

ridges.

As part of Bird’s (2000) cultural heritage study, there was an investigation to

gather oral history on the usage and Aboriginal significance of the area that is

now occupied by the RAAF Base and the Town Common (see also Hatte

1998). The results of the oral history investigations provided a clear indication

that the RAAF Base, formerly part of the coastal wetlands and saltpans, forms

part of a cultural landscape that is significant to Aboriginal people. Though the

Town Common has decreased in area since European settlement, its

significance to indigenous people is enduring. Oral history interviews with

Bindal and Wulgurukaba Elders at this time (1999-2000) confirmed that this

area has long been targeted as a rich hunting, gathering and fishing place.

A highly significant Aboriginal cultural heritage site has been recorded at

Sandfly Creek (on the Cleveland Bay coastline to the south of Ross River).

Archaeologists first recorded the Sandfly Creek Aboriginal burial ground in the

early 1990's. Hatte (1994) recorded at least ten human burials eroding from

secondary sand dunes along an old Holocene shoreline just south of the

mouth of Ross River. The burials were associated with other cultural material

including shell, stone artefacts, stone manuports and hearthstone. Following

Hatte's preliminary study, Bonhomme and Craib (1995) attempted to determine

the full extent of the burial site by using ground-penetrating radar to detect

possible sub-surface deposits of bone. The results of this latter work proved

inconclusive.

In March 2004 a cultural heritage study was carried out at the proposed Happy

Valley Reserve for Aboriginal Purposes (Bird, Heijm and Hatte 2004). This
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Reserve is located within 4 km of Ross Creek. Local Aboriginal people have

used Happy Valley as a camping place for almost a century (in conjunction

with the historical camps at Rowes Bay). Today, at any one time there may be

between 30 and 100 people living on the site.

While the cultural heritage survey at Happy Valley did not locate any

archaeological evidence for the prehistoric Aboriginal occupation of the area,

anthropological research revealed that this location has continuing high socio-

cultural significance to local Aboriginal people. Bird, Heijm and Hatte (2004:30)

summarized the cultural heritage values of Happy Valley as follows:-

• Contemporary manifestation of the unbroken history of Gurambilbarra;

• Heritage importance to many established Townsville Murri families - not

necessarily Traditional Owners - whose ancestral histories are

associated with Rowes Bay and Happy Valley;

• Symbolic and historical value as a focal place of the Townsville Murri

community’s aspirations for recognition of its identity and respect for its

cultural values;

• A place historically linked to a traditional living place of the Traditional

Owners of Townsville Gurambilbarra.

The cultural significance of Happy Valley is particularly relevant to the current

investigation at Ross Creek, as it highlights that there are enduring (complex

and integrated) indigenous cultural values along this sector of the Cleveland

Bay coastline (incorporating Ross Creek, Ross River, Rowes Bay, Kissing

Point and Cape Pallarenda). Bird and Heijm’s recent (2005) cultural heritage

report regarding the Aboriginal cultural heritage values of Kissing Point

(Garabarra) provides further confirmation that the Cleveland Bay coastline has

an enduring cultural significance to Aboriginal Traditional Owners.

A decade ago Hatte carried out a cultural heritage survey and assessment of

the Jezzine Barracks site at Kissing Point (Hatte 1995). The Terms of

Reference for this study were to assess whether any Aboriginal archaeological

sites or evidence for the prehistoric/historic Aboriginal occupation of this area
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could still be identified on the site. In particular, anecdotal and historical

reports of Aboriginal middens at Kissing Point (eg: Kennedy 1947) were to be

investigated and verified during the field survey.

No archaeological evidence for significant Aboriginal cultural heritage sites or

materials was found during the 1995 cultural survey at Jezzine Barracks. Hatte

concluded “in spite of the documented history and oral accounts of the

Aboriginal usage of the site, there is no longer any physical (archaeological)

evidence of this usage” (Hatte 1995:5). No evidence of Kennedy’s (1947)

reported shell middens (or associated stone artefacts) was discovered during

the field investigations, despite searches of locations assessed as being likely

places for these campsites to occur.

