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Dear Mr Ramsay,
 

As per our communication dated the 11th of October, please find in the below link the photomontages as well as a redacted version of the
Aboriginal Heritage Desktop Assessment
 
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/fiwhisrf53gxdeb/AADGBNCQHfKraycpF31d16GTa?dl=0
 
Kind Regards,
 
Poppy Scharkie
 
Graduate Planner
Monday & Thursday 9-5pm
Tuesday & Wednesday 9-2pm
 
i reneinc P L A N N I N G  &  U R B A N  D E S I G N
49 Tasma Street
North Hobart  TAS  7001
Tel 03 6234 9281 Extension 106
Fax 03 6231 4727
Email poppy@ireneinc.com.au
Website ireneinc.com.au
 

 

From: TPC Enquiry <tpc@planning.tas.gov.au> 
Sent: Monday, October 11, 2021 3:11 PM
To: Poppy Scharkie <poppy@ireneinc.com.au>
Subject: RE: HPE CM: FW: Glamorgan Spring Bay 2015 - draft amendment AM 2018-03 - TPC letter granting extension
 
Good Afternoon

Thank you for your email.
Your email is now being processed.

Kind regards
 

Level 3 144 Macquarie Street Hobart TAS 7000
GPO Box 1691 Hobart TAS 7001

03 6165 6806
www.planning.tas.gov.au

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE AND DISCLAIMER: This email and any attachments are confidential and may be legally privileged (in which case neither is waived or lost by mistaken delivery). The
email and any attachments are intended only for the intended addressee(s). Please notify us by return email if you have received this email and any attachments by mistake, and delete them. If
this email and any attachments include advice, that advice is based on, and limited to, the instructions received by the sender. Any unauthorised use of this email and any attachments is
expressly prohibited.  Any liability in connection with any viruses or other defects in this email and any attachments, is limited to re-supplying this email and any attachments.

 

From: Poppy Scharkie <poppy@ireneinc.com.au> 
Sent: Monday, 11 October 2021 2:41 PM
To: TPC Enquiry <tpc@planning.tas.gov.au>
Cc: Irene Duckett <planning@ireneinc.com.au>
Subject: HPE CM: FW: Glamorgan Spring Bay 2015 - draft amendment AM 2018-03 - TPC letter granting extension
 
Dear Mr Ramsay
 

Please find attached a letter in response to correspondence from the TPC dated the 30th of September.
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In addition please find the below list of information in response to directions issued on the 19th of May in the following link
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/6rd3wfb10ooqoyh/AAD-yOM4Y3GshHE6JOedP-7Ga?dl=0the:  
 

Cambria Tourism Development Proposal Aboriginal Heritage Desktop Assessment

Master Planning Hotel Precinct Plan 2016050SK012B, Life Design Architects, 19/07/2016 (Architectural Plans)

Renders of Conference facility by Life Design Architects

Water Access Response, AK consulting, 20/09/2021

Farm Water Access Plan Cambria
  
 
Kind Regards,
 
Poppy Scharkie
 
Graduate Planner
Monday & Thursday 9-5pm
Tuesday & Wednesday 9-2pm
 
i reneinc P L A N N I N G  &  U R B A N  D E S I G N
49 Tasma Street
North Hobart  TAS  7001
Tel 03 6234 9281 Extension 106
Fax 03 6231 4727
Email poppy@ireneinc.com.au
Website ireneinc.com.au
 

 

From: TPC Enquiry <tpc@planning.tas.gov.au> 
Sent: Thursday, 30 September 2021 11:20 AM
To: Irene Duckett <planning@ireneinc.com.au>
Subject: Glamorgan Spring Bay 2015 - draft amendment AM 2018-03 - TPC letter granting extension
 
 
Good morning Ms Duckett
 
Please find attached correspondence relating to Glamorgan Spring Bay Interim Planning Scheme 2015 - draft amendment AM 2018-03.
 
Regards
 
 
 

GPO Box 1691 Hobart  Tas  7001
03 6165 6828
www.planning.tas.gov.au
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this email and any attachments include advice, that advice is based on, and limited to, the instructions received by the sender. Any unauthorised use of this email and any attachments is
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Executive Summary 
 

Project Background 

Cambria Green Agriculture and & Tourism Management Pty Ltd are proposing to 

develop a high end tourist accommodation centre which is focused around organic 

agriculture and the production of high quality produce. The proposed tourism 

development will be sited on a 3500ha property known as Cambria. The property is 

situated just north of the town of Swansea on the East Coast of Tasmania (see 

Figure 1).  

 

The project is currently in the early planning stage, and a range of studies are being 

undertaken to inform the planning process.. 

 

CHMA Pty and Ltd has been engaged by Ireneinc (on behalf of Cambria Green 

Agriculture and & Tourism Management Pty Ltd) to undertake a preliminary desk top 

Aboriginal heritage assessment for the proposed development project. 

 

This report presents the findings of the desk top assessment 

 

Registered Aboriginal Sites in the Vicinity of the Study Area 

As part of Stage 1 of the present assessment a search was carried out of Aboriginal 

Heritage Register (AHR) to determine the extent of registered Aboriginal heritage 

sites within and in the general vicinity of the proposed borrow pit and access track 

corridor.  

 

The search shows that there are a total of 31 registered Aboriginal sites that have 

been recorded within or in a 2km radius of the Cambria study area. These sites are 

classified as either artefact scatters (8 sites), isolated artefacts (9 sites) and shell 

middens (14 sites). Three of the recorded shell middens are also reported as having 

stone artefacts in association (see Table i). 

 

Of these 31 registered sites, there are 19 sites that appear to be situated within the 

bounds of the Cambria study area. These sites are highlighted in red in Table i. The 

detailed results of the AHR search are presented in section 4.4 of this report. 

 

Table i: Summary details for registered Aboriginal sites located in the vicinity  
of the Cambria study area (Information Redacted) 

Site AH 
Number 

Site Type Site Locality Grid 
Reference 
Easting 
GDA (94) 

Grid 
Reference 
Northing 
GDA (94) 
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Site AH 
Number 

Site Type Site Locality Grid 
Reference 
Easting 
GDA (94) 

Grid 
Reference 
Northing 
GDA (94) 

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

 

 

Archaeological Sensitivity Model for the Cambria Study Area 

Section 5 of this report presents a predictive model of Aboriginal site type distribution 

for the Cambria study area. Based on the predicted Aboriginal site type patterning, it 

is possible to generate a broad archaeological sensitivity model for the Cambria 

study area. This model takes into account the extent of previously registered 

Aboriginal sites in the study area, the landscape setting, and the potential for 

additional unrecorded Aboriginal sites to be present. Table ii provides a summary 

overview of the archaeological sensitivity modelling for the Cambria study area. 
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Table ii: Archaeological sensitivity ratings for properties within the Cambria 

study area 

Property 
No. 

Sites in  Property 
Boundaries 

Sensitivity Rating 

15917/5  Moderate-High 
No registered Aboriginal sites in property boundary. 
However property is sited on fringes of Moulting Lagoon 
and Nine Mile Beach. High potential for Shell midden 
sites to be present.  

23216/2  Moderate 
No registered Aboriginal sites in property boundary. 
However property is sited within narrow strip of land 
between Moulting Lagoon and Nine Mile Beach. 
Reasonable potential for Shell midden sites to be 
present. 

23216/3  Moderate 
No registered Aboriginal sites in property boundary. 
However property is sited within narrow strip of land 
between Moulting Lagoon and Nine Mile Beach. 
Reasonable potential for Shell midden sites to be 
present. 

111628/1 6621 (Shell midden) Moderate-High 
One registered Aboriginal site in property. Property is 
sited on fringes of Moulting Lagoon and Nine Mile 
Beach. High potential for Shell midden sites to be 
present. 

149607/1 AH10331 (Isolated artefact) 
AH10335 (Isolated artefact) 

Low-Moderate 
Two registered Aboriginal sites in property. Reasonable 
potential for additional sites to be present with isolated 
artefacts and low density artefact scatters the most 
likely site types. Sites most likely to be focused in 
northern portion of property, Along margins of Swan 
River. 

148001/1 AH8437 (Shell midden) 
AH6122 (Shell midden) 
AH6123 (Shell midden) 
AH6124 (Shell midden) 
AH 6125 (Shell midden) 
AH6126 (Artefact scatter) 
AH6127 (Artefact scatter) 
AH4858 (Artefact scatter) 
AH4859 (Isolated artefact) 
AH4860 (Artefact scatter) 
AH4861 (Isolated artefact) 
AH4862 (Artefact scatter) 
AH10329 (Shell midden) 
AH10330 (Isolated artefact) 
AH120 (Artefact scatter) 

High 
A total of 15 registered Aboriginal sites in property. 
High potential for additional sites to be present, with 
shell middens and artefact scatters most likely site types 
to be encountered. Sites likely to be concentrated close 
to the margins of Meredith River. 
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Property 
No. 

Sites in  Property 
Boundaries 

Sensitivity Rating 

148927/1 AH13091 (Isolated artefact) Low-Moderate 
One registered Aboriginal site in property. Reasonable 
potential for additional sites to be present with isolated 
artefacts and low density artefact scatters the most 
likely site types 

115706/1  Low-Moderate 
No registered Aboriginal sites in property. Reasonable 
potential for additional sites to be present with isolated 
artefacts and low density artefact scatters the most 
likely site types. 

115706/2  Low-Moderate 
No registered Aboriginal sites in property. Reasonable 
potential for additional sites to be present with isolated 
artefacts and low density artefact scatters the most 
likely site types. 

251306/1  Low-Moderate 
No registered Aboriginal sites in property. Reasonable 
potential for additional sites to be present with isolated 
artefacts and low density artefact scatters the most 
likely site types. Sites most likely to be encountered in 
southern portion of property, close to the Meredith 
River. 

233262/1  Low-Moderate 
No registered Aboriginal sites in property. Reasonable 
potential for additional sites to be present with isolated 
artefacts and low density artefact scatters the most 
likely site types. Sites most likely to be encountered in 
eastern portion of property, close to the Meredith River. 

100096/1  Low-Moderate 
No registered Aboriginal sites in property. Reasonable 
potential for additional sites to be present with isolated 
artefacts and low density artefact scatters the most 
likely site types. Sites most likely to be encountered in 
central portion of property, close to the Meredith River. 

100097/1  Low-Moderate 
No registered Aboriginal sites in property. Reasonable 
potential for additional sites to be present with isolated 
artefacts and low density artefact scatters the most 
likely site types. Sites most likely to be encountered in 
northern portion of property, close to the Wye River. 

 

 

Preliminary Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Management Plan 

The following management recommendations have been established on the basis of 

the findings of the desk top assessment for the Cambria study area. The 

recommendations are aimed at ensuring that the proponent is compliant with the 

relevant legislative guidelines and statutory requirements for Aboriginal heritage in 

Tasmania.  
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Recommendation 1 

The desk top assessment has confirmed the presence of 19 registered Aboriginal 

sites that are situated within the bounds of the Cambria study area. The preliminary 

planning for the proposed Cambria development should take into account the 

location of these sites, and where possible the development footprint should be 

designed so as to avoid impacting these sites. 

 

Recommendation 2 

The predictive modelling and archaeological landscape sensitivity modelling 

developed for the Cambria study area has identified general locations where there is 

an elevated potential for Aboriginal sites to be present. This information should be 

taken into account in the early planning phases of the development, and where 

possible the development footprint should avoid areas of elevated sensitivity. 

 

Recommendation 3 

The proponent should make contact with Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania (AHT) to 

seek advice regarding the requirements for further Aboriginal heritage assessments 

(including field surveys) within the Cambria study area. 
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1.0 Project Outline 
 

1.1 Project Details 

Cambria Green Agriculture and & Tourism Management Pty Ltd are proposing to 

develop a high end tourist accommodation centre which is focused around organic 

agriculture and the production of high quality produce. The proposed tourism 

development will be sited on a 3500ha property known as Cambria. The property is 

situated just north of the town of Swansea on the East Coast of Tasmania (see 

Figure 1).  

 

The project is currently in the early planning stage, and a range of studies are being 

undertaken to inform the planning process.. 

 

CHMA Pty and Ltd has been engaged by Ireneinc (on behalf of Cambria Green 

Agriculture and & Tourism Management Pty Ltd) to undertake a preliminary desk top 

Aboriginal heritage assessment for the proposed development project. 

 

This report presents the findings of the desk top assessment 

 

1.2 Aims of the Investigation 

The principal aims of the Cambria desk top Aboriginal Heritage assessment are as 

follows. 

• Search the Aboriginal Heritage Register (AHR) to identify previously recorded 

Aboriginal sites within and in the general surrounds of the study area. 

• Undertake relevant archaeological, environmental and ethno-historical 

background research to develop an understanding of site patterning within 

the study area. 

• Develop a predictive model of potential site type distribution within the study 

area, which also identifies landscapes within the study area that may be of 

elevated Aboriginal heritage sensitivity. 

• To develop a preliminary set of management recommendations aimed at 

minimising the potential impacts of the proposed Cambria development on 

Aboriginal heritage values identified. 

 
1.3 Project Limitations  

The current Aboriginal heritage assessment is a desk top report only. It is based 

solely on information generated from heritage register searches, previous Aboriginal 

heritage assessments and relevant environmental information. No field survey work, 

or site ground truthing has been undertaken as part of the desk top assessment. 
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1.4 Project Methodology 

A three stage project methodology was implemented for this desk top assessment. 

 

Stage 1 (Background Research) 

As part of Stage 1 the following research was carried out and background 

information was collated for this project: 

• A review of the relevant heritage registers (AHR register) and the collation of 

information pertaining to any registered heritage sites located within the 

general vicinity of the study area. 

• Maps of the study areas; 

• Relevant reports documenting the outcomes of previous Aboriginal heritage 

studies in the vicinity of the study area; 

• Ethno-historic literature for the region; 

• References to the land use history of the study area; 

• GIS Information relating to landscape units present in the study area; 

• Geotechnical information for the study area, including soil and geology data. 

