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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report details the results of a cultural heritage study of Lot 24 SP158298 and Lot 7 RP845326,
Caboolture Shire, Southeast Queensland (Figure 1). These two lots form part of an area which is
proposed to be developed as a Business Park / Marina. The entire area proposed for development
comprises Lot 10 RP02079, Lot 2 RP902075, Lot 24 §P158298 and Lot 7 RP845326. A cultural
heritage study of Lot 10 RP902079 and Lot 2 RP902075, which abut lots Lot 24 SP158296 and Lot 7
RP845326 to the west was undertaken in 2003 (see Figure 1). Lot 24 SP158298 and Lot 7 RP845326
are hereafter referred to as the study area.

This report includes an account of the archaeological field survey methods implemented forthestu‘;dy,
survey results, the implications of the impact of the proposed deveiopment on located sites, and
mitigation options and management recommendations for all sites located.

This is a supplementary report to be read in conjunction with Davies (2003). In particular, Section 3.0
{Cultural Heritage Management); and Sections 5.0 to 10.0 (indigenous Cultural Contexd; Historical
Context; Description of the Study Area, Indigenous Archaeological Context; The Potential Indigenous
Archaeological and Cultural Record and Predictive Modelling). These sections will not be repeated in
this report.

1.2 The Scope of the Project

Davies Heritage Consultants Pty Ltd was contacted by the Gubbi Gubbi (Dr Eve Fesl), the Aboriginal
Party for the area under the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003, and requested to assist with the field
survey of the study area. Also included in this brief was the writing of a brief report describing the resuilts
and providing recommendations in relation to these results. Hence, background research into the
environment of the study area (including land use history) as well as archaeclogical data (including
searches of registers or databases) was not undertaken. 1t is understood that such information will be
contained within the main report written by Eve Fesl. The scope of the project did not include non-
Indigenous cuitural heritage items / places. - T
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Figure 1. Location of the Study Area
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20 INITIAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL STUDY

An archaeclogical survey of Lot 10 RP902079 and Lot 2 RPS02075 was undertalen in July, 2003
(Davies 2003). The survey was undertaken under Permit Number CHCG00030403 issued by the
Queensland Environmental Protection Agency.

2.1 Results of Initial Study

Three areas and two locations where Indigenous material was observed were recorded during the initial
survey of Lot 10 RP902079 and Lot 2 RP902075. These sites are described below and their location

shown on Figure 2.

> Area A

Site Type: Site Complex

itap Sheet: Caboolture 1:25,000

Land Zone: Low-lying Terrain Land Zone

Location: The Indigenous archaeological material is located within a slightly elevated section of terrain
(around 3.5 metres a.s.1) with sandy soils that is surrounded by lower-lying terrain with elevations from
1.5 metres a.s.l. Creeklines (possibly tidal) are located to the east, southeast and south of the area.
Description: The area, which is around 200 metres square, contains a sparse cover of shell fragments
as well as isolated stone artefacts. Shefl fragments include cockle (Anadara frapezia), whelk (Pyrazus
ebeninus) and oyster {Saccostrea commercialis) with the dominant shell fragments being cockle
followed by whelk. Stone artefacts include a silcrete core, quartz core, chert flake and quartz pieces.
The quartz pieces present throughout generally do not have features which would clearly distinguish
them as being artefacts.

Condition: The site is obviously disturbed from the area being used previously as a pine plantation.
However, priof to pine being planted, the area may have been cultivated for crops such as sugar cane
and cotton,

Archaeological Potential of Site Area: The area has a high potential for the location of further
archaeoiogical material. As a result of disturbance some material may be located within the upper
sections of the soil profite. Additionally, and as a resultof archaeological research conducted in thepine
plantations on Bribie Island, which are also within sandy soils, intact archaeological material may be
present below the disturbed upper layers of the sail profile.

» AreaB

Site Type: Site Complex

Map Sheet: Caboolture 1:25,000 Topographic Image Map

Grid Reference: From 498426 / 7001056 to 498935 /7001185

Land Zone: Ridgelines Land Zone

Location: The sites are located along the crest of an east northeast — south southwest tending
ridgeline. Elevations along this ridgeline are from around 5 mefres a.5.l. to 13 metres a.s.l.
Description: At least six discrete locations are present within Area B where stone artefacts were
iocated. All were observed along a dirt track that extends along the ridgeline. Artefacts observed
included flakes, cores, broken flakes, flaked pieces and a manuport. The arfefacts were manufactured
fram a variety of lithic raw material including silcrete, quariz, quartzite and chalcedony. Numerous quartz
pieces were 2ls0 observed within the site area. The maximum stone artefact density within Area B was 2

artefactsimetre?.