Hatte noted that the greatest impediment to the long-term survival and

preservation of Aboriginal cultural sites at Kissing Point was the prolonged

history of disturbance and landscape modification. Jezzine Barracks has been

the site of continuous military activity for over a century. Historical research

indicates that the military use of the site dates to the early 1880’s when a

timber battery was constructed on the headland. By 1889 the fort was under

construction and there were several other buildings on the site (barracks,

sergeants quarters and officers quarters). The site was used intensively in

World War 2 as a Radio Direction Finding Station.

Hatte (1995) noted that the entire area had been subject to extensive

alteration for the installation of buildings, car parks, pathways, terracing and

other infrastructure (including a firing range on the northwestern corner of the

site). The summit of the headland at Kissing Point had been extensively

excavated (to a depth of several metres) for the construction of the fort over

100 years ago. Ethnohistorical information indicates that parts of the site have

been subjected to extensive filling since European settlement (eg: Kennedy’s

reference to the reclamation of swamplands near Kissing Point) (Kennedy

1947).
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Today, the site contains the 1891 coastal fortifications (now a museum),

several World War 2 buildings, a bellman hanger, training depot and office

buildings, a parade ground and numerous small ancillary buildings. Hatte

concludes “the site has been transformed within the last 100 years or more

from an Aboriginal landscape into a European one” (Hatte 1995:5). In short,

the potential for locating intact Aboriginal archaeological sites (in either surface

or subsurface deposits) within the Jezzine Barracks project area was

assessed as very low.

Hatte’s (1995) report referred to some uncorroborated local reports that

indicated that until the 1950’s and possibly later, an Aboriginal fish trap

constructed of stone was visible on the flats just off the shoreline on the

western side of Kissing Point, between the headland and Rowes Bay (Hatte

1995:4). Subsequent field inspections (in 1995) found no traces of a possible

stone-wall fish trap in this area. Hatte suggested that while it is no longer

possible to establish the validity of this report, this would appear to be a

suitable location for a fish trap. A number of fish traps exist at similar locations

along the mainland coast and on nearby offshore islands such as Palm Island,

Rattlesnake Island, Orpheus Island and Hinchinbrook Island (Hatte and Heijm

1999; O’Keefe 1991; Campbell 1982). If a fish trap were at one time located at

Rowes Bay, it could quite conceivably have been destroyed during cyclone

Althea in 1971, when much of the coastline and some of the road between

Rowes Bay and Cape Pallarenda were washed away (cf. Bird 1992).

Detailed cultural surveys along the channel of Ross River were carried out in

2003 for the Thuringowa Council’s Riverway Project (Bird 2003a). While the

cultural surveys did not locate any tangible Aboriginal archaeological sites on

the riverbanks, the Traditional Owners reported that the river maintains a high

level of cultural significance to them. While landscape disturbance and

modification since European settlement have greatly altered the natural

landscape along the river channel, the cultural significance of the river to the

Traditional Owners has not diminished (Bird 2003a). Both archaeological and

ethnographic records indicate that major watercourses such as Ross River

were focal points for Aboriginal subsistence and settlement, in the immediate
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post-contact and settlement period. In pre-contact times there is no doubt that

Ross River and Ross Creek would have provided a plethora of natural

resources, playing an important role in the local Aboriginal economy and

subsistence cycles.

A number of archaeological sites have been recorded in hinterland areas

along the channel of Ross River. Two rock shelters containing Aboriginal

paintings are located on the foothills of Mount Stuart Range, overlooking the

Ross River. Paton and Hatte (1998) have carried out detailed recording of the

rock paintings. According to them the paintings (at site MSTA 5) fall naturally

into five sections or panels. The predominant motif is the human, possibly

male, stick figure which is concentrated in several loose linear arrangements

along the front of the shelter. Panels 1 and 3 have approximately 168 stick

figures, with 66 others on the central panel of the rear wall among or

superimposed over other motifs. Several other figures appear to occur

exclusively at this site, including a white hatched and dotted figure and a

possible female figure which is located in the centre of the rear wall. One

kidney-shaped ‘rainforest shield’ painting was also identified at this site. At

least four shades of red were noted, especially among the stick figures. This

may be attributed either to the use of different coloured ochres and may

indicate a series of painting sessions, but it may also be attributed to the

effects of natural weathering processes such as percolation through the rock,

and salt or oxate deposition over different figures.