 

Stage 2 (Review of Documentation and Gap Analysis) 

The heritage information obtained through the Stage 1 works was reviewed, with the 

purpose of undertaking a gap analysis of the investigations carried out within the 

study area, and creating an audit of the heritage values present in the study area. 

 

Stage 3 (Desk Top Report) 

Stage three of the assessment involved the production of a Draft and Final desk top 

report. The report has been prepared by Stuart Huys (CHMA archaeologist). The 

report has been structured as follows. 

- An executive summary  

- Project Description 

- Aims of the Due Diligence investigation.  

- A description of the methodological approach adopted for this project. 

- A review of previous heritage studies undertaken in the region. 

- A review of registered Aboriginal and historic sites that occur within or in 

the general vicinity of the study area. 

- Summary of key heritage issues, opportunities and constraints. 

- An outline of any further heritage investigations that may be required to 

facilitate the development. 

- An outline of any further approvals/referrals that may be required. 

- Appropriate maps and photos. 
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Figure 1: The location of the Cambria Study Area  
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2.0 Environmental Context 
 

2.1 Introduction 

Prior to undertaking archaeological survey of the study area, it is necessary to 

characterise the landscape. This includes considering environmental factors such as 

topography, geology, climate, vegetation and past and current landscape use. An 

assessment of the environmental setting helps to develop understanding of the 

nature of Aboriginal occupation and site patterning that might be expected to occur 

across the study area. In addition, it must be remembered that in Aboriginal society, 

the landscape extends beyond economic and technological behavior to incorporate 

social geography and the embodiment of Ancestral Beings.   

 

The archaeological context is generally only able to record the most basic aspects of 

Aboriginal behavior as they relate to artefact manufacture and use and other 

subsistence related activities undertaken across the landscape such as raw material 

procurement and resource exploitation. The distribution of these natural resources 

occurs intermittently across the landscape and as such, Aboriginal occupation and 

associated archaeological manifestations occur intermittently across space. 

However, the dependence of Aboriginal populations on specific resources means 

that an understanding of the environmental resources of an area accordingly 

provides valuable information for predicting the type and nature of archaeological 

sites that might be expected to occur within an area. 

 

The primary environmental factors known to affect archaeological patterning include 

the presence or absence of water, both permanent and ephemeral, animal and plant 

resources, stone artefact resources and terrain.   

 

Additionally, the effects of post-depositional processes of both natural and human 

agencies must also be taken into consideration. These processes have a dramatic 

effect on archaeological site visibility and conservation. Geomorphological processes 

such as soil deposition and erosion can result in the movement of archaeological 

sites as well as their burial or exposure. Heavily vegetated areas can restrict or 

prevent the detection of sites, while areas subject to high levels of disturbance may 

no longer retain artefacts or stratified deposits. 

 

The following sections provide information regarding the landscape context of the 

study area including topography, geology, soils and vegetation. Much of this 

information is derived from The LIST – the Tasmanian Government Land Information 

System. 

 

2.2 Landscape Setting and Hydrology 

The Cambria study area is located on the East Coast of Tasmania, just to the north 

of the town of Swansea. This general area is situated within a graben (downthrown 

block), which is an area of the earth’s crust which has fallen relative to surrounding 

faults The Oyster Bay Graben is the low lying area occupied by Moulting Lagoon and 

the lower Swan and Apsley Rivers, as well as Great Oyster Bay itself. The area has 
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low relief and is filled with Tertiary and Quaternary sediments that are surrounded by 

low bedrock hills. 

 

The landscape of the wider study area does include some areas of high relief, and 

quite a few steep slopes, however, ridges have broad flat crests. The area is 

predominantly a low relief landscape with moderate to gently dissected open valleys 

with subtle spatial definition (FPA 2006; Jerie et al 2003). 

 

The Swan River is the major water course that drains this part of the Tasmanian East 

Coast. The river flows in a north to south direction, eventually emptying into the 

south-west end of Moulting Lagoon, just to the north-east of the town of Swansea. 

The lower reaches of the river are subject to tidal influences. The Cygnet and Wye 

Rivers are two other major water courses that drain this valley system. Both rivers 

are tributaries of the Swan River, and are semi-permanent water courses.  

 

The Meredith River is another major water course in the vicinity of the study area. 

This river runs in a south-west to north-east direction, down from a series of 

prominent ranges to the west of Swansea. The river empties into the Great Oyster 

Bay, just to the north of Swansea. Again, this is a semi-permanent water course. 

 

Moulting Lagoon is a large sheltered body of water covering several kilometres in 

area, which sits between the Grange Hills to the west and the Freycinet Peninsula to 

the east. The lagoon opens onto Great Oyster Bay at the eastern end of the sand 

spit associated with Nine Mile Beach. The western margins of the lagoon are typically 

flat and low lying, and are subject to regular inundation and then periods of drying, in 

response to fluctuations in seasonal rainfall 

 

2.3 Geology and Soils 

The basement geology of the wider region consists of Permian-Triassic sediments 

intruded by Jurassic dolerite. During the Late Carboniferous to Late Triassic periods 

the flat lying strata of the Parmeener Supergroup were unconformably deposited on 

top of the underlying Precambrian and Cambrian basement rocks. The Precambrian 

and Cambrian basement rocks include metamorphic, sedimentary and igneous 

rocks, which were intruded by granite and steeply folded during that time. During the 

Late Carboniferous to Late Triassic periods the flat lying strata of the Parmeener 

Supergroup were unconformably deposited on top of the steeply tilted basement 

rocks (Forsyth et al 1989).This supergroup was then extensively intruded with 

dolerite during the Jurassic period. Following the intrusion of these sediments a 

period of faulting occurred, which left some areas uplifted and other areas 

downthrown (Bacon 1991; Leaman 1980).  

 

During the Tertiary period erosion of the softer Permian-Triassic sediments exposed 

the harder intruded dolerite sheets and dykes which form the ridges, plateaus and 

scree slopes found throughout the wider area. The eroded sediments were deposited 

in the Oyster Bay basin below and are mapped as undifferentiated Tertiary and 

Quaternary deposits along the broad valley floors of the region (Bacon 1991; 

Leaman 1980). 
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The Parmeener Supergroup is generally divided into a Lower division which includes 

all known glaucomarine strata and an Upper division which includes all freshwater 

strata. The Lower Parmeener group consists of muddy lagoonal and estuarine rocks. 

The change from rocks of a restricted glaciomarine environment to rocks of a 

fluviatile environment is relatively abrupt in stratigraphic sections. A eustatic fall in 

sea level or regional uplift in eastern Australia may have contributed to the abrupt 

change in the Lower/Upper Parmeener Supergroup boundary. The Upper Parmeener 

Supergroup consists predominantly of sandstone, siltstone, mudstone and coal 

measures (Forsyth 1987:01). 

 

Following the deposition of this supergoup the sediments were extensively intruded 

with dolerite which occurs as thick sheet-like intrusions several hundred metres thick 

and as dykes from a few tens of millimetres to several hundred metres in width. 

Dolerite intruded all Parmeener Supergroup horizons and the underlying folded 

basement rocks (Bacon 1991). Subsequent faulting throughout the region formed the 

Oyster Bay Basin. 

 

The Oyster Bay Basin forms a down thrown graben which is a result of regional 

extension of the earth's crust and block faulting during the Tertiary period. Rivers 

flowing through this valley deposited tens of metres of gravel and clay-rich sediment 

upstream of a bedrock constriction across the Swan and Apsley valleys. With rising 

sea levels much of the coastline of Tasmania, including Moulting Lagoon and Great 

Oyster Bay, was flooded. In response to rising sea levels, which commenced some 

10000 years before present, a mid-bay spit gradually formed at the head of Great 

Oyster Bay through longshore drift. This barrier system obstructed the flow of the 

Apsley and Swan Rivers, resulting in the flooding of basins and bedrock valleys and 

the deposition of extensive recent alluvial sandy/silt mudflats (Parks and Wildlife 

Service 2007). 

 

Despite the size of the study area, only three geological zones underlie it (see Figure 

2).  Jurassic dolerite and quaternary sediments of lacustrine/littoral sands and 

gravels occur in roughly equal proportion across the area, with dolerite dominating 

blocks to the west and quaternary sediments to the east.  Interspersed between 

these zones and various contact points between them are blocks of ferricrete, 

silcrete, laterite and derived lag deposits. 

 

All three geological zones may have offered a range of suitable resources to 

Aboriginal people in the prehistoric past, however the best quality and most reliable 

raw material sources would have occurred amongst the lag deposits. These deposits 

are likely to contain pebbles/cobbles of a range of raw materials transported to the 

area via various mechanical weathering processes, the most important of which is 

the silcrete.  Silcrete is one of the most commonly utilised raw materials for the 

manufacture of flaked stone tools, both locally and nationally.  The more fine grained 

and cryptocrystalline the quality of the silcrete, the greater its utility for the 

manufacture of stone artefacts that can be easily conserved through reduction, 

reworked and maintained and transported for later use elsewhere. These qualities 
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also provide superior edge holding characteristics, creating sharp edges that take a 

longer time to dull than an edge made from a coarser grained, less homogenous 

alternative.  Any fine grained cryptocrystalline material available within this area may 

have been exploited and procured for artefact manufacture, with silcrete the most 

likely.   

 

Dolerite is exactly the kind of coarse-grained material that is ill-suited to the 

manufacture of flaked stone artefacts, being unable to produce sharp or delicate 

cutting edges and requiring large amounts of material to be removed for 

maintenance.  However dolerite can be suited to the production of ground stone tools 

such as axeheads, and is occasionally used for the manufacture of these types of 

tools.  It is therefore possible that any outcrops or surface expressions of dolerite 

within those areas with underlying Jurassic dolerite, have been exploited in the past. 

 

Quaternary sediments may contain pockets of raw materials suitable for artefact 

manufacture in the form of pebbles or cobbles transported to the area by water.  

However, the size, frequency, suitability and location of these materials will be 

unpredictable.  Regardless, these materials are likely to have been exploited both 

opportunistically and intensively during the prehistoric past. 

 

Soils of the study area have not been mapped in detail however, the Swan-Aspley 

Catchment Plan (2013) provides a brief and general description of soil types 

according to bed rock geology types. Stony dark brown clay-loams have developed 

on top of the Jurassic dolerite and where sandstone intrudes some areas of sandy-

loams, yellow brown sandy clays and medium clays have developed. Alluvial soils 

derived from unconsolidated Tertiary sediments and recent Quaternary alluvium have 

formed along the floodplains of the region. These soil types are highly variable and 

can range from black and grey cracking soils, through to red and brown gradational 

soils and duplex soils.  

 

2.4 Vegetation and Past Landscape Use 

The existing vegetation structures within the Cambria study area is mapped in Figure 

3.  Blocks 148927/1, 115706/1+2, 148001/1 and 149607/1 largely comprise 

agricultural lands which have been subject to extensive and continued clearing, 

plouging and grazing.  These areas will necessarily have retained the lowest levels of   

archaeological integrity within the study area, having been subject to high levels of 

disturbance over time.  

 

Contrasting with these areas of higher disturbance are large areas of native 

vegetation which will have been affected by natural processes of pedogenisis and 

mechanical processes of weathering, but not by human agencies (or at least 

minimally).  Blocks 23216/2, 23216/3 and 111628/1 are covered by coastal species 

such as heathland, coastal eucalyptus globulus, native grassy sedgeland, saline 

herbland and saline sedgeland/rushland. 

 

Pockets of eucalyptus amygdalina, overlaying both cainozoic and dolerite geologies 

occur in blocks 149607/1, amongst the agricultural lands located on all sides. 
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To the west blocks 148001/1, 115706/1, 100096/1, 148001/1 and 233262/1 are 

covered in native lowland grasslands and eucalyptus puchella forest and woodland.  

These areas appear largely undisturbed by intensive human activities.   

 

Block 251306/1 has a wider diversity in vegetation, with both lowland grassland and 

pulchella forest and woodlands interspersed with eucalyptus viminalis, eucalyptus 

globulus, melalueca pustulata scrub and a pocket of saline sedgeland/rushland. 

 

To the north, block 100097/1 is similarly diverse in vegetation, dominated by 

eucalyptus viminalis grassy forest and woodland and eucalyptus pulchella forest and 

woodlands.  These are separated by a band of agricultural land, to the west of which 

are two pockets of bursaria-acacia woodland and melaleuca pustulata scrub.  To the 

east is a block of eucalyptus obliqua dry forest interspersed with native lowland 

grasslands. 

 

The diverse vegetation within the study area, coupled with its proximity to coastal 

resources makes it a resource rich area that is likely to have been targeted for 

exploitation by Aboriginal people in the past.  Areas with greatest resource diversity 

are most likely to have been occupied intensively, particularly those blocks with 

access to coastal resources.  Areas that have not been subject to agricultural 

activities have the greatest potential to retain sites with good archaeological integrity.



Cambria Tourism Development Proposal: East Coast Tasmania 
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Desk Top Assessment        CHMA 2016 

 

Page | 14  
 

Figure 2: Underlying geology of the Study Area 
(image modified from theLIST Geological Polygons 1:250k layer accessed 18th March 2016)  



Cambria Tourism Development Proposal: East Coast Tasmania 
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Desk Top Assessment        CHMA 2016 

 

Page | 15  
 

 
Figure 3: Existing Vegetation within the Study Area (map modified from theLIST TASVEG 3.0 accessed 18th March 2016)  
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3.0 Ethno-historic Background 
 

3.1 Ethno-historic Overview 

The following provides a brief overview of the nature of pre-contact Aboriginal 

groupings, Aboriginal concepts of land ownership, and the relationship of both these 

to pre-contact Aboriginal land use in Australia.  The purpose is to establish a basic 

framework of understanding regarding Aboriginal social organisation, within which 

the archaeology of the study area may be viewed.  Such an understanding is an 

essential prerequisite to any archaeological research analysing the relationship 

between Aboriginal people and their environment.   