Davies Heritage Consultants Pty Ltd
Cultural Heritage Study — Lot 24 SP158298 and Lot 7 RP 843328

Figure 2. Location of Indigenous Sites within Lot 10 RP202079 and Lot 2 RP302075
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Archaeslogical Potential of Site Area: The area has a high potential for the presence of furiher
archaeological material. As a result of disiurbance some material may be located within the upper
sections of the soif profile. Additionally, and as a resuff of archaeological research conducted in the pine
plantations on Bribie Island, iniact archaeological maierial may be present below the disturbed upper

tayers of the soil profile.

General Obseryations
There was not a wide range of artefact types represented within the site areas. Surprisingly bevelled

pounders were not located. Bungwall (Blechnum indicum) was observed growing in the swampy areasin
the centra! southern portion of the study area. The presence of cores would suggest that artefact
manufacture was occurring with Area A and Area B. As cortex was not present on the cores (or any of
the artefacts) and as the cores had been rotated, itis most likely that the raw material source was not in
the immediate vicinity. Flakes that were part of the early reduction sequence would presumably exhibig
some cortex on the dorsat surface. Hence, the artefacts located within Lot 10 RP902079 and Lot 2
RP902075 could be considered io belong to the latter part of the reduction sequence.

Lithic raw material observed included chert, quartz, quarizite, chalcedony and silcrete. All are available
within the ragion of the study area. Similar lithic raw materials {except for chalcedony} wers collected

from archaeological sites to the west of the study area.

Shellfish species included cockle, whelk and oyster. All are estuarine species that would have been

available from along the coastline to the east of the study area or from the lower reaches or around the-
mouth of the Caboolture River. Adjacent to the study area, mud banks of the Caboolture River are

exposed at low tide. Perhaps the estuarine species may have been available from these banks.

However, the presence of oyster indicates that resources were being obtained from the nearby coast
which is around eight to nine kilometres to the east. For the Cooloola area, McNiven (1992:505) noted
that the bulk of shell discard occurred within six to seven kilometres from the coast, although shells
could be discarded up to 11 — 12 kilometres inland. Hence, the presence of oyster within Lot 10

RP902079 and Lot 2 RP902075 is not an unusual pattern.

In summary, and from the information available to this date, it would seem that the terrain within the Lot
10 RP02079 and Lot 2 RP902075 was utilised by Indigenous people using locally available resources.

241 Areas of Potential Archaeoclogical Deposits

Davies (2003) considered that the areas with the highest potential for the presence of undetected
surface and sub-surface archaeological deposits were generally the banks and terrace adjacent to
watercourses and relatively elevated terrain adjacent to wetlands. Additicnally, it was considered that
archaeological material may be within the top 10 — 20¢m of the soil profile along ridgelines and

especially within the areas of sandy soils.

Within Lot 10 RPS02079 and Lot 2 RP902075, terrain considered to have archaeclogical potential is
highlighted in Figure 3. Although within these areas the ground surface has most likely been disturbed
as a result of cultural processes (e.g. clearing, cultivation and pine planting), Davies (2003 noted that
research has demonstrated that archaeological material is not destroyed by these processes. Rather
archaeoclogical material is generally displaced {vertically and horizontally) and archaeclogical material
may not only be within but also in situ material may be present below the disturbed upper layers of the

scil profile.
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Davies (2003) considered that the areas where archaeclogical material was observed are indicative of
the types of ierrain and environment where further materiat may be locaied. Far example, Area A is
slightly elevaied terrain with sandy soils surrounded by fower-fying tetrain. The lower-lying terrain would
hold water after rain and the seiis are generaily rmud. A similar environrment is preseni in Arga G. The
stone arfefacts located in Area B and Location 2, which are located afong ridgelines, highiight the
potential that stone artefacts may be preseni on the other ridgelines within Lot 10 RP802079 and Lot 2
RP902075. The fact that archaeological material was not located along most of the ridgelines was
considerad to be directly related io the lack of ground surface exposure. Additionally, most of the tracks
atong the ridgelines, except for sections of the irack thraugh Area B where artefacts were located, were
covered with imported gravel. The lack of ground surface exposure was also considered to be a major
reason why archaeological material was not located on the high banks and terraces of the Cabooliure
River. It was considered thersfore that the results generally supported the proposed predictive site

location model as outlined in Davies (2003).

2.2 Recommendations from Initial Study

The recommendaiions proposed by Davies (2004) were:

» In advance of any construction activities commencing, limited archaeological excavations should
pceur in Area A, Area B Area C, Location 2 and selected areas cf the high banks and terraces
adjacent to the Cabogliure River to investigate the presence and extent of archaeological material

{surface and sub-surfacse).