Rock paintings at site MSTA 3 are distributed along the northeastern and

southern faces of the rock shelter, again overlooking the Ross River. The main

painting is a red linear figure extending from approximately 2 to 8 m from the

eastern corner. This linear figure is the only known example of such a motif in

the Townsville region. Several unidentifiable figures are located closer to the

corner, close to or covered in a black film which has tentatively been identified

as oxalate.

In 1985 Brayshaw carried out an assessment of a 200-hectare site at Stuart for

a proposed phosphate terminal. A pipeline route extending north across the
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Ross River to South Townsville was also surveyed. Brayshaw discovered two

scarred trees at Stuart which she described as "shield or container sized

scars" (Brayshaw 1990:163). Brayshaw generally noted a high degree of

landscape disturbance on the southern side of the Ross River:-

......"to the south (of Ross River) there has also been disturbance -

transmission lines, old and new sewage treatment plants, post contact

habitation and clearing for grazing" (Brayshaw 1985:6).

Horsfall (1987) and Border (1991) carried out an assessment in connection

with the proposed relocation of the Queensland Rail marshalling yards to

Oonoonba and Stuart. Horsfall recorded several small shell scatters of no

more than one dozen shells near mangrove-lined tidal creeks to the north and

south of Ross River. One scarred tree was located near the Townsville City

Council sewage treatment plant to the west of Sandfly Creek. Most middens

consisted of Saccostrea spp.  (rock oysters) and Telescopium telescopium.

Some sites contained flaked glass pieces indicating post-contact site

establishment.

Border's (1991) surveys in the Stuart area traversed the coastal plain between

Stuart Creek and the Ross River. He noted that the main historical feature of

the area was its use as a World War II military camp. He noted the presence

of concrete slabs, the remains of a vehicle repair workshop and old military

vehicles. Border concluded that:-

"No archaeological sites or materials were found in any of the surveyed areas.

Past archaeological surveys, and this study, suggest that archaeological sites

are rare in coastal wetlands or seasonally flooded environments and those

that do exist are likely to be superficial and of recent age" (Border 1991:9).

Gorecki (1995) has undertaken an archaeological survey of the low coastal

plains around the Ross River. His survey was focused around the banks of

the Ross River at Idalia, and particularly the site of the old Ross River

Meatworks. Random and stratified slow vehicle traverses and foot surveys
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were conducted over grazing lands on the Ross River Meatworks Holdings

and extending north easterly to Oonoonba. No Aboriginal archaeological sites

were located. Gorecki noted:-

"An overall assessment of the landscape, including its severe modification and

land use, suggests that the likelihood of finding Aboriginal relics away from the

(Ross) river bank is extremely remote; further the likelihood of finding relics in

an undisturbed context is virtually nil" (Gorecki 1995:16).

An article in the Townsville Naturalist in 1970 describes an “Aboriginal stone

artefact mine” near the channel of Ross River. This quarry site is described as

being located on a small hill near the Ross River not far from the Aitkenvale

Reserve. The hill rises to some 50 feet above the surrounding coastal plain

and consists of weathered granite and basalt. The basalt apparently shows

evidence of having been quarried. A few “hammerstones and roughly shaped

axe blanks” were found on the site (Anonymous 1970).

8. ABORIGINAL CULTURAL VALUES OF THE PROJECT AREA

8.1 Feedback from Aboriginal Stakeholders

As noted, much of the direct feedback from Traditional Owners regarding the

Townsville Ocean Terminal project was compiled during the project meeting

and site inspection on 11th May 2007. The detailed Minutes of this meeting are

presented in Appendix 2. A summary of the main discussion points, concerns

and issues relative to cultural heritage and other matters is presented below.