 

The model of Aboriginal society being divided into a series of tribes, based on 

Tindale’s 1974 publication is now generally considered to be defunct.  The tribe is 

described by the early ethnographers as having rights over a defined tract of land, 

that included control over entry to people from outside and the right to hunt and 

extract resources from within the bounds of that area (Keen 2010:46).   Several 

researchers have argued that the concept of a tribe does not account for the 

complexities of social interaction and organisation found in Aboriginal society (e.g. 

Keen 2004).  The tribal model was used for most of the twentieth century by 

anthropologists to describe the social organisation of Aboriginal groups and how this 

related to land ownership.  There has been a shift to attempts to describe Aboriginal 

society as multi layered and to explore interconnected relationships that operated 

within broad social groups. 

 

In Australia the band is generally considered by anthropologists as the basic social 

and economic unit in pre-contact Australian Aboriginal society (Service 1966, 

Peterson 1976).  The band is described as a small scale population, comprised of 

between two to six extended family units, or about 14 – 33 people, which together 

cooperate in the food quest (Service 1966; Keen 2004:106).  The composition of this 

group (in terms of numbers) was not rigid; group size fluctuated in response to 

factors such as the availability of resources and visiting kin (Peterson 1975).   

 

Individual bands are seen to occupy and exploit a specific range (Service 1966).  The 

concept of a band’s ‘range’ is not easily defined, and is therefore somewhat 

problematical to delineate.  The ideal method of defining range would be to identify 

the outermost points of an area used by a group in order to demonstrate the total 

area, or range, in which that band operated.  Yet, as Peterson (1986) points out, the 

kind of evidence needed to achieve this, (details of daily movements over several 

years) is not available for any group within Australia.  Nor is such evidence likely to 

be discernible in the archaeological record. The practical alternative, both from an 

archaeological and an anthropological perspective, is to identify the base camps 

used over a period of time by a group. This provides a rough equivalent of a band’s 

"home range".   
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Environmental Determinants of Social Organisation 

Ecology is, according to Peterson (2008:186) a ‘crucial variable’ when assessing 

estate, range and domain.  Range normally encompassed the estate, although there 

were exceptions to this (Peterson 2008:186).  In cultures across the world it is 

impossible to separate natural landscapes from cultural landscapes (White 

2003:188).  From an archaeological perspective, it is equally impossible to discuss 

economy and subsistence without reference to the environment.   

 

As Sutton (2008:170) explains, WEH Stanner explored the connectedness of 

economy, environment and spirituality over forty years ago.  Stanner’s famous paper 

‘Aboriginal territorial organisation: estate, range, domain and regime’ published in 

Oceania in 1965 was a benchmark as it provided a new framework within which to 

define and discuss Aboriginal land ownership (Peterson 2008:185).  This framework 

separated concepts of land ownership from the land that people actually used.  

Peterson (2008:185) suggests that this was a fundamental shift that has influenced 

the last forty years of anthropological debate. 

 

In coastal and riverine environments where a higher population density could be 

supported compared to desert environments, people could lead more sedentary lives 

(Keen 2004:103).  In these situations the social organisation of neighbouring groups 

could become more individualised; whereas in more arid climates people relied on 

being able to traverse vast tracts of land to access food and water, requiring closer 

social relations with neighbouring people (Keen 2004:103).   

 

This argument reflects Louis Binford’s model of ‘foragers’ and ‘collector’ societies.  

Foragers are highly mobile groups that move regularly and as a whole to new 

locations in order to exploit resources.  In contrast, collector societies may move less 

often but rely on individual members of a society venturing out beyond the camp site 

location in order to provide the group with resources to continue residing at the 

location (Keen 2004:104).  Keen (2004:104) suggests that most Australian Aboriginal 

societies fall within Binford’s ‘collectors’ model – forming home bases and voyaging 

out from these bases to exploit resources from the surrounding area, which could be 

very large.      

 

It was economically vital for Aboriginal people to be organised into bands, as this 

made groups more effective at surviving.  Subsistence becomes more efficient and 

reliable if people are organised into groups that are larger than the nuclear family.  

This increases the number of ‘producers’ (people who can actively provide food for a 

group) and acts as a buffer against the sickness, injury or death of any one individual 

(Keen 2004:105).  However, these groups will never become too large, as increased 

numbers reduce the mobility of the band, as well as potentially leading to broader 

social disintegration (Keen 2004:106).   

           

The range of a band had to be capable of providing for the survival of the group for 

much of the year.  Keen (2004) takes an economic view of range and presents a 

case for the range of a group to be determined by access to preferred food 

resources.  As Keen argues, availability of foods, food preferences, production 

techniques and methods of transport all affect the means by which Aboriginal people 
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across Australia were able to access food resources at varying times of the year.  

These factors therefore greatly affected mobility; groups had to be able to mobilise 

and move to where the preferred, available and accessible foods were located (Keen 

2004:23).   

 

Keen (2004:126) suggests that seasonal mobility of a particular groups is largely 

influence by rainfall.  In Gippsland where there are clearly defined seasons, but 

steady year round rainfall people operated within a broad seasonal migration pattern.  

However, in the Western desert where rainfall was much less reliable, there was a 

weaker pattern of seasonal movement.  Regular droughts brought on by the El Nino 

cycles and other more haphazard climatic events all influenced the seasonal 

movement based on food resources that Aboriginal people required (Keen 2004:79).  

This affected issues of range, ceremony and interactions with neighbouring groups 

(Keen 2004:79).   

 

The factors that influence selection of a ‘home base’ are varied and illustrate the 

nature of pre-contact Aboriginal societies.  Access to fresh water is probably the 

most fundamental requirement, and will be common to all home base sites.  Distance 

to food resources is the next consideration.  As Keen (2004:104) notes it may be that 

home sites are better located adjacent to less transportable resources, rather than in 

areas where there is the highest abundance of food items.  The distance that an 

individual collector can travel within a single day forms an important scope of the 

range of the home base, and therefore the size of the resource pool available.  Keen 

(2004:104) suggests that in hunter-gatherer societies around the world, a distance of 

20-30km is considered the maximum foraging distance from a home base.  People 

could then establish smaller temporary camps away from the central home site to 

enable longer foraging journeys (Keen 2004:105).   

            

Despite the difficulties faced in defining ranges, Peterson (1986) believes there is 

good evidence for supposing that bands are localised and generally have bounded 

and exclusive ranges.  The most significant evidence is ethnographic accounts 

recording the elaborate rites of entry accorded to visitors when entering a bands 

range (see Peterson 1986).  However, there is no evidence to suggest that members 

of a band actively defended the boundaries of these ranges (Peterson 1986).  

Rather, it appears that the boundaries of a group’s ‘range’ were not necessarily 

clearly demarcated lines.  Trigger describes these overlapping boundaries as ‘zones 

of transition’ (Trigger 2010:155).   

 

Aspects of Aboriginal Social Organisation  

Individual bands or clans were by no means a social or cultural isolate, but rather 

interacted with each other in a variety of ways.  Typically, these interactions involved 

visitations, marriage, ceremonies and trade.  Through these interactions, links were 

established or re-affirmed between neighbouring bands.  The result was the 

formation of a cluster of bands, wherein there was some sense of collective identity, 

often expressed in terms of possessing a common and distinctive language (White & 

Cane 1986).  Most people in pre-contact Aboriginal society were multi-lingual and 

marriages outside of the language group were common (Keen 2004:134).  Indeed, 

within some totemic groups several languages were spoken (Keen 2004:135).   
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Linguistic inheritance could be multi-layered.  Trigger (1992:104) records how in 

some northern Australian societies most people were (a) multi-lingual and (b) 

adopted a primary linguistic label based on whether their present circumstances 

were aligned.  This implies that linguistic affiliation was perhaps a les formal and 

more adaptive social mechanism.  Trigger (1992:105) suggests that this undermines 

the concept of linguistic groups, which was a characteristic often used in the past to 

define tribal groups.   

 

Similarly, Keen argues that a shared language did not necessarily indicate shared 

cosmic beliefs or social customs, nor did language or dialect clearly define social 

groups (Keen 2004:135).  Rather, Keen suggests that broad social groups tended to 

define themselves more by location, with reference to the type of environment 

(coastal, hinterland etc.) or direction (northerners or southerners) (Keen 2004:135).  

Groups were also sometimes named after and therefore defined by, the name of the 

leader or a prominent person in that community (Keen 2004:135).  Blundell (2003) 

discusses how the Wandjina rock art sites of the Kimberly formed the cultural and 

cosmic centers for the ‘little countries’ or ‘dambina’ which correlate with concept of an 

estate as used by anthropologists (Blundell 2003:162).   

 

Keen (2004:170) presents a model of the complexities of Aboriginal society, where 

an individual’s identity depended largely on context.  In some situations, Keen 

argues, language was the defining factor, in another the broad region to which you 

claimed affinity, and in yet other circumstances it may totemic identity that was 

important.  Interestingly, Keen (2004:170) suggests that identity was ‘most clearly 

defined’ in areas rich in resources, such as coastal zones, while people in more arid 

environments had less strongly applied rules governing identify.  This reflects the 

imperative for desert people to be on solid relationships with their neighbours.  The 

following section discusses issues of Aboriginal connection to the land in more detail. 

 

Concepts of Aboriginal Land Ownership 

The band was in essence a land using group, but not a land owning group.  Land 

ownership was vested in ‘the clan’ or ‘corporate group’ which is defined as a broad 

group of people that shared social characteristics, and was often tied to having rights 

over certain tracts of land, known as an ‘estate’ (Keen 2004:134; Peterson 1986).   

 

It is uncertain whether clans within eastern Australia were strictly patrilineal (as is 

suggested in other parts of Australia), or whether membership was determined more 

on the basis of place of birth (White and Cane 1986).  Keen (2004:136) argues that 

across Australia it was common for totems to be patrifilial, where a child took their 

father’s totem, and that this was strongly tied to land ownership.  The totem was an 

important feature of Aboriginal society and was used to define individuals, small 

groups and larger groups (Keen 2004:135).   This was by no means the only form of 

land connection across Australia; in some parts a person’s place of birth determined 

which country they were tied to (Keen 2004:137).   

 

Where matrifilial systems operated (where a totem was passed from mother to child) 

it tended to cause people of the same totemic identity to be dispersed among several 
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land based groups.  In this way, matrifilial relations become important when 

determining marriage and other social ceremonies, but were not generally connected 

to land ownership (Keen 2004:137).  

 

The system of patrifilial transition of land ownership concepts is reflected in 

Peterson’s 1811 account of Bennelong’s sense of ownership of Goat Island (Keen 

2010:45).  Patterson wrote that Bennelong had ‘inherited’ Goat Island from his father, 

and that he in turn had the right to pass it on to his companion By-gone (Keen 

2010:45).  This is supported by Eyre’s 1845 observations about the hereditary 

transmission of Aboriginal land ownership (Keen 2010:46).   

 

Ancestral law was the defining principle that controlled access to country and 

landmarks, including water sources (Keen 2004:299).  Tied to this notion are 

concepts of cosmology, religion and the ongoing influence of the ancestors (Keen 

2004:303).  Keen suggests that: ‘ancestral significance integrated country, resources 

and technologies into the all-encompassing framework of ancestral law, not only as a 

mode of control, but as a way of being.’ (Keen 2004:303).  Myers has also argued 

that ownership of territory was largely vested in knowledge of the ‘stories, objects, 

and ritual associated with the mythological ancestors of the dreaming at a particular 

place (in Peterson 2008:192).   

 

Ethnographic and anthropological research provides a context within which to view 

the archaeological record.  The overview presented here reveals the complexities of 

Aboriginal societies across Australia.  It indicates the interrelated nature of the 

environment, religion and social structure in pre-contact Aboriginal societies and has 

implications for discussions of the archaeological record.   

 

3.2 Aboriginal Social Organisation in Tasmania 

The discussions presented in section 3.1 regarding concepts of Aboriginal social 

organisation and notions of land ownership should be taken into account when 

reviewing the following social structure described for Aboriginal society in Tasmania.  

 

Ryan (2012) explains that the terms ‘nation’ and ‘clan’ are the preferred terms used 

by the Tasmanian Aboriginal community in place of ‘tribe’ and ‘band’ respectively.  

This terminology has been adopted in the following discussion. 

 

According to Jones (1974), the social organisation of Tasmanian Aboriginal society 

appears to have consisted of three social units, these being the hearth group, the 

clan and the nation. The hearth group was the basic family unit and would generally 

have consisted of a man and woman, their children, aged relatives and sometimes 

friends and other relatives. The size of hearth groups would generally range from 

between 2-8 individuals (Jones 1974: Plomley 1983). Plomley (1983:168) provides a 

description made by Peron of a hearth group he encountered at Port Cygnet. 

There were nine individuals in this family, and clearly they represented a 

hearth group, because Peron visited their campsite with its single hut. The 

group comprised an older man and wife, a younger man and wife, and five 

children, one a daughter (Oure-Oure) of the older man and wife, and the 

other four the children of the younger man and wife.  
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The clan (band) appears to have been the basic social unit and was comprised of a 

number of hearth groups (Jones 1974). Jones (1974:324-325) suggests that the 

band owned a territory and that the boundaries of this territory would coincide with 

well-marked geographic feature s such as rivers and lagoons. Whilst the band often 

resided within its territory, it also foraged widely within the territories of other bands. 

Brown (1986:21) states that the band was led by a man, usually older that the others 

and who had a reputation as a formidable hunter and fighter. Brown also suggests 

that the band (as well as the hearth group) was ideally exogamous, with the wife 

usually moving to her husband’s band and hearth group. 