- Within Area Aand € shovel testing within an alpha-numeric grid should be undertaken. The soil
recovered from the test pits should be seived and all archaeological material recovered retained for
analysis, All recovered material should be placed in bags labelled with the Area and test pit
number. The profile of the test pits should be drawn taking particular note of soil profiles, the
presence / absence of archaeological material and the depth of any material.

» Within Area B Location 2 and in selected areas along the high banks and terraces of the
- Caboolture River manual excavations and / or mechanical excavations should be undertaken. For
manual excavations the minimum excavation unit should be 1 metre by 1 metre. The excavated soil
should be sieved through 8mm {minimum size) mesh sieves and all Indigenous stone artefacts and
other culturai material (e.q. shellfish remains) encountered should be retained for analysis.
However, where soil type and vegetation cover hinders manual excavation, trench excavations with
a mechanical excavator such as a Toyota 3 Series Bobeat with rubber types and a 1250mm scoop
should be employed. The excavaiion unit should be around one metre wide and a minimum of bwo
metres long. The soil should be scrapped away in 5cm sections and the sail passed through 6mm
{minimum size) mesh sieves. All Indigenous stone artefacts and other cultural matesial (e.g. shellfish
remains) encountered should be retained for analysis.

» The excavations should be undertaken by a qualified archaeclogist under a permit (Permit to
Excavate / Collect tems of the Queensland Estate) issued by the Envirenmental Protecfion Agency.
The excavations should be undertaken with the approval and assistance of the Gubbi Gubbi and

Undumbi Pecple.

» Al the completion of the excavations, the resuits should be documented and significance
assessment and management recommends for each Area provided. A Cultural Heritage
Management Plan should be formulated specifically for the Indigencus aspects of the project after
the results of the excavations have been documented.
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2.3 Commenis in Relation to Initial Study

The initial study was undertaken for Lensworth Group Limitsd. L ensworth Group Limited proposed to

develop Lot 10 RP902079 and Lot 2 RP902075 as a Business Park. Since 2003 the properiy (with the

addition of Lot 24 SP158298 and Lot 7 RP845326) has been sold and development proposals have
been madified fo includs a marina. None of ihe recommendations stated in the Davies {2003} report
have been implernentad.

Since the initiat study was undertaken legislation covering Indigenous cultural heritage in Queensland
has been changed. Two new Acts, the Aboriginal Culfural Herifage Act 2003 and Torres Strait Isfander
Cultural Heritage Act 2003, have been passed by Pariiament. The Acts repeal the Culiural Record
{Landscapes Queensland and Queensland Estate) Act 1987 under which the initial study was

underfaken..

» Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003

The main purpose of this Act is to provide effective recognition, protection and conservation of

Aboriginal cultural heritage. The Act defines Aboriginal cultural heritage as anything that is:

(a) A significant Aboriginal area in Queensiand; or

{b) A significant Aboriginal object; or

(c) Evidence of archaeological or historic significance of Aboriginal occupation of an area of
Queensland.

A significant Aboriginal area or object must be significant to Aboriginal people because of gither or both
of the following:

(a) Aboriginal tradition,

(=) The history, including contemporary history, of any Aboriginal party for the area.

Section 23 (1) of the Act states that a person who carries out an activity must take all reasonable and
practicable measures to ensure the activity does not harm Aberiginal cultural heritage {the “cuitural

heritage duty of care”).

Section 23 (2) of the Act states that without limiting the matters that may be considered by a court
required to decide whether a person has complied with the cultural heritage duty of care in carrying out
an activity, the court may consider the following:
(@)  The nature of the activity, and the ilkelihood of its causing harm to Aboriginal cultural
heritage;
(b} The nature of the Aboriginal cultural heritage likely to be harmed by the activity;
(c) The extent to which the person consulted with Aboriginal parties about the carrying out of
the activity, and the results of the consultation;
(d} Whether the person carried out a study or survey, of any type, of the area affected by the
activity to find out the location and extent of the Aboriginal cultural heritage, and the extent
‘of the study or survey;
{e) Whether the person searched the database and register for information about the area
affected by the activity;
hH The extent to which the person complied with the cultural heritage duty of care guidelines;

and
{g) The nature and extent of past uses in the area affected by the activity.

Section 8.2 of the Aboriginai Cultural Heritage Act 2003 Duty of Care Guidelines, notes that the cultural
heritage study or survey can be underiaken as part of the process for developing a Culiural Heritage
Management Plan (CHMP). Hence, a CHMP could be based on the resuits of the survey formulated

once the study is completed.

-9-