• Aboriginal cultural values of the project area

The Traditional Owners reported on the enduring cultural significance of

Cleveland Bay, Ross Creek and Ross River. They noted that the coastline has

significance as a ‘dreaming place’ and as important fishing and hunting

grounds in pre-contact and post-contact times. Several Traditional Owners

referred to the ‘big Murri camps’ that were once located along the shores of
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the bay and along Ross River. They noted that the traces of these camps are

‘long gone’ as a result of the modern disturbance of the landscape. Despite

the prolonged impacts to the physical and cultural integrity of the Cleveland

Bay coastline the Traditional Owners asserted that they maintain an active

interest in land management and land development issues in their homelands

(incorporating both land and sea country).

• Potential pollution of the environment

Some concerns were raised about the future impact of pollution within

Cleveland Bay as a result of the Ocean Terminal project and associated

residential development and increased (marine) traffic. Traditional Owners

noted that spillage of oil and diesel within Ross Creek has occurred without

any apparent policing. They noted their concerns regarding long-term impacts

to waterways, fish habitat and marine species such as dugong and turtle.

Feedback presented at the meeting by C&R Consulting was that potential

pollution impacts are being included and addressed as part of their

environmental report (C&R Consulting 2007). Future environmental monitoring

of water quality, etc will also be required as part of the EIS process for the

development project.

• Potential impacts to flora/fauna

Similarly, Traditional Owners raised concerns about potential impacts to the

local environment and specifically flora and fauna within Cleveland Bay (eg:

sea grass beds, turtle and dugong populations, fish habitat and fish species,

offshore reefs, etc).

Again, feedback presented at the meeting by C&R Consulting was that these

various potential environmental impacts are to be included and addressed as

part of their environmental report (C&R Consulting 2007). Future

environmental monitoring programs are being recommended for the

development project. Traditional Owners will have the opportunity to review
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and provide their feedback on the environmental reports and all other reports

compiled during the EIS process.

• Recognition of the Traditional Owners

The Traditional Owners noted that they would like to be acknowledged and

recognized as the original inhabitants of the Townsville region in some

appropriate way as part of the development project (such as street names or

signage in the Ocean Terminal or Aboriginal art in the parklands associated

with the residential development, etc.). Some Traditional Owners noted that

they would like international tourists passing through the Ocean Terminal to

“learn something about Traditional Owners and Aboriginal culture”.

It is understood that such issues are being addressed as part of the ongoing

discussions between the Traditional Owners and the proponent for the Native

Title (ILUA) negotiations for the proposed project.

• Archaeological potential of sub-tidal areas and cultural monitoring

Some Traditional Owners feel that there is considerable potential for locating

sub-tidal archaeological sites or finds within the Ocean Terminal project area.

Comparisons were made between the Ocean Terminal project site and the

archaeological finds on the Nelly Bay (Magnetic Island) reef flat during

construction of the Nelly Bay Harbour project. Several Traditional Owners feel

that there is some residual archaeological potential in sub-tidal deposits, and

therefore cultural monitoring of the development operations is warranted

(when sub-tidal areas are drained and exposed at the time of construction; see

detailed discussion on this issue in Section 9). There was considerable

discussion on the best means to undertake cultural monitoring, where it should

be targeted (eg: to the underlying hard-packed clay deposits rather than the

recent overlying soft sediments [‘ooze’]), and the timing and logistics of

implementing a monitoring program.
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• Employment, Training, Tendering and Other Opportunities

The Traditional Owners indicated that they would like to enter into discussions

with the development proponent regarding future opportunities in employment

and training as part of the construction and operational phases of the

development project. They also indicated that they would like to have the

opportunity (and receive assistance from City Pacific where appropriate) to

tender for contracts associated with the project (eg: landscaping and

revegetation works, security, cleaning, building works, management positions,

etc).

8.2 Identified Aboriginal Cultural Values

This cultural heritage study has provided clear evidence that the Cleveland

Bay coastline, including the Townsville Ocean Terminal project area at Ross

Creek, has significant Aboriginal cultural heritage values. This evidence comes

from various sources including ethnography, ethnohistory, anthropology, oral

history, the Aboriginal archaeological record, and most importantly, from the

Aboriginal Traditional Owners themselves.

The criteria Aboriginal people use to assess cultural significance is usually

quite different from that used to make scientific significance assessments.