 

Each band was associated with a wider political unit, the nation. Jones (1974:328-

329) describes the nation (tribe) as being: 

…that agglomeration of bands which lived in contiguous regions, spoke the 

same language or dialect, shared the same cultural traits, usually 

intermarried, had a similar pattern of seasonal movement, habitually met 

together for economic and other reasons, the pattern of whose peaceful 

relations were within the agglomeration and of whose enmities and military 

adventures were directed outside it. Such a tribe had a territory, consisting of 

the sum of the land owned by its constituent bands…The borders of a 

territory ranged from a sharp well defined line associated with a prominent 

geographic feature to a broad transition zone.  

 

According to Ryan (2012:11), the Aboriginal population of Tasmania was aligned 

within a broad framework of nine nations, with each nation comprising between six to 

fifteen clans (Ryan 2012:14). The mean population of each nation is estimated to 

have been between 350 and 470 people, with overall population estimates being in 

the order of between seven to ten thousand people prior to European occupation 

(Ryan 2012:14). 

 

Ryan (2012:13) presents a map showing the approximate boundaries for the nine 

Tasmanian Aboriginal Nations. This map shows that the study area falls within the 

boundaries of land occupied by Oyster Bay Nation (see Figure 4).  According to 

Ryan (2012:17) the Oyster Bay nation was the largest in Tasmania, ‘if not in area 

then certainly in population’ (2012:17).  The territory of the Oyster Bay nation 

covered approximately 8500 square kilometers, 500 of which comprised ‘usable 

coastline’ extending along the east coast from ‘St Patrick’s Head to the Derwent 

Estuary.  The boundary then followed the eastern bank of the River Derwent to the 

mouth of the Jordan River which it followed inland to St Peters Pass in the Midlands, 

east past Crown Lagoon, north to the watershed of the Macquarie and Elizabeth 

rivers at Tooms Lake and Lake Leake and then northeast along the South Esk River 

back to St Patrick’s head’ (Ryan 2012:17). 

 

According to Jones (1974), the nation consisted of at least 10-15 clans, which 

comprised several family groups each. The total number of individuals within a clan 

ranged between 30 and 80, and it is estimated that the total population of the Oyster 

Bay nation might have reached 800 people. Each clan had an allocated territory 

marked by prominent geographic features and covered, on average, between 300 
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and 500 square kilometers of land (Jones 1974). However, the clan members would 

often enter contiguous territories of other bands whilst searching for food (Brown 

1991:14). In addition, all clans within the nation followed a similar pattern of seasonal 

movement (Jones 1974). Each clan had a chief; usually an older man respected for 

his impressive hunting and fighting skills. Women were often acquired from other 

bands and forced to stay in their husband’s band (Brown 1991:14). All the clans 

within the nation spoke the same language and shared the same cultural traits 

(Jones 1974). However, Plomley (1966) indicates some linguistic and cultural 

differences between clans of the Oyster Bay nation.  

 

 
Figure 4: The Aboriginal Nations of Tasmania in relation to the study area  

(Ryan 2012:13) 

 

Economy and subsistence 

Hiatt (1967) notes that faunal species were the main component of the Aboriginal 

diet on the east coast of Tasmania at the time of European contact, whereas plant 

species played a marginal role as food source, when compared with the Aboriginal 

diet on the mainland. 
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Despite the rather scattered records, it is believed that a big part of the diet 

comprised all five macropod species, brushtail and ringtail possum, wombat, 

echidna, bandicoot, native cats, thylacine, platypus and possibly devil. Other species 

that were likely to have been consumed by the Aboriginal people included smaller 

terrestrial mammals, fur seals, birds (i.e. mutton bird, crow, swan, duck, native hen, 

emu and penguins), some amphibians, reptiles, possibly cetaceans, eels, crayfish, 

mussels, oysters, abalone, and some insects. Similarly to the north east coast of 

Tasmania, pelican and penguin eggs, as well as scale fish were not hunted by the 

east coast Aborigines (Brown 1991:15). 

 

Baudin (1974) reports on large spears being used for hunting kangaroos on Maria 

Island, but there is very little evidence of other traditional techniques of hunting 

macropods used by the Aborigines in eastern Tasmania. It is known, however, that at 

the time of European contact the Aboriginal people started using dogs for hunting. In 

addition, Robinson’s records describe killing swans and ducks with stones, and 

pulling bandicoots out of their burrows (Plomley 1966). 

 

According to Robinson, whole macropods were ‘roasted’ in an open fire (Plomley 

1966). However, Kee (1990, in Brown 1991:18) refers to a process of skinning a 

kangaroo before cooking. It is likely that the animals were butchered after being 

cooked (Brown 1991:18). There is also historic evidence suggesting that the eastern 

Aborigines used cooking on an open fire for other faunal species, including birds and 

some shellfish (Baudin 1974). It is likely that other methods of capturing prey, such 

as climbing possum trees (Plomley 1966; Backhouse 1843, in Brown 1991:17; Roth 

1899, in Brown 1991:17) or collecting crustaceans and molluscs (Labillardiere 1800, 

Plomley 1983), observed in other parts of Tasmania, were also used by the eastern 

Aborigines (Brown 1991:17).   

 

The full range of plant species foraged by the Oyster Bay clans is not known; 

however, Brown (1991:17) suggests that the main plant food sources included sea 

weed, pig face, native currant, native cherry, kangaroo apple, native spinach, grass 

tree, tree fern, bulrush, water ribbon, sedge, daisy yam, native potato, orchids, 

bracken fern and fungi. 

 

Although many plant species were eaten raw, others (including water ribbon, bracken 

fern roots, and grass tree and tree fern hearts) were likely to have been roasted 

before eating (Brown 1991:18). 

 

Settlement Patterns and Movement 

The Oyster Bay nation is thought to have been divided into three groups according to 

seasonal patterns of movement, resource exploitation and maintenance of 

ceremonial obligations.  The first group included four clans from St Patrick’s Head to 

Schouten Island; the second comprised four clans from Little Swanport to the 

Tasman Peninsula; and the third consisted of two clans from Maria Island and Pitt 

Water, Risdon.   

 

In winter, all three groups would gather on the coastal areas of their respective 

territories exploiting available shellfish, marine vegetables and small terrestrial 
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species.  In the spring and summer several clans from the Little Swanport area (the 

Poredareme, the Laremairremener and the Portmairremener) moved to the south 

and west exploiting terrestrial resources high country and river valley systems of Big 

River country (Ryan 2012:18).  Between August and November the Oyster Bay clans 

north of Little Swanport are recorded to have congregated at ‘rich food-source areas 

like Moulting Lagoon’ to exploit the seasonal abundance of bird life (Ryan 2012:18).  

From the end of October they moved inland to the Ben Lomond plateau, to the 

border of the Northern Midlands nation or across to Campbell Town and to the Great 

Western Tiers.  Those on the Ben Lomond plateau returned to the east coast at the 

end of January for sealing and mutton-birding and then on to Stockers Bottom in 

March to exploit kangaroos, wallabies and possums (see Figure 5). 

 

Importantly, not all of the Oyster Bay clans were recorded to have left their territory in 

the summer, however seasonal visits to the Ben Lomond and North Midland nations 

were common (Ryan 2012:20).  The Midland Plain is also noted to contain important 

quarries for raw material procurement as well as a number of important hunting and 

ceremonial grounds.  Several of these areas lay in the head of the Settled Districts 

during colonial times (see section 3.3). 

  

Relations between the Oyster Bay nation and other adjoining nations (the North East, 

Ben Lomond, North Midlands, Big River and South East nations) varied considerably 

(Brown 1991:21). There is recorded animosity between some bands of the Oyster 

Bay nation and those of the North Midlands, North East and South East nations. On 

the other hand, the relationships between the Oyster Bay nation and the Big River 

nation seemed to be relatively harmonious, with some ethno-historical records of 

trading beads and red ochre, as well as cultural exchange between the two groups. 

Moreover, it is known that members of the Big River nation foraged on the territory 

that belonged to the Oyster Bay nation. In addition, at one point, the two nations are 

believed to have joined together to fight a group from the Midlands nation (Plomley 

1966). 

 

Material Culture 

There are only five accounts of Aboriginal dwellings on the east coast of Tasmania, 

described as windbreaks. Even though there is no record of ‘huts’ in that region, it is 

likely that they were also constructed by the Aboriginal people (Brown 1991:23). Tree 

hollows might have been also used for shelter and cooking (Mortimer 1791). 

 

There is one encounter of watercraft in eastern Tasmania recorded by Baudin 

(1974). Plomley (1983) describes the material used to construct the craft as typha 

and bullrush, also identified as Eleocharis sphacelata (Brown and Bayley Stark 1979, 

in Brown 1991:24). There is no evidence of bark being used for building watercraft on 

the east coast of Tasmania (Brown 1991:24). 
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Figure 5: Seasonal movement of the East Coast nations 

(Ryan 2012:20) 

 

Spears and clubs are the two types of weapon used by the Aboriginal people for 

hunting (Baudin 1974) and fighting (Plomley 1966). Spears, usually made around the 

campfires, varied in size and consisted of a flexible rod with a point at one end 

(Brown 1991:24). They not only served as weapon, but also were likely to have been 

used to paddle watercraft (Baudin 1974). Clubs were made of a piece of Casuarina 

spp. wood, sometimes with the thinner end scored with lines for a better grip 

(Plomley 1966). 
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Other elements of the material culture found on the east coast of Tasmania include 

baskets made of rushes (Mortimer 1791) and water vessels made from frond of giant 

kelp (Roth 1899, in Brown 1991:24), both used as carrying containers. In addition, 

strings and ropes were utilised for carrying children (Roth 1891, in Brown 1991:25), 

threading shells to form necklaces (Mortimer 1791, Plomley 1983), building 

watercraft and climbing trees (Brown 1991:25). Despite no direct evidence, Brown 

(1991:25) suggests that wooden spatulas might have been used for collecting 

shellfish, and wooden chisels for removing tree bark.  

 

Animal products were also extensively utilised by the eastern Aborigines. Skins 

constituted an item of clothing worn over the upper body mostly by women (Mortimer 

1791, Baudin 1974, Plomley 1983). Animal skins and shells were also used for 

adornment (Mortimer 1791). Another form of decoration was spreading a mixture of 

animal fat and red ochre all over the face, body and hair; as well as using charcoal to 

blacken the body (Plomley 1966). 

 

There are some ethno-historical records of stone being exploited by the Aboriginal 

people on the east coast of Tasmania. Roth (1891:18, in Brown 1991:25) observed 

stones with sharp edges ‘similar to iron axe heads’. Stone artefacts were often used 

in woodworking tasks, such as sharpening spears (Plomley 1966). Occasionally, 

oyster shells were also utilised for that purpose (Baudin 1974). Throwing stones was 

a common method applied in hunting and fighting (Plomley 1966). 

 

It is presumed that the Aboriginal people in eastern Tasmania did not make fire 

(Plomley 1966). Instead, during movements, they carried lighted firebrands made of 

dry bark in order to preserve fire (Brown 1991:25). 

 

Art, burial, mythology and ceremony 

The only evidence of paintings in eastern Tasmania refers to circular and linear 

designs painted on sheets of bark, used for constructing a burial structure recorded 

on Maria Island (Brown 1991:26). According to Plomley (1983), these designs 

resembled those painted by the Aboriginal people on their bodies. Another form of 

body decoration was scarring. Cicatrices were often symbolic (Plomley 1966) and 

included various designs, such as rows of short lines, longer lines, circles and arcs 

(Plomley 1983). 

 

Ethno-historical records suggest that at the time of European contact religious beliefs 

and rituals of the eastern Aborigines were very dynamic and complex, and 

consequently played an important part of everyday life (Brown 1991:26). The belief 

system practiced in eastern Tasmania was similar in many ways to the one on the 

mainland of Australia (Clark 1988), with the concept of ‘Dreaming’ being the core of 

the religious beliefs (Brown 1991:26). Some elements of nature (certain plant and 

animal species, as well as natural forces) were considered incarnation of ancestral 

beings (Brown 1991:26). Brown (1991:27) suggests that the exclusion of certain 

foods from the diet of the Aboriginal people was a result of religious sanctions. 

 

Dancing constituted an important part of Aboriginal ceremonies and was performed 

by men and women, usually in the evenings around campfires. It was a celebration of 
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the land, its people and the Dreaming (Brown 1991:27). Dances were sometimes 

exchanged between tribal groups, i.e. the ‘horse dance’ was learnt by members of 

the Oyster Bay nation from the Big River nation (Plomley 1966).   

 

There are two records of constructed tomb structures on Maria Island. One of them 

indicates that a cremation process was used for disposal of the dead, followed by a 

burial of the ashes (Plomley 1983). Tree burial was another form of disposal of the 

dead and consisted of placing a dead body in a tree hollow (Brown 1991:29). It is 

believed that this method of burial was chosen when dealing with violent death 

(Brown 1986, in Brown 1991:29), and allowed the spirit to walk about and 

communicate with the living (Plomley 1966). Even though there is no evidence 

suggesting underground burials in eastern Tasmania at the time of European contact 

(Brown 1991:29), it is believed that it did occur in the past (Lord 1919, in Brown 

1991:29; Wallace 1978, Ranson 1986). 

 

3.3  Culture Contact and Frontier Violence 

As a frontier area, the settlement of the East Coast was accompanied by several 

incidents with the resident Aboriginal population of the area – the clans of the Oyster 

Bay nation.  According to von Stieglitz ‘By the late twenties…tragedies beyond telling 

were of daily occurrence and there are official reports of outrages committed in the 

district of Great Swan Port, from 1826 to 1830, in the state archives’ (von Stieglitz 

1955:46).   

 

In 1828 police reports included the surrounding of Mr. Lyne’s house and knocking 

down of his youngest daughter, robbing of a hut belonging to George Meredith, 

another settler’s Mr. Allen’s hut was robbed and burnt to the ground, then robbed 

again later in the year.  Buxton was robbed again that year.  Two murders were also 

reported (von Stieglitz 1955:47), one of a settler and the other of a policeman’s 

assigned servant.  Two of George Meredith’s horses were also killed. 