Significance assessments by Aboriginal people may be based on traditional,

historical, contemporary and other cultural values. In some instances the

scientific significance assessment of a site may not be consistent with

Aboriginal people’s perceptions and evaluations of a site. The Aboriginal

cultural heritage values of a site or place may override other forms of

significance assessment. Aboriginal people’s perception of a site’s

significance may have no relationship to the size or complexity of the site.

That is, sites considered as highly significant to Aboriginal people may include

single artefacts, small, diffuse sites, or large complex sites.

In addition to tangible archaeological sites, sites of significance to Aboriginal

people may include natural features or other components of the landscape
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(eg: mountain ranges, river systems, particular stands of vegetation, story

places, ceremonial sites and Dreaming tracts). It is important to note that the

Traditional Owner’s perception of ‘cultural heritage’ extends beyond just the

physical or tangible archaeological record. To Aboriginal people, the

significance of their homelands is most often manifested in their enduring

‘connection to country’, rather than tangible archaeological sites or artefacts.

Burke et. al. (2000:38) note that “generally speaking, virtually all of the land

has some inherent significance for Aboriginal people, although sacred and

secular sites can possess special Aboriginal significance” (cf. Ross 1996).

Under the Federal Environment Protection Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999

(EPBC Act) the ‘indigenous heritage significance’ of a place refers to a

“heritage value of the place that is of significance to indigenous persons in

accordance with their practices, observances, customs, traditions, beliefs or

history”.

The Aboriginal cultural heritage values of the Townsville Ocean Terminal

project area and surrounds are summarized as follows:-

• The study site is part of Gurambilbarra traditional homelands. It remains

a significant component of the Aboriginal cultural landscape

(incorporating both land and sea country) of the greater Townsville

region. The Traditional Owners retain an enduring ‘connection to

country’ and they describe the area as having immeasurable cultural

and spiritual values. Their ‘connection to country’ has not diminished

despite the historical dispossession of land and despite the dramatic

alterations to the physical and cultural integrity of the natural landscape

since European settlement;

• Ross Creek and Ross River have Aboriginal language names – Ross

Creek “Cal’ghimg’a” (Galgimga) and Ross River “Cal’bee’dee’ra”

(Galbidira) (after Price 1885 with phonemic transcriptions by N. Heijm).

These language names are in themselves of significant heritage value
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as very few language names survive for local landforms and landmarks

in the Townsville region;

• Ross Creek and Ross River are integral components of the local

Aboriginal creation story – the Gabul (Carpet Python) myth cycle -

which explains the creation (and configuration of the landscape) of the

Halifax Bay and Cleveland Bay coastlines;

• The wider project area (Ross Creek, Ross River and Ross Island) was

used traditionally for fishing, foraging, camping and for other cultural

purposes. There is some evidence that it was a popular meeting place

for large gatherings of people and that corroborees were sometimes

held in this area. It formed part of a large foraging and living area on the

Cleveland Bay coastline that included Cape Pallarenda, Rowes Bay,

the Town Common, Ross River channel and Magnetic Island;

• Land areas immediately adjacent to and surrounding the Cleveland Bay

coastline contain tangible archaeological evidence for the Aboriginal

use and occupation of this landscape, in the form of shell middens,

stone artefacts, scarred trees, rock shelters with paintings, ceremonial

sites and burial places. It is reasonable to assume that much

archaeological evidence has been obliterated by the prolonged

European settlement and alteration of this landscape (especially along

the coastal fringe) and that many more archaeological sites once

existed along the shores of the bay;

• Current archaeological evidence indicates that the Gurambilbarra

people occupied this part of the Townsville coastline in the late

Holocene period (over at least the last 4,000 years BP);

• Ross Creek, Ross River and Ross Island represented one of the

frontiers between European and Aboriginal societies in the first decades

of Townsville’s existence. The picture that emerges from the historical
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record is that Aboriginal people continued to occupy this area for some

decades following the European occupation of Townsville;

• The project area continues to be visited today by local Aboriginal

people, mainly for the purposes of fishing and recreation.

9. ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL CULTURAL HERITAGE IMPACTS

This cultural heritage investigation has provided clear evidence that the

Townsville Ocean Terminal project site is located within a broad area that

retains significant Aboriginal cultural heritage values. As assessment of the

potential impacts of the proposed project on these identified cultural heritage

values is outlined below. The assessment of impacts is based on two main

criteria:- i). potential impacts to Aboriginal cultural values, and ii). potential

impacts to the Aboriginal archaeological record.

• Impacts to Aboriginal Cultural Values

All development projects along the Cleveland Bay coastline have the potential

to negatively impact on the Aboriginal cultural heritage values of this

significant cultural landscape. Consultation with Traditional Owner

representatives during the course of this investigation has generally indicated

that they have no major cultural heritage objections to the Townsville Ocean

Terminal development project. This is despite the fact that this project will

significantly alter the current configuration of the coastline with reclamation of

land and construction of additional breakwaters and residential areas, albeit

within an already disturbed site.

The Traditional Owners generally feel that the current project will have no

greater impact on cultural values than the many previous development

projects which have resulted in dramatic alterations to the original

configuration of the coastline and waterways. As previously noted, reclamation

and construction works for the Townsville Port have been undertaken

periodically since the European settlement of Townsville in the 1860’s (Taylor
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1980). In more recent times major development works have been undertaken

for the Strand redevelopment, construction of the Casino Complex and

Townsville Entertainment Centre, marina and breakwaters. Despite these

many developments and alterations to the landscape Aboriginal people

maintain their ‘connections to country’. In short, the development of the

Townsville Ocean Terminal project will not diminish the enduring cultural

significance of Cleveland Bay and its waterways to the Traditional Owners.

Throughout this investigation the Traditional Owners have reiterated that they

maintain an active interest in ‘caring for country’. On this basis, they wish to

take an active role in managing the cultural heritage and environmental values

of the project area. Perhaps the greatest potential impact of the development

project on cultural values is its potential for negative impacts to the local

environment from pollution, impacts to fish habitat, etc. Any such impacts

could have an effect on Aboriginal people’s continued use of the area for

cultural practices such as fishing and foraging. At the same time, several

Traditional Owners have noted that the proposed project could have benefits

to the Aboriginal (and wider Townsville community) in providing increased

public access to offshore areas for fishing through the construction of

additional (pedestrian) breakwaters. As already noted, potential environmental

impacts associated with the proposed project form part of the EIS

investigations being undertaken by C&R Consulting (2007), together with other

environmental and engineering assessments as part of the overall EIS.

• Impacts to the Aboriginal Archaeological Record

During this cultural heritage investigation some Traditional Owners have

raised concerns about the potential impacts of the project on any Aboriginal

archaeological sites that might remain in sub-tidal deposits. It must be said

that from an archaeological point of view the potential for intact archaeological

sites or materials to occur in the sub-tidal zone within the boundaries of the

project area is assessed as extremely low. The reasons for this archaeological

assessment are outlined below:-
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• The shores of Cleveland Bay and sub-tidal areas in the vicinity of Ross

Creek have been subject to prolonged disturbance and modification

over a period of some 150 years (see Taylor 1980). The area has

undergone significant modification through the reclamation of land,

construction of the existing Casino Complex, Mariners Drive Peninsula

and the Port Western and Northern Breakwaters. In addition, the

regular deposition and build up of sediments in the bay means that the

Townsville Port area is regularly dredged to maintain a navigable

access channel for vessels;

• Geomorphological information indicates that sub-tidal deposits in the

project area consist of a hard-packed clay layer (dating to a maximum

age of some 6,000 years at relative sea level stabilization), overlain by

a thick (1.3 to 3 m) layer of recent soft sediments described as ‘ooze’

(C. Rasmussen pers. comm., C&R Consulting). The upper recent layer

of ‘ooze’ is assessed as having no archaeological potential. If any

residual archaeological potential does exist in the project area, it is only

likely within the late Holocene layer of hard-packed clay sediments;