 

In October of the following year ‘they murdered a man and burnt the hut of another, 

named Cullen, to the ground.  They speared a Mr. Carr and murdered his man. 

“About the same time they seriously wounded with spears three men in Mr. Cotton’s 

service and robbed Mr. Cotton.  They also robbed the hut occupied by a neighbour of 

his.  Very much the same people were visited again by the blacks in 1830.  

Simpson’s place, Richard Allen and others, being robbed.  On the 8th 

September a private solider at the 63rd Regiment was murdered at Boomer Creek’ 

(von Stieglitz 1955). Other reports included the murder of a sawer working for the 

government and the plunder of their huts, the plundering of James King’s hut at New 

Grange, George Meredith's hut and then on up the Swan to Glen Gala and Brook 

Lodge, where one of the grant owner Paddy Duffy’s men was killed (Nyman 1990). 

 

Also in 1829 was a report by Jorgen Jorgensen, who was stationed at Oatlands as a 

constable under Thomas Anstey, P.M.  After visiting the area he commented ‘the 

natives were upwards of 150 strong and no women or children among them…..I 

allude to the body that attacked Mr. Cotton’s hut….. the aborigines made their on 

Schouten’s Main…..They had the audacity to threaten Mr. Meredith’s men and when 

these  began to sing in defiance, the natives re-echoed their song in derision from 
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the rocks and told them they would soon come and take them all’ (von Stieglitz 

1955). 

 

One incident sited by Thomas Buxton, owner of Mayfield estate who recorded events 

on his property near Waterloo (now Swansea).  His report details being surrounded 

by twenty or thirty natives at his home, several of whom were surrounding his man 

and bullocks working some distance from the house.  Buxton fired a few times 

allowing his man to escape.  He then saw Mrs. Chapman and two children being 

followed by natives and he fired at them to allow her to escape.  He then saw another 

party of natives at his new house carrying away bedding, and then meet another 

settler who had been wounded in the chin and left breast (von Stieglitz 1955:47).  

Buxton’s home had also been previously robbed by natives in March 1826 during 

which they killed one man and wounded another. 

 

Francis Aubin also made a report at the Police Office on Waterloo Point in 1830 in 

which he recorded that a man named Francis Bowker had been speared by the 

blacks near Mr. Duffey’s of this district and died of the wounds (von Stieglitz 

1955:47). 

 

So widespread was the general fear at the time that ‘Every shadow and every 

charred stump seemed to be a black man ready to burn the huts or spear those 

unhappy, lonely settlers…No solider went out unless he had a companion with him.’ 

(von Stieglitz 1955:48) 

 

On the back of this hostility and fear, the orders were issued for the ‘Black Drive’ or 

‘Black Line’: 

‘Between the 7th and 12th October 1830 Lieutenant Aubin will thoroughly 

examine the tier extending from the head of the Swan River; north, down to 

Spring Bay; the southern extremity of his district, in which duty he will be 

aided in addition to the military parties station at Spring Bay and Little Swan 

Port, by Captains Maclaine, and Leard, Messrs Meredith, Hawkins, 

Gatehouse, Buxton, Harte, Amos, King, Lyne and all settlers in that district’ 

(Melville, the history of VDL pp. 27 in Nyman 1990:108). 

 

Following the dismal failure of the black line (which resulted in the capture of only 

one aboriginal man and a boy), George Augustus Robinson appeared in the district, 

authorized to try to persuade the aborigines to give themselves to his care.  Much to 

the surprise of the settlers in the area, many chose to do so.   When Robinson and 

his group arrived at Glen Gala, Adam Amos and his family reportedly stayed inside 

their house, making no acknowledgement of their presence (Nyman 1990).  

 

In 1831 a final attack was made by the aborigines of the area with the theft of guns 

from Watersmeeting while its owner was away.  Upon hearing that 40 or more 

aborigines were in the district, George Meredith guessed they would follow their 

usual pattern and head towards the peninsula.  He gathered all the settlers from the 

area he could find and for a fortnight a party of approximately 100 men kept the 

aborigines penned up on the southern part of the Peninsula.  A cordon of men and 

fires stretched from Promise Bay to Wineglass Bay, but was eventually broken in the 
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night and the aborigines escaped, leaving the settlers with nothing apparently to 

show for their vigil.  However, the incident had been so alarming for the aborigines 

that they never returned to the area (Nyman 1990). 
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4.0 Background Archaeology 
 

4.1 A brief summary of Tasmanian Prehistory and Key Theoretical Topics 

Occupation of Tasmania has been established to 34 000 years BP when Tasmania 

was connected to the mainland as part of the greater Australian land mass.  

Parmerpar Rockshelter in central north Tasmania, just below Cradle Mountain was 

excavated by Richard Cosgrove and produced an occupation sequence spanning 

from 34 000 years BP through to a few hundred years ago (Mulvaney and Kamminga 

1999:189).  The excavation of Kutukina Cave in south west Tasmania by Don 

Ranson and Rhys Jones and established Pleistocene settlement of Tasmania with 

radio carbon dates suggesting occupation to 20 000 years BP (Mulvaney and 

Kamminga 1999:182).   

 

By 12 000 years BP Tasmania had become separated from mainland Australia by 

rising sea levels associated with the end of the Last Glaciation (Kee 1987:12).  The 

formation of the Bass Strait led to the effective isolation of Tasmania from mainland 

Australia.  This resulted in the development of cultures and economies largely 

independent of mainland influences (Mulvaney and Kamminga 1999:339).   

 

Tasmanian sand dune systems began forming in this period as reduced rainfall and 

lower temperatures led to reduction in vegetation from 22 – 10 000 BP.  During this 

period the coastal dunes and plains systems formed, supporting an abundance of 

resources (Kee 1987:14).  Sea levels stabilised around 6 000 years ago and 

therefore midden sites on the current coastline are likely to be less than 6000 years 

old (Kee 1987:12).   

 

Two caves excavated at Rocky Cape in northwest Tasmania by Rhys Jones 

established a chronology from 8000 years ago through to European contact 

(Mulvaney and Kamminga 1999:346).  The stratified midden deposits are important 

evidence in two of the main debates in Tasmanian archaeology; the issue of why fish 

becomes absent from the diet around the Mid Holocene and the shift away from use 

of bone point technology.  At Rocky Cape scale fish disappear from the midden 

between 3800 and 3400 years ago.  Bone points and spatulas in the lower levels of 

the deposit indicate bone working technology that is phased out from around 5 500 

years ago and does not reappear in the deposits at Rocky Cape.  Stone tool 

technologies also differ between the earlier unifacially flaked pebbles and retouched 

flakes and after 5 500 years ago a shift to increased stone artefacts, featuring disc 

shaped core tools, small concave edged flakes and very small flakelets (Mulvaney 

and Kamminga 1999:348).  

 

Early European observers including William Bligh and Robinson recorded that 

Aboriginal people across Tasmania did not eat fish and indeed were repulsed by the 

idea (Mulvaney and Kamminga 1999:354).  The archaeological record reflects this 

abstinence, as noted above fish bones disappear from the Rocky Cape midden 

around 3 500 years ago and subsequent excavations around the state have shown 

that fish was avoided from this point through till European settlement.  Jones 

proposed that the avoidance of fish was a cultural phenomenon, noting that fish was 
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not a major part of the diet but would have resulted in a certain level of increase 

hardship, mainly during winter.  Harry Allen argued that the shift away from eating 

fish was an adaptive economical decision based on falling water temperatures 

around 3500 years ago that meant fish required increasingly more energy to obtain, 

and that more efficient energy sources such as seals and shellfish became the 

economical response (Mulvaney and Kamminga 1999:354-355).   While, according 

to Jones and Colley, methods such as tidal traps and baited boxes to hunt fish are 

not especially labour intensive measures (Mulvaney and Kamminga 1999:355).  The 

issue of fish in the diet and culture of Tasmanian Aboriginal people remains as a 

major archaeological question.     

 

From the Mid Holocene about 4000 years ago there is evidence for expansion into 

areas previously uninhabited, including the north coast hinterland (Mulvaney and 

Kamminga 1999:345).  Lourandos suggested that this was related to the use of fire 

to open up more vegetated areas and easing access through them.  There is also 

evidence for the emergence of regional exchange systems in the Mid Holocene, 

notably through the appearance of spongelite chert at various locations (Mulvaney 

and Kamminga 1999:346).  Along the north-west coast, abalone and crayfish appear 

to become introduced to the marine economy at this time (Mulvaney and Kamminga 

1999:346).   

 

Tasmanian material culture differs from that of the mainland largely through the 

absence of several tool types including spear throwers, boomerang, shields, fishing 

equipment, hatchets, adzes and grinding stones (Mulvaney and Kamminga 

1999:343).  There is evidence of some ground stone tools and Mulvaney and 

Kamminga (1999:343) suggest that any absence must have a ‘cultural bias’ rather 

than reflecting a lack of technical knowledge.  The material culture observed by the 

early European settlers was gender differentiated.  Men are recorded using long 

wooden hunting spears up to three metres long and heavy wooden clubs.  Women’s 

toolkits included digging sticks, wooden clubs, a wooden wedge used to strip bark 

from trees and also in shellfish gathering.  It also features bags made from skin, kelp 

and woven plant fibres (Mulvaney and Kamminga 1999:343).  The stone tool 

assemblage across Tasmania appears to have been based on sometimes retouched 

and shaped flakes, cores and pebbles (Mulvaney and Kamminga 1999:343).  Blade 

production does not seem to have been practiced in Tasmania (Mulvaney and 

Kamminga 1999:344). 

 

Bone points are known from the Rocky Cape excavations dating back to 8 000 years 

ago but missing from the assemblage after 3 500 years ago (Mulvaney and 

Kamminga 1999:355).  One bone point was excavated post 3 500 years BP.  Sandra 

Bowdler proposed that bone points were related to making fish nets and that the 

disappearance of bone point technology is directly related to the shift away from 

eating fish that also occurred at this time (Mulvaney and Kamminga 1999:355).  

However, Sarah Colley’s investigations suggest that there is no evidence that fish 

were caught using nets.  Jones proposed that bone points were used for piercing 

skins used for clothing and that the discontinuation of the technology reflects 

changes in how skin garments were made (Mulvaney and Kamminga 1999:355). 
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4.2 Previous Archaeological Research in the Study Region 

Several hundred archaeological sites have been identified within the area of eastern 

Tasmania, over some 50 years of archaeological investigation. However, the vast 

majority of these investigations have been limited in scope and concerned with 

geographically restricted areas (Brown 1991).   

 

Some of the earliest archaeology undertaken in the region was by Jones, who 

undertook a number of reconnaissance surveys and excavations in several regions 

of Tasmania (Jones 1965, 1966, 1967) exploring the possible existence of ‘ecological 

or geographical variations and adaptations’ (1965:191).  Examining the idea of 

dichotomous variation between stone artefact assemblages found in the east coast 

and midland areas and those found on the west coast.  However Jones’ quickly 

focussed his investigations on the Tasmanian northwest. 

 

In general, only three archaeologists have attempted broad based regional 

investigations of eastern Tasmania: Lourandos (1968, 1970, 1977), Gaughwin (1985) 

and Brown (1991).  Brown’s results remain the best guide to site patterning in this 

area of the state, however all three studies are summarised below. 

 

Archaeological Investigations by Lourandos (1968, 1970, 1977) 

Harry Lourandos undertook the earliest regional study of eastern Tasmania between 

1967 and 1968, with the dual aims of reconstructing broad settlement patterns in 

eastern Tasmania and to contrast it with those observed by Jones in the northwest.  

Lourandos’ study investigated middens, inland camps and stone quarries and 

included broad based survey as well as excavations at a midden and inland campsite 

(1968, 1970).  Lourandos observed the occurrence of inland camps throughout 

eastern Tasmania, from immediately behind middens along the foreshore and with 

high frequencies around lakes, marshes and waterways.  Two types of middens were 

also observed: those occurring in low energy coastal margins and dominated by 

oyster and mussel shell, and those occurring in medium/high energy environments 

and dominated by warrener and abalone shell.  To better characterize the nature of 

each type of site use, excavations were undertaken at a low energy, oyster 

dominated midden site at Little Swanport and at an inland site at Crown Lagoon, 

locked 25km inland and directly to the west of Little Swanport. 

 

Excavations at Little Swanport provided a date range of 4490+/-120BP (ANU 356) at 

the base, 3660 +/- 95BP (ANU 357) in the middle and 1660+/- 85BP (ANU 355) just 

below the surface of the deposit (Lourandos 1970:52-53).  The deposit comprised 

estuarine shellfish, flaked stone, animal bones and charcoal, with bone tools limited 

to the lower layers.  At the conclusion of works, Lourandos interpreted the site as a 

‘specialised oyster fishing dump with little other activity reflected archaeologically’ 

(Lourandos 1968:41) and demonstrating minimal changes over time. 

 

The cultural deposit at Crown Lagoon comprised stone tools and charcoal, with 

charcoal concentrated in small hearths.  The stone artefacts are argued to represent 

flaking floors and animal bone was found throughout the deposit (Lourandos 1970).  

The main activities argued to be represented at Crown Lagoon are the manufacture 

of wooden artefacts and spears and the hunting of land animals.  The site is 
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interpreted as a representative eastern Tasmanian inland campsite reflecting the 

temporary settlement of shifting hunting camps (Lourandos 1970). 

 

Lourandos therefore concluded, on the basis of this survey, that three independent 

site forms are present: shell middens, open inland sites and stone quarries.  Middens 

are seen to reflect the exploitation of marine resources and to a lesser extent the 

hunting of terrestrial game and use of flaked stone.  Open inland sites represent 

temporary settlements associated with various tool-manufacturing activities and 

sometimes with faunal remains, while stone quarries are associated with the primary 

production of flaked stone.  The settlement model formulated around these sites is 

therefore ‘a subsistence strategy orientated around the seasonal exploitation of two 

dominant environments – an extensive coastlines, and a vast hinterland of varied 

sclerophyll forest – and incorporating a series of temporary, limited-activity stations 

associated within specific micro-environments’ (Brown 1991:31 of Lourandos 1977). 

 

Brown (1991:73) summarises Lourandos’ pattern of late Holocene Aboriginal 

settlement and subsistence as follows: 

 

• ‘economically specialized resource exploitation (limited activity); 

• temporary campsites indicating a high level of nomadism and a lack of 

complex long term base camps; 

• a dispersed pattern of activities; 

• a seasonal exploitation of two dominant environments – an extensive 

coastline and a vast hinterland of varied sclerophyll forest (Lourandos 

1977:223); and 

• low population’ (Brown 1991:73). 

Lourandos’ model provided an important interpretive framework for the majority of 

subsequent eastern and northeastern Tasmanian archaeological investigations.  

However, the earliest data provided to test Lourandos’ model for the east coast was 

provided by Gaughwin (1985) with a reconnaissance survey of Tasman Peninsula. 

 

Archaeological Investigations by Gaughwin (1985) 

Gaughwin identified a series of Aboriginal land use patterns, which are summarised 

as follows: 

• a consistent pattern of high densities of shellfish and low densities of lithic 

materials in sites, reinforcing the interpretation of these sites as the product of 

limited activities (Gaughwin 1985:52 and Brown 1991:31). 

• Great diversity was identified from the contents of sites on medium energy 

coastlines (a site type Lourandos identified but did not excavate).  These sites 

have greater quantities of stone artefacts in addition to shellfish and suggest 

that a wider range of activities may be represented at these middens 

(Gaughwin 1985:52 and Brown 1991:31). 

• The presence of large artefact scatters associated with low densities of shell 

near the coastline and shellfish recovered from rock shelters up to 4km from 

the coast, which together indicate more complex economic patterning than 

that identified by Lourandos (Brown 1991:31) 
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• A pattern of differential offshore island use was identified (Brown 1991:31). 

Gaughwin therefore concluded that site functions appeared more varied on the 

Tasman Peninsula, indicating that the east coast model of a nomadic population 

centered around dispersed limited-activity sites was not sufficient for this area of the 

east coast (Gaughwin 1985). 

 

Regional Investigations of Eastern Tasmania by Brown (1991) 

The most thorough, systematic and recent regional study of eastern Tasmania was 

undertaken by Brown (1991). Brown’s (1991) work comprised regional survey reports 

as part of a series of Tasmanian regional surveys instigated by the Tasmanian Parks 

and Wildlife Service. Brown’s work was designed with the goal of investigating 

Aboriginal patterns of economic exploitation in eastern Tasmania and to test 

Lourandos’ economic model (Brown 1991:37).  The study focused particularly on the 

use of offshore islands, which included a large number of both estuarine and lagoon 

islands, reefs, offshore rocks and a large range of sizes from less than 1ha to 9670 

ha (Maria Island).   

Brown recognized three broad landform units: 

• Offshore islands 

• Coastal and estuarine margins and plains 

• Inland hills and plains 

Brown’s results for investigations in each of these areas are summarised below.  All 

investigations were the subject of on-ground survey with a small excavation carried 

out at a rock shelter on Freycinet Peninsula.  A total of 549 sites are reported on in 

this study, which at the time (1991), represented 72% of known sites in the region. 

 

Offshore Islands (data generated from Ile des Phoques, Maria Island, Ile du Nord, 

Little Christmas Island, Diamond Island) – 

 

Evidence for occupation of Ile des Phoque is questionable, comprising only 2 quartz 

flaked pieces and one quartz angular fragment.  However Brown (1991:45) feels sure 

these items are the product of human agency.  However, a total 41 sites were 

located on Maria Island, comprising shellfish remains and middens, stone artefacts 

and/or stone structures.  The results are summarised below: 

• Middens are the dominant site type (75%), comprising predominantly sparse 

surface scatters of shell fragments including turbo, oyster, limpet, abalone 

and mussel.  Turbo dominated middens occurred behind rock/platforms while 

the oyster dominated middens occurred behind sandy beaches.  Shellfish 

consumption therefore occurs in the immediate proximity of the resource 

(Brown 1991:46). 

• The majority of the sites occur within 50m of the coastline 

• Larger sites occur on flat or gently sloping well drained, sandy soil deposits, 

with smaller sites apparent in some cases on more clay rich (sandy/clay 

loams) sediments. 

• The vast majority of sites contain stone artefacts (81%), ranging from isolated 

finds to scatters of more than 50 artefacts.  Assemblages are dominated by 

unretouched flakes and core fragments, made from cherty hornfels, quartzite, 
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quart and chalcedony.  The unretouched nature of the assemblage is said to 

be due to the use of shells for many activities, however these worked edges 

are hard to identify and deteriorate rapidly. 

• All stone types identified on the island are available locally. 

A stone arrangement was identified near Edina Point (TASI3009) comprising a series 

of 7 pits measuring 1.3m x 1.3m x 0.4m in size and depth and a single mound 

situated on a raised dolerite beach.  The site draws similarities with a site identified at 

Bluff Hill point on the northwest coast and concluded to be related to ceremonial 

activities (Cane 1980). 

 

Comparisons with site and artefact densities at Bruny Island indicate that 

archaeological evidence on Maria Island is relatively low.  Brown concludes that this 

is due to occupation on the island in the prehistoric period only ever being irregular 

and seasonal, with the island never having supported a permanent population. 

 

Coastal and estuarine margins and coastal plains (data generated from Luther Point 

to Pebbly Point, Cressy Beach to Little Swanport, Mariposa Beach to Piccaninny 

Point Freycinet Peninsula, Friendly Beaches, Farm Point/Bicheno) – 

A total of 356 sites were identified within these landforms; the nature and 

distributions of these sites are summarised below: 

 

• Shell middens are by far the most common site type (90%).  Most common 

within the middens are surface shell and artefact scatters (35%), and large 

middens (23%) (Brown 1991:49).   

• Rock shelters, artefact scatters and isolated finds are also common 

• Middens are dominated by mussel, warrener, mud oyster and limpet with 

abalone present in some cases.  Warrener/mussel dominated middens occur 

on medium to high-energy coastlines, while oyster/mussel dominated 

middens occur on coastal and estuarine margins. 

• Stone artefacts are common along the coastlines of eastern Tasmania with 

85% of all coastal sites recorded to have stone artefacts present. Average 

scatter sizes between 1 and 50 artefacts. 

• Artefact assemblages show great diversity including unretouched and 

retouched forms, cores, hammerstones and anvils. Both percussive and 

bifacial manufacturing techniques are represented 

• Assemblages are dominated by cherty hornfels, however the frequency of its 

use decreases toward the north.  Quartz is most common on the Freycinet 

Peninsula.  Raw materials along the east coast include quartz, quartzite, 

cherts, petrified wood, silcrete, volcanics, chalcedony, dolerite and granite. 

• Ochre nodules with evidence of grinding may also be present 

• Bone remains are rarely noted at east coast sites 

• Though rare, stone arrangements occur along the east coast. 

• Rock-shelters are likely to have been occupied and generally contain surface 

evidence of prehistoric occupation 
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• Shorelines frequently contain stone resources suitable for knapping in the 

form of water washed pebbles and cobbles; many identified artefacts have 

been derived from these sources. 

Inland Hills and Plains (data generated from Tea Tree Rivulet, Craigbourne Dam, 

Crown Lagoon and Tooms Lake, Buckland State Forest, St Marys Pass/Irishtown) 

According to Brown, the archaeological evidence for Aboriginal occupation of the 

inland highlands of eastern Tasmania is characterized by the following: 

 

• Small stone artefact scatters located on flat or gently inclined ground within 

close proximity to a water source, 

• Underlying geology appears to affect site density with sites more common in 

areas with underlying sandstone geology rather than dolerite. 

• Small artefact scatters are primarily unretouched flakes and cores, with a 

small proportion of retouched artefacts.  Cherty hornfels is the dominant raw 

material type. 

• Cherty hornfels sources of varying sizes occur 

• Occasional sandstone rock-shelter sites occur with a lithic component and 

occupation deposits, however the majority of shelters do not appear to have 

any visible signs of occupation (see also Ross 1990 and Sim 1997). 

Aboriginal occupation of the forested and rugged environments of the Eastern Tiers 

of eastern Tasmania appears to have been extensive but limited to short, casual 

visits while traversing the area or to visit resource rich environments, such as to 

stone quarries (Brown 1991:70).   

 

This contrasts with the abundant evidence for settlement of the larger inland river 

valleys, the margins of lakes, lagoons and marshes.  Archaeological evidence for 

occupation of these areas is characterized by the following: 

• High density artefact scatters are the dominant site type 

• Large open artefact scatters occur on well-drained, sandy soils, in elevated 

positions above river and creek floodplains and generally with a northerly 

aspect. 

• Sandstone rock-shelters located at the base of sandstone ridges near fresh 

water sources in the valley floor generally contain evidence of occupation and 

are relatively common. 

• Artefact assemblages contain a proportion of unretouched flakes and cores, 

as well as a number of retouched pieces and utilised flakes. Anvils and 

hammerstones are relatively uncommon but are widespread.  Cherty hornfels 

is the most common raw material found, though a wide range of raw materials 

area available and utilised depending upon the geology of the area. 

• Ochre nodules are commonly found at large sites. 

Brown’s results demonstrate Aboriginal occupation of inland river and creek valleys, 

and the margins of creeks and lagoons in the east coast region of Tasmania were 

frequently occupied.  Brown concludes that large base camps as well as smaller 

transitory occupation sites were established in these areas.   
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Brown’s results demonstrate a slightly different subsistence model for the eastern 

coast of Tasmania to that identified by Lourandos.  According to Brown, the primary 

differences lie in the nature of the economy.  Where Lourandos identified limited 

specialized activity within two environmental zones, Brown’s results identified a more 

broad based and locally complex economy (1991:78). 

 

Notable is the absence of Pleistocene and early Holocene sites in this portion of 

Tasmania.  This may be due in part to rising sea levels at 7,000BP causing the 

inundation coastal sites, and to geomorphological changes in sand dunes with the re-

deposition of sand sheet and dunes approximately 6,000 years ago.  However Brown 

(1991) believes that the systematic occupation of the area did not begin until 6,000 

years ago when those populations occupying the Derwent Estuary area moved into 

the southern part of the region.  Further research in the region will be necessary 

before any of these hypotheses can be confirmed. 

 

4.3 Results of the CHMA (2014 and 2015) Investigations of the SWAN 

Irrigation Scheme 

Recently, CHMA (2014 and 2015) were engaged by Tasmanian Irrigation to 

undertake an Aboriginal heritage assessment for the SWAN Irrigation Scheme. The 

assessment included the proposed location for the proposed Melrose Dam site, 

around 15km north of Swansea, and a 40km pipeline distribution network extending 

from the Melrose Dam site, south to Swansea, and east around Moulting Lagoon. 

Much of the surveyed sections of the pipeline distribution network are situated in 

close proximity to the Cambria study area, and is therefore directly relevant to this 

desk top assessment. The following provides a summary overview of these two 

investigations. 

 

CHMA (2014) were previously engaged by TI to undertake an Aboriginal heritage 

assessment for specific components of the SWAN Irrigation Scheme, these being the 

proposed Melrose dam site and associated borrow pit, the two way transfer pipeline 

and river pump station site, and a small section (500m in length) of the proposed 

distribution pipeline corridor near Moulting Lagoon. 

 

No Aboriginal sites were identified by the field team within these areas. CHMA (2014) 

did note that there was one registered Aboriginal site that was reported as being 

located in the immediate vicinity of this section of the proposed pipeline corridor (site 

0186). The site was classified as a shell midden deposit, with the grid reference 

provided for this site places it immediately to the west of the pipeline route corridor. 

Despite undertaking an extensive search in the general vicinity of the reported 

location of the site, the field team were unable to re-locate the site. CHMA (2014) 

noted that there were inconsistencies between the description provided for this site in 

the TASI site card, and the actual on-ground physical setting of the reported site 

location. Based on these inconsistencies, CHMA (2014) considered very likely that 

the location of this site had been incorrectly plotted in the past, and that the site 

actually occurs to the south of the study area. 
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CHMA (2015) were subsequently engaged by TI to undertake an Aboriginal heritage 

assessment for SWAN Irrigation Scheme pipeline distribution corridor, which totaled 

approximately 40km in length.  

 

In the course of the field survey assessment of the SWAN distribution pipeline 

corridor, CHMA (2015) recorded a total of nine Aboriginal sites. Six of the recorded 

sites were classified as isolated artefacts (sites AH13090, AH13091, AH13092, 

AH13093, AH13097 and AH13098). The remaining three sites were classified as 

artefact scatters.  

 

The largest of the artefact scatters was site AH13095. The site was located on an 

elevated and level bank that sits above the low lying flood plains on the west margins 

of the Swan River. A total of 17 surface artefacts were identified along a 50m section 

of a 4m wide graded vehicle track that traverses along the eastern edge of the 

embankment.  

 

The other two artefact scatters (AH13094 and AH13096) each comprised just two 

surface artefacts. The artefacts from these two sites are all un-modified flakes that 

again, have been manufactured from stone resources that are locally available in the 

region (CHMA 2015). 

 

CHMA (2015) noted a distinct pattern of Aboriginal site distribution along the pipeline 

corridor, with the vast majority of the recorded sites (7 of the 9 sites) being situated 

within the Swan River valley system, within 300m of the Swan River. The other two 

sites are both located within 300m of another water course. Site AH13090 is located 

300m to the south of the Meredith River, with site AH13091 being situated 

immediately adjacent to an ephemeral creek and associated swamp area. No sites 

were identified in landscape contexts away from water sources. 

 

The general impression generated from the survey assessment was that site and 

artefact densities along the length of the pipeline corridor was typically quite low 

reflecting a sporadic pattern of occupation. The highest density of sites were 

concentrated along the margins of the Swan River which indicated that this major 

water course and resource zone may have been utilised as one of the main travelling 

routes through this part of the East Coast Region (CHMA 2015).  