• Having said this, the potential for locating archaeological materials in

this context must be assessed as extremely low. Long-term

preservation of inorganic materials (such as stone artefacts) in sub-tidal

deposits is problematic, especially given the site’s taphonomic history

and the very high levels of previous disturbance (and the considerable

potential for displacement). Apart from the preservation and taphonomic

factors, there is also the issue of visibility and the sheer difficulty of

detecting archaeological remains or deposits in this context. This is

assuming that archaeological remains have survived sea level rise and

local fluctuations in sea level (cf. Belperio 1978; Hopley and Murtha

1975);
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• Some Traditional Owners have raised the issue of the archaeological

remains (Aboriginal stone artefacts) found at the Nelly Bay Harbour

development site on Magnetic Island and the possibility for similar

archaeological finds within the Townsville Ocean Terminal development

site (cf. Gorecki and Greer 1988; Mardaga-Campbell, Greer and Hatte

1989; Northern Archaeology Consultancies 2002). From an

archaeological perspective there is very little similarity between the two

locations, and particularly their archaeological and geomorphological

contexts. The stone artefacts at Nelly Bay were discovered on an old

emerged intertidal reef flat, probably dating to 5 or 6,000 years ago. At

the Ocean Terminal project site there is no emerged intertidal reef. The

project site is located wholly within a sub-tidal, highly disturbed marine

environment;

• Because the Traditional Owners have raised this issue as a potential

concern for the proposed project, City Pacific has advised that it will

consider implementing a cultural monitoring/site inspection program for

the development project. Further discussions regarding the proposed

monitoring program are to be undertaken between the proponent and

the Traditional Owners once a detailed development plan becomes

available (see Recommendations in Section 10);

• Since relative sea level stabilization some 6,000 years ago there is no

doubt that Aboriginal people occupied and utilized the coastal fringes of

Cleveland Bay, including the Ross Creek project area. As already

noted, the inherent difficulty in locating traces of this early occupation

along the present shoreline is the high degree of disturbance which has

occurred from both modern developments (over the past 150 years),

and ongoing natural geomorphic processes. Areas we know to have

been frequented by Aboriginal people, at least in the early settlement

period, were the immediate coastal fringe, the mouth of watercourses

and associated sand bars, mangrove forests, sand dunes and beach

ridges. All of these areas have been subject to dramatic change over

time;
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• Geomorphological evidence indicates that the mouths of Ross Creek

and Ross River have probably changed over the last several thousand

years, as well as since European settlement. The project area has been

subject to periodic cyclonic events, some of which have altered the

configuration of the coastline and its archaeological record (cf. Bird

1992). Many areas along the Cleveland Bay coastline that were

inhabited by Aboriginal people no longer exist as a result of modern

development and landscape modification. For example, from the

ethnographic record we know that large camps of Aboriginal people

resided at Murder Island and Magazine Island. These areas were

obliterated for ensuing developments, no doubt along with their

prehistoric archaeological record. Where archaeological evidence does

survive on the coastal fringe it is generally located in the more outlying

areas of Townsville City (eg: Sandfly Creek burial ground to the south of

Ross River).

In conclusion, from a purely archaeological perspective it is predicted that it is

highly unlikely that the proposed Townsville Ocean Terminal development

project will have any major detrimental impacts to the Aboriginal

archaeological record of Cleveland Bay (either along the coastal fringe and

foreshore, or within the sub-tidal marine zone).
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10. PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation 1:

The Traditional Owners maintain their concern that Aboriginal archaeological

sites or materials might remain in sub-tidal deposits within the Townsville

Ocean Terminal project area. Specifically, they are concerned that

archaeological deposits might exist within the layer of (late Holocene) firm

clay, currently overlain by recent deposits of soft sediments (‘ooze’). On this

basis, they request that a cultural monitoring/site inspection program for the

lower clay deposits be implemented once the development site is drained. It is

recommended that there be further discussions between the Traditional

Owners and the proponent regarding the timing, duration and logistics of

cultural monitoring, once the proponent and/or their contractors have devised

a detailed construction management plan, post approval.

It is noted that from a purely archaeological perspective the overall potential

for locating intact Aboriginal archaeological sites or materials within the sub-

tidal project area is assessed as extremely low. On this basis, from an

archaeological point of view, it is considered that cultural monitoring of

development operations is highly unlikely to result in any major or significant

Aboriginal cultural heritage sites or finds.

Recommendation 2:

In the unlikely event that any Aboriginal cultural heritage sites, materials or

values are discovered during development operations, the following

recommendation should apply:-

All development work and other activities at that location should cease,

pending a thorough inspection of the find/s by Traditional Owner

representatives. Optimally, the finds should be demarcated and protected

from any potential impacts with pegs, flagging tape and/or other appropriate

temporary barriers with a reasonable buffer area around them (the

‘reasonable’ buffer zone to be determined by the Site Supervisor or other

appropriate on-site personnel). Development work can continue outside the
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demarcated buffer zone. Following their assessment of the find/s, the

Traditional Owners will provide advice on appropriate management action.

Depending on the cultural significance of the find/s, the Traditional Owners

and/or the development proponent may wish to seek independent technical

advice from the project archaeologist and/or the Cultural Heritage

Coordination Unit, Department of Natural Resources and Water. Development

work at the location of the finds should not recommence until appropriate

cultural heritage management action has been implemented to the

satisfaction of all stakeholders.

Recommendation 3:

In the highly unlikely event that human skeletal material is discovered during

development works, it is recommended that all development operations cease

immediately within 100 m of the remains. Optimally, the finds should be

demarcated and protected from any potential impacts with pegs, flagging tape

and/or other appropriate temporary barriers. The Queensland Police, Cultural

Heritage Coordination Unit of the Department of Natural Resources and

Water, as well as Aboriginal Traditional Owner representatives should be

contacted as a matter of urgency. Currently, the Queensland Police,

Department of Natural Resources and Water and Aboriginal Traditional

Owner groups have established policy and procedures to ensure that

confirmed indigenous burials are treated in a manner consistent with

Aboriginal traditions. Minimal disturbance to the remains should be a priority,

and advice should be sought from Aboriginal Elders on ways to deal with the

material in a culturally appropriate and sensitive manner. A copy of the

Department of Natural Resources and Water ‘Draft Burial Policy’ is available

from DNRW and/or the project archaeologist.
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Recommendation 4:

Personnel and contractors involved in the development project should undertake a

cultural heritage induction prior to commencement of development operations.

Workers must be provided with information on the types of Aboriginal cultural

heritage sites likely to be found in the project area, along with specific guidelines to

follow in the event of the discovery of cultural finds, or suspected cultural finds.

Workers should be fully appraised of the provisions of the Aboriginal Cultural

Heritage Act 2003 and in particular, the ‘Duty of Care Guidelines’ under this

legislation.

Recommendation 5:-

During the course of this cultural heritage study the Traditional Owners have

raised some concerns regarding environmental aspects relating to the

proposed development project (such as potential impacts to sea grass beds,

fish habitat, water quality, pollution, dugong and turtle populations in Cleveland

Bay, etc). On this basis, the Traditional Owners request that they have the

opportunity to review and provide feedback on environmental reports compiled

as part of the EIS process.

It is noted that all expert reports compiled for the development project will be

made available to the Traditional Owners and to the general public for review

and comment as part of the EIS process for the project.

Recommendation 6:

The Traditional Owners have requested that City Pacific Limited enter into

further discussions with them regarding future employment, training, tendering

and other potential economic opportunities for the construction and operational

phases of the development project. In particular, the Traditional Owners would

like to seek assistance from City Pacific Limited in tendering for future

contracts associated with the project (eg: landscaping and revegetation works,

building works, cleaning contracts, security contracts, caretaking and

management roles, etc).
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Recommendation 7:-

As per the provisions of Part 7 of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003

(ACHA) it is recommended that the above-listed recommendations are

incorporated into a Cultural Heritage Management Plan (CHMP) for the

proposed development project, to be signed by the ‘endorsed Aboriginal

parties’ (or their nominated representatives) and representative/s of City

Pacific Limited.

Recommendation 8:-

The Traditional Owners have requested that a copy of the draft CHMP for the

proposed project be made available to their nominated legal representative

(Mr. Michael Owens, Owens and Associates Solicitors) for review and

comment, prior to finalisation and sign-off of this document.
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