  

4.4 Registered Aboriginal Sites in the Vicinity of the Study Area 

As part of Stage 1 of the desk top assessment a search was carried out of Aboriginal 

Heritage Register (AHR) to determine the extent of registered Aboriginal heritage 

sites within and in the general vicinity of the Cambria study area. 

 

The search shows that there are a total of 31 registered Aboriginal sites that have 

been recorded within or in a 2km radius of the Cambria study area. These sites are 

classified as either artefact scatters (8 sites), isolated artefacts (9 sites) and shell 

middens (14 sites). Three of the recorded shell middens are also reported as having 

stone artefacts in association.  
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Figure 6 shows the location of these registered sites in relation to the Cambria study 

area. Table 1 provides the summary details for these 31 sites, as generated from the 

AHR search. 

 

Of these 31 registered sites, there are 19 sites that appear to be situated within the 

bounds of the Cambria study area. These sites are highlighted in red in Table 1. 

 
Table 1: Summary details for registered Aboriginal sites located in the vicinity  
of the Cambria study area (information redacted) 

Site AH 
Number 

Site Type Site Locality Grid 
Reference 
Easting 
GDA (94) 

Grid 
Reference 
Northing 
GDA (94) 
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Map Redacted 

Figure 6: Registered Aboriginal sites in the vicinity of the Cambria Study Area (Map provided by AHT and modified by CHMA)    
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5.0 Predictive Modeling 
 

5.1   Introduction to Predictive Modeling  

Predictive modeling, in an archaeological context, is a fairly straightforward concept 

and has been utilised by archaeologists in Australia for a number of years as a tool 

for undertaking research into Aboriginal heritage sites. In summary, predictive 

modeling involves the collation of information generated from previous 

archaeological research in a given region, and using this information to establish 

patterns of Aboriginal site distributions within the landscape of that particular region. 

On the basis of perceived patterns of site distribution, Archaeologists can then make 

predictive statements regarding the potential for various Aboriginal site types to occur 

within certain landscape settings, and can make preliminary assessments regarding 

the potential archaeological sensitivity of landscape types within a given region. 

 

5.2  Predictive Models; Strengths and Weaknesses 

It should be acknowledged that most, if not all predictive models have a number of 

potential inherit weaknesses which may serve to limit their value. These include, but 

may not be limited to the following: 

 

1. The accuracy of a predictive model is directly influenced by the quality and 

quantity of available site data and information for a given region. The more 

data available and the greater the quality of that data, the more likely it is that 

an accurate predictive model can be developed.  

2. Predictive modeling works very well for certain types, most particularly 

isolated artefacts and artefact scatters, and to a lesser extent scarred trees. 

For other site types it is far more difficult to accurately establish distribution 

patterns and therefore make predictive modeling statements. Unfortunately, 

these site types are generally the rarer site types (in terms of frequency of 

occurrence) and are therefore generally the most significant sites.  

3. Predictive modeling (unless it is very sophisticated and detailed) will generally 

not take into account micro-landscape features within a given area. These 

micro features may include (but is certainly not limited to) slight elevations in 

the landscape (such as small terraces) or small soaks or drainage 

depressions that may have held water. These micro features have been 

previously demonstrated to occasionally be focal points for Aboriginal 

activity.  

4. Predictive modeling to a large extent is often predicated on the presence of 

watercourses. However, in some instances the alignment of these 

watercourses has changed considerably over time. As a consequence the 

present alignment of a given watercourse may be substantially different to its 

alignment in the past. The consequence of this for predictive modeling (if 

these ancient water courses are not taken into account) is that predicted 

patterns of site distributions may be greatly skewed. 
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5.3 A Predictive Model of Site Type Distribution for the Cambria Study Area 

The results of the AHR search, together with the findings of previous archaeological 

investigations in the region shows that the most likely Aboriginal site types that will 

be present in the study area will be shell middens, artefact scatters and isolated 

artefacts. A definition for these Aboriginal site types, and a broad predictive 

statement for the distribution of these sites is provided below. 

 

Shell Middens 

Middens range in thickness from thin scatters to stratified deposits of shell and 

sediment up to 2m thick. In addition to shell which has accumulated as food refuse, 

shell middens usually contain other food remains such as bone from fish, birds and 

terrestrial animals and humus from the decay of plant and animal remains. They also 

commonly contain charcoal and artefacts made from stone, shell and bone.  In some 

cases, ochre has been identified in middens along the east coast. 

 

Predictive Statement 

Shell midden deposits are most likely to occur along the foreshore margins of Nine 

Mile Beach, within 500m of the water line, particularly in elevated and level locales 

that afforded easy access to the rock platforms where the predominance of shell fish 

species occur.  

 

The ethnographic evidence for the area identifies Moulting Lagoon as a primary 

resource point for the Oyster Bay nation, who exploited the tremendous diversity of 

water birds, fish and other resources available from the Lagoon. The proximity of the 

area to both the estuarine Lagoon as well as nearby coastal resources is such that 

high densities of Aboriginal sites could be anticipated to be present around the 

lagoon margins. Based on this evidence, it could also be reasonably expected that 

shell midden deposits may be encountered along the margins of the lagoon.  

 

The shell middens are likely to be comprised predominantly of pipis, black mussel 

and mud oyster shell fish species. Stone artefacts may also be present in low 

numbers in some of the midden sites. Middens along the margins of Moulting Lagoon 

may also have bird egg shell and avian bone material in the deposit. 

 

Artefact Scatters and Isolated Finds 

Isolated artefacts are defined as single stone artefacts. Where isolated finds are 

closer than 50 linear metres to each other they should generally be recorded as an 

Artefact Scatter. Artefact scatters are usually identified as a scatter of stone artefacts 

lying on the ground surface. For the purposes of this project, artefact scatters are 

defined as at least 2 artefacts within 50 linear metres of each other. Artefacts spread 

beyond this can be best defined as isolated finds. It is recognised that this definition, 

while useful in most instances, should not be strictly prescriptive. On some large 

landscape features for example, sites may be defined more broadly. In other 

instances, only a single artefact may be visible, but there is a strong indication that 

others may be present in the nearby sediments. In such cases it is best to define the 

site as an Isolated Find/Potential Archaeological Deposit (PAD). 
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Artefact scatters can vary in size from two artefacts to several thousand, and may be 

representative of a range of activities, from sporadic foraging through to intensive 

camping activity. In rare instances, campsites which were used over a long period of 

time may contain stratified deposits, where several layers of occupation are buried 

one on top of another. 

 

Predictive Statement 

Previous research in the region has shown that artefact scatters most often occur on 

elevated and level landscape features, in close proximity to a fresh water source 

such as a river, creek line, or lagoon. On the basis of this broad patterning it would 

be anticipated that the higher site and artefact densities could be expected to occur 

in close proximity to the major river systems such as the Swan River, and to a lesser 

degree the Wye and Meredith Rivers. The larger sites (in terms of artefact numbers) 

would be anticipated to occur on elevated, level and well drained landscape features, 

within 100m of the major rivers. Away from the water courses, site and artefact 

densities are expected to decrease significantly.  

 

Other Aboriginal Site Types in the Region 

There are a range of other Aboriginal site types that have been recorded in the 

general surrounds of the study area, with the more common sites being rock 

shelters, rock art sites and Aboriginal stone quarries. 

 

Aboriginal stone quarries 

As described in section 2.3 of this report, there are three geological zones that 

underlie the study area.  Jurassic dolerite and quaternary sediments of 

lacustrine/littoral sands and gravels occur in roughly equal proportion across the 

area, with dolerite dominating blocks to the west and quaternary sediments to the 

east.  Interspersed between these zones and various contact points between them 

are blocks of ferricrete, silcrete, laterite and derived lag deposits. 

 

Dolerite is typically unsuited to the manufacturing of most Aboriginal tool types, 

however was occasionally utilised for making heavy duty implements such as axes. 

On this basis, it is considered very unlikely that Aboriginal stone quarries will be 

encountered in those parts of the study area where Dolerite is present. 

 

The lag deposits that are interspersed across the study area are likely to contain 

pebbles/cobbles of a range of raw materials transported to the area via various 

mechanical weathering processes, the most important of which is the silcrete.  

Silcrete is one of the most commonly utilised raw materials for the manufacture of 

flaked stone tools, both locally and nationally. Where the lag deposits occur, it is 

possible that there may be discrete evidence of Aboriginal procurement of suitable 

stone materials for artefact manufacturing. The scope of procurement activity is likely 

to have been limited to opportunistic targeting as people moved through the 

landscape.  
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On the basis of the geology that occurs within the surrounds of the study area, which 

is dominated by dolerites, it is considered very unlikely that Aboriginal rock shelter 

sites and Aboriginal stone quarry/procurement sites will be present in the study area 

 

Rock shelters and rock art sites  

A number of rock shelter sites and rock art sites have been recorded in the east 

coast regions of Tasmania. These site types are mostly found in association with the 

extensive granite outcroppings that occur in the region, in areas such as around the 

Freycinet Peninsula. 

 

Given the geology of the Cambria study area, which is dominated by dolerites, lag 

deposits and quaternary sediments, it is considered very unlikely that rock shelters 

and rock art sites will be present in the study area. 

 

5.4 Archaeological Sensitivity Model for the Cambria Study Area 

Based on the predicted Aboriginal site type patterning described above in section 

5.3, it is possible to generate a broad archaeological sensitivity model for the 

Cambria study area. This model takes into account the extent of previously 

registered Aboriginal sites in the study area, the landscape setting, and the potential 

for additional unrecorded Aboriginal sites to be present. Table 2 provides a summary 

overview of the archaeological sensitivity modelling for the Cambria study area. 

 

Table 2: Archaeological sensitivity ratings for properties within the Cambria 

study area 

Property 
No. 

Sites in  Property 
Boundaries 

Sensitivity Rating 

15917/5  Moderate-High 
No registered Aboriginal sites in property boundary. 
However property is sited on fringes of Moulting Lagoon 
and Nine Mile Beach. High potential for Shell midden 
sites to be present.  

23216/2  Moderate 
No registered Aboriginal sites in property boundary. 
However property is sited within narrow strip of land 
between Moulting Lagoon and Nine Mile Beach. 
Reasonable potential for Shell midden sites to be 
present. 

23216/3  Moderate 
No registered Aboriginal sites in property boundary. 
However property is sited within narrow strip of land 
between Moulting Lagoon and Nine Mile Beach. 
Reasonable potential for Shell midden sites to be 
present. 

111628/1 6621 (Shell midden) Moderate-High 
One registered Aboriginal site in property. Property is 
sited on fringes of Moulting Lagoon and Nine Mile 
Beach. High potential for Shell midden sites to be 
present. 
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Property 
No. 

Sites in  Property 
Boundaries 

Sensitivity Rating 

149607/1 AH10331 (Isolated artefact) 
AH10335 (Isolated artefact) 

Low-Moderate 
Two registered Aboriginal sites in property. Reasonable 
potential for additional sites to be present with isolated 
artefacts and low density artefact scatters the most 
likely site types. Sites most likely to be focused in 
northern portion of property, Along margins of Swan 
River. 

148001/1 AH8437 (Shell midden) 
AH6122 (Shell midden) 
AH6123 (Shell midden) 
AH6124 (Shell midden) 
AH 6125 (Shell midden) 
AH6126 (Artefact scatter) 
AH6127 (Artefact scatter) 
AH4858 (Artefact scatter) 
AH4859 (Isolated artefact) 
AH4860 (Artefact scatter) 
AH4861 (Isolated artefact) 
AH4862 (Artefact scatter) 
AH10329 (Shell midden) 
AH10330 (Isolated artefact) 
AH120 (Artefact scatter) 

High 
A total of 15 registered Aboriginal sites in property. 
High potential for additional sites to be present, with 
shell middens and artefact scatters most likely site types 
to be encountered. Sites likely to be concentrated close 
to the margins of Meredith River. 

148927/1 AH13091 (Isolated artefact) Low-Moderate 
One registered Aboriginal site in property. Reasonable 
potential for additional sites to be present with isolated 
artefacts and low density artefact scatters the most 
likely site types 

115706/1  Low-Moderate 
No registered Aboriginal sites in property. Reasonable 
potential for additional sites to be present with isolated 
artefacts and low density artefact scatters the most 
likely site types. 

115706/2  Low-Moderate 
No registered Aboriginal sites in property. Reasonable 
potential for additional sites to be present with isolated 
artefacts and low density artefact scatters the most 
likely site types. 

251306/1  Low-Moderate 
No registered Aboriginal sites in property. Reasonable 
potential for additional sites to be present with isolated 
artefacts and low density artefact scatters the most 
likely site types. Sites most likely to be encountered in 
southern portion of property, close to the Meredith 
River. 
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Property 
No. 

Sites in  Property 
Boundaries 

Sensitivity Rating 

233262/1  Low-Moderate 
No registered Aboriginal sites in property. Reasonable 
potential for additional sites to be present with isolated 
artefacts and low density artefact scatters the most 
likely site types. Sites most likely to be encountered in 
eastern portion of property, close to the Meredith River. 

100096/1  Low-Moderate 
No registered Aboriginal sites in property. Reasonable 
potential for additional sites to be present with isolated 
artefacts and low density artefact scatters the most 
likely site types. Sites most likely to be encountered in 
central portion of property, close to the Meredith River. 

100097/1  Low-Moderate 
No registered Aboriginal sites in property. Reasonable 
potential for additional sites to be present with isolated 
artefacts and low density artefact scatters the most 
likely site types. Sites most likely to be encountered in 
northern portion of property, close to the Wye River. 
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6.0 Statutory Controls and Legislative Requirements 
 

The following provides an overview of the relevant State and Federal legislation that 

applies for Aboriginal heritage within the state of Tasmania. .  

 

6.1 State Legislation 

The protection of Aboriginal cultural heritage in Tasmania is principally governed by 

the Aboriginal Relics Act 1975 (The Act). It should be noted that this Act is presently 

under review. Under the Act, Aboriginal cultural heritage is defined as any place, site 

or object made or created by, or bearing the sign of the activities of the original 

inhabitants of Australia or descendants of such inhabitants on or before 1876.  

 

The Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and the Environment (DPIPWE), 

through Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania (AHT) is the state government body that is 

responsible for administering the Act. The main provisions of the Act are as follows. 

- All Aboriginal relics are protected under the Act and it is illegal to destroy, 

damage, deface, conceal or otherwise interfere with a relic, unless in accordance 

with the terms of a permit granted by the Minister.  

- It is illegal to cause an excavation to be made or any other work to be carried out 

on Crown Land for the purpose of searching for a relic without a permit. 

- It is illegal to sell or offer for sale a relic, or to cause or permit a relic to be taken 

out of Tasmania without a permit.  

- Persons who own or have knowledge of a relic have an obligation to inform the 

Parks and Wildlife Service and to provide information regarding the location of 

the relic(s).  

- Under Section 7 of the Act, the Minister may, on the recommendation of the 

Director, declare an area of land containing an Aboriginal relic to be a protected 

site. 

It should be noted that with regard to the discovery of suspected Aboriginal skeletal 

remains, the Coroners Act 1995 takes precedence.  

 

6.2 Commonwealth Legislation 

There are also a number of Federal Legislative Acts that pertain to cultural heritage. 

The main Acts being The Australian Heritage Council Act 2003, The Aboriginal and 

Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1987 and the Environment Protection 

and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

 

Australian Heritage Council Act 2003 (Comm) 
The Australian Heritage Council Act 2003 defines the heritage advisory boards and 

relevant lists, with the Act’s Consequential and Transitional Provisions repealing the 

Australian Heritage Commission Act 1975.  The Australian Heritage Council Act, like 

the Australian Heritage Commission Act, does not provide legislative protection 

regarding the conservation of heritage items in Australia, but has compiled a list of 

items recognised as possessing heritage significance to the Australian community.  

The Register of the National Estate, managed by the Australian Heritage Council, 

applies no legal constraints on heritage items included on this list. 
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The Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1987. 

This Federal Act is administered by the Department of Sustainability, Environment, 

Water, Populations and Communities (SEWPaC) with the Commonwealth having 

jurisdiction. The Act was passed to provide protection for the Aboriginal heritage, in 

circumstances where it could be demonstrated that such protection was not available 

at a state level. In certain instances the Act overrides relevant state and territory 

provisions.   

 

The major purpose of the Act is to preserve and protect from injury and desecration, 

areas and objects of significance to Aborigines and Islanders.  The Act enables 

immediate and direct action for protection of threatened areas and objects by a 

declaration from the Commonwealth minister or authorised officers.  The Act must be 

invoked by, or on behalf of an Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander or organisation.  

 

Any Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander person or organization may apply to the 

Commonwealth Minister for a temporary or permanent 'Stop Order' for protection of 

threatened areas or objects of significant indigenous cultural heritage. 

 

The Commonwealth Act 'overrides' State legislation if the Commonwealth Minister is 

of the opinion that the State legislation (or undertaken process) is insufficient to 

protect the threatened areas or objects.  Thus, in the event that an application is 

made to the Commonwealth Minister for a Stop Order, the Commonwealth Minister 

will, as a matter of course, contact the relevant State Agency to ascertain what 

protection is being imposed by the State and/or what mitigation procedures have 

been proposed by the landuser/developer. 

 

In addition to the threat of a 'Stop Order' being imposed, the Act also provides for the 

following: 

▪ If the Federal Court, on application from the Commonwealth Minister, is satisfied 

that a person has engaged or is proposing to engage in conduct that breaches 

the 'Stop Order', it may grant an injunction preventing or stopping such a breach 

(s.26).  Penalties for breach of a Court Order can be substantial and may include 

a term of imprisonment; 

▪ If a person contravenes a declaration in relation to a significant Aboriginal area, 

penalties for an individual are a fine up to $10,000.00 and/or 5 years gaol and for 

a Corporation a fine up to $50,000.00 (s.22); 

▪ If the contravention is in relation to a significant Aboriginal object, the penalties 

are $5,000.00 and/or 2 years gaol and $25,000.00 respectively (s.22); 

▪ In addition, offences under s.22 are considered 'indictable' offences that also 

attract an individual fine of $2,000 and/or 12 months gaol or, for a Corporation, a 

fine of $10,000.00 (s.23).  Section 23 also includes attempts, inciting, urging 

and/or being an accessory after the fact within the definition of 'indictable' 

offences in this regard. 

 

The Commonwealth Act is presently under review by Parliament and it is generally 

accepted that any new Commonwealth Act will be even more restrictive than the 

current legislation. 
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Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (Comm) 

This Act was amended, through the Environment and Heritage Legislation 

Amendment Act (No1) 2003 to provide protection for cultural heritage sites, in 

addition to the existing aim of protecting environmental areas and sites of national 

significance.  The Act also promotes the ecologically sustainable use of natural 

resources, biodiversity and the incorporation of community consultation and 

knowledge. 

 

The 2003 amendments to the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation 

Act 1999 have resulted in the inclusion of indigenous and non-Indigenous heritage 

sites and areas.  These heritage items are defined as: 

‘indigenous heritage value of a place means a heritage value of the place that is of 

significance to indigenous persons in accordance with their practices, observances, 

customs, traditions, beliefs or history; 

 

Items identified under this legislation are given the same penalty as actions taken 

against environmentally sensitive sites. Specific to cultural heritage sites are §324A-

324ZB.  

 

Environment and Heritage Legislation Amendment Act (No1) 2003 (Comm) 

In addition to the above amendments to the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 

Conservation Act 1999 to include provisions for the protection and conservation of 

heritage, the Act also enables the identification and subsequent listing of items for 

the Commonwealth and National Heritage Lists. The Act establishes the National 

Heritage List, which enables the inclusion of all heritage, natural, Indigenous and 

non-Indigenous, and the Commonwealth Heritage List, which enables listing of sites 

nationally and internationally that are significant and governed by Australia.   

 

In addition to the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1987, 

amendments made to the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 

1999 (Cth) enables the identification and subsequent listing of indigenous heritage 

values on the Commonwealth and/or National Heritage Lists (ss. 341D & 324D 

respectively).  Substantial penalties (and, in some instances, gaol sentences) can be 

imposed on any person who damages items on the National or Commonwealth 

Heritage Lists (ss. 495 & 497) or provides false or misleading information in relation 

to certain matters under the Act (ss.488-490).  In addition, the wrongdoer may be 

required to make good any loss or damage suffered due to their actions or omissions 

(s.500). 
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7.0 Preliminary Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Management 

Plan 

 

The following management recommendations have been established on the basis of 

the findings of the desk top assessment for the Cambria study area. The 

recommendations are aimed at ensuring that the proponent is compliant with the 

relevant legislative guidelines and statutory requirements for Aboriginal heritage in 

Tasmania.  

 

Recommendation 1 

The desk top assessment has confirmed the presence of 19 registered Aboriginal 

sites that are situated within the bounds of the Cambria study area. The preliminary 

planning for the proposed Cambria development should take into account the 

location of these sites, and where possible the development footprint should be 

designed so as to avoid impacting these sites. 

 

Recommendation 2 

The predictive modelling and archaeological landscape sensitivity modelling 

developed for the Cambria study area has identified general locations where there is 

an elevated potential for Aboriginal sites to be present. This information should be 

taken into account in the early planning phases of the development, and where 

possible the development footprint should avoid areas of elevated sensitivity. 

 

Recommendation 3 

The proponent should make contact with Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania (AHT) to 

seek advice regarding the requirements for further Aboriginal heritage assessments 

(including field surveys) within the Cambria study area. 
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Glossary of Terms 

 

Aboriginal Archaeological Site 

A site is defined as any evidence (archaeological features and/or artefacts) indicating 

past Aboriginal activity, and occurring within a context or place relating to that 

activity. The criteria for formally identifying a site in Australia vary between States 

and Territories.   

 

Artefact 

A portable object that has been humanly made or modified (see also stone artefact). 

 

Assemblage (lithic) 

A collection of complete and fragmentary stone artefacts and manuports obtained 

from an archaeological site, either by collecting artefacts scattered on the ground 

surface, or by controlled excavation.  

 

Broken Flake  

A flake with two or more breakages, but retaining its area of break initiation.  

 

Chert 

A highly siliceous rock type that is formed biogenically from the compaction and 

precipitation of the silica skeletons of diatoms.  Normally there is a high percentage 

of cryptocrystalline quartz.  Like chalcedony, chert was valued by Aboriginal people 

as a stone material for manufacturing stone tools. The rock type often breaks by 

conchoidal (shell like) fracture, providing flakes that have hard, durable edges. 

 

Cobble 

Water worn stones that have a diameter greater than 64mm (about the size of a 

tennis ball) and less than 256mm (size of a basketball).   

 

Core 

A piece of stone, often a pebble or cobble, but also quarried stone, from which flakes 

have been struck for the purpose of making stone tools.   

 

Core Fragments 

A piece of core, without obvious evidence of being a chunky primary flake. 

 

Cortex 

The surface of a piece of stone that has been weathered by chemical and/or physical 

means. 

 

Debitage 

The commonly used term referring to the stone refuse discarded from knapping.  The 

manufacturing of a single implement may result in the generation of a large number 

of pieces of debitage in an archaeological deposit.   
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Flake (general definition) 

A piece of stone detached from a nucleus such as a core.  A complete or 

substantially complete flake of lithic material usually shows evidence of hard indenter 

initiation, or occasional bending initiation.  The most common type of flake is the 

‘conchoidal flake’.  The flake’s primary fracture surface (the ventral or inside surface) 

exhibits features such as fracture initiation, bulb of force, and undulations and lances 

that indicate the direction of the fracture front.   

 

Flake fragment 

An artefact that does not have areas of fracture initiation, but which displays 

sufficient fracture surface attributes to allow identification as a stone artefact 

fragment.  

 

Flake portion (broken flake) 

The proximal portion of a flake retaining the area of flake initiation, or a distal portion 

of a flake that retains the flake termination point. 

 

Flake scraper 

A flake with retouch along at least one margin. The character of the retouch strongly 

suggests shaping or rejuvenation of a cutting edge.  

 

Nodules 

Regular or irregular cemented masses or nodules within the soil. Also referred to as 

concretions and buckshot gravel. Cementing agents may be iron and/or manganese 

oxides, calcium carbonate, gypsum etc. Normally formed in situ and commonly 

indicative of seasonal waterlogging or a fluctuating chemical environment in the soil 

such as; oxidation and reduction, or saturation and evaporation. Nodules can be 

redistributed by erosion. (See also 'concretion'). 

 

Pebble 

By geological definition, a waterworn stone less than 64 mm in diameter (about the 

size of a tennis ball). Archaeologists often refer to waterworn stones larger than this 

as pebbles though technically they are cobbles.  

 

Quartz 

A mineral composed of crystalline silica.  Quartz is a very stable mineral that does 

not alter chemically during weathering or metamorphism.  Quartz is abundantly 

common and was used by Aboriginal people throughout Australia to make light-duty 

cutting tools.  Despite the often unpredictable nature of fracture in quartz, the flakes 

often have sharp cutting edges. 

 

Quartzite 

A hard silica rich stone formed in sandstone that has been recrystallised by heat 

(metaquartzite) or strengthened by slow infilling of silica in the voids between the 

sand grains (Orthoquartzite).  
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Retouch (on stone tools) 

An area of flake scars on an artefact resulting from intentional shaping, resharpening, 

or rejuvenation after breakage or blunting of a cutting edge. In resharpening a cutting 

edge the retouch is invariably found only on one side (see also 'indeterminate 

retouched piece', retouch flake' etc). 

 

Scraper 

A general group of stone artefacts, usually flakes but also cores, with one or more 

retouched edges thought to have been used in a range of different cutting and 

scraping activities. A flake scraper is a flake with retouch along at least one margin, 

but not qualifying for attribution to a more specific implement category. Flake 

scrapers sometimes also exhibit use-wear on the retouched or another edge.  

 

Silcrete 

A hard, fine grained siliceous stone with flaking properties similar to quartzite and 

chert.  It is formed by the cementing and/or replacement of bedrock, weathering 

deposits, unconsolidated sediments, soil or other material, by a low temperature 

physico-chemical process.  Silcrete is essentially composed of quartz grains 

cemented by microcrystalline silica.  The clasts in silcrete bare most often quartz 

grains but may be chert or chalcedony or some other hard mineral particle.  The 

mechanical properties and texture of silcrete are equivalent to the range exhibited by 

chert at the fine-grained end of the scale and with quartzite at the coarse-grained end 

of the scale.  Silcrete was used by Aboriginal people throughout Australia for making 

stone tools.   

 

Site Integrity 

The degree to which post-depositional disturbance of cultural material has occurred 

at a site. 

 

Stone Artefact 

A piece (or fragment) of stone showing evidence of intentional human modification.   

 

Stone procurement site 

A place where stone materials is obtained by Aboriginal people for the purpose of 

manufacturing stone artefacts.  In Australia, stone procurement sites range on a 

continuum from pebble beds in water courses (where there may be little or no 

evidence of human activity) to extensively quarried stone outcrops, with evidence of 

pits and concentrations of hammerstones and a thick layer of knapping debris. 

 

Stone tool 

A piece of flaked or ground stone used in an activity, or fashioned for use as a tool.  

A synonym of stone tool is ‘implement’.  This term is often used by archaeologists to 

describe a flake tool fashioned by delicate flaking (retouch). 

 

Use wear 

Macroscopic and microscopic damage to the surfaces of stone tools, resulting from 

its use.  Major use-wear forms are edge fractures, use-polish and smoothing, 

abrasion, and edge rounding bevelling. 
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