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NEC & State Committee Reports
Membership Secretary’s
Report

In addition two associate
upgraded to full membership:

In the last newsletter the Membership
Secretary’s Report from the December 2003
AGM shows that the membership stood at 107.
As can been seen from Table 1 this has
increased slightly to 111 members. These new
members comprise:
!

Tessa Boer-Mah – associate

!

Jenna Lamb - associate

!

Judith Powell - affiliate

!

Nathan Woolford – associate

!

Fiona Hook

!

Jane Harrington

members have

Currently 57 people/institutions have newsletter
only subscriptions. One full, one associate and
one affiliate membership application are
presently being assessed. One associate
application is awaiting further information before
it can be sent to the membership committee.

Fiona Hook
May 2004

Table 1. Financial Members as of May 2004.
QLD

NSW

ACT

VIC

TAS

SA

WA

NT

O/S

TOTAL

Full

5

10

4

3

0

4

1

0

0

27

Associate

7

26

7

3

0

9

13

0

0

65

Affiliate

3

10

1

0

1

2

1

0

1

19

Total

15

46

12

6

1

15

15

0

1

111

with 644 copies of the Full Application Package
in .pdf format downloaded. Around 20% of hits
were from users based outside Australia. The
vast majority of international visitors to the site
are based in the English-speaking world,
comprising the United States, United Kingdom,
Canada and New Zealand (Figure 2).

Webmaster’s Report
This report documents the 12 month’s of
operation of the AACAI website from 1 May
2003 to 30 April 2004.

(Cont. next page…)

Usage Statistics (1 May 2003 – 30 April 2004)

Sean Ulm

In the 12 months to 30 April 2004 the website
received 158,683 hits (Figure 1) from users
based in 58 countries (Figure 2). Daily usage
averages c. 430 hits and monthly usage
averages in excess of 13,000 hits. Usage over
this period comprises the accessing of 115,802
files, 29,342 pages, 10,892 individual visits and
the serving of 2.2GB of data. The Register of
Consultants and its subordinate pages (Full
Members, Associate Members and Affiliate
Members) received the majority of hits (Figure
3). Pages with joining information and general
information about AACAI were also popular,

May 2004

Please note that the views
expressed in this newsletter
are those of the authors and
not necessarily those of
AACAI Inc., the Executive
Committee or the Editor.
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Webmaster’s Report cont.
AACAI Website Usage Statistics
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Figure 1. AACAI web site usage statistics, 1 May 2003 – 30 April 2004.
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Figure 2. Top-10 countries by web page hits (after Australia), 1 May 2003 – 30 April 2004.
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Top-10 Pages (after Home Page)
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Figure 3. Top-10 pages by web page hits (after home page), 1 May 2003 – 30 April 2004.

NSW State Chapter Report

Tessa Corkhill who does such an excellent job
lining up speakers for our occasional meetings
series is currently tromping through the heather
in Scotland (see report page 26). In her absence
the meetings continue, the latest one held was a
talk by Robynne Mills on the Western Sydney
Orbital. The sudden onset of cold weather
resulted in only small turn out of stalwarts.
Members are reminded that the next AACAI
occasional meeting is on 7 June and will feature
a talk by Estelle Lazer on her work in Antartica.
Anyone interested in attending is welcome. All
enquiries in Tessa’s absence should be directed
to Sue McIntyre-Tamwoy on 0425215012 or by
email stamwoy@bigpond.net.au. For those who
haven’t attended before, the meetings are held
at the Benledi Room, Glebe Library at 6.30 pm.

Report of Recent Activities
The NSW State Chapter has recently provided
input into the NSW Heritage Office Discussion
Paper on Heritage and Sustainability. A copy of
this submission is included in this edition of the
newsletter (see page 4). Outcomes from the
consultation period of the discussion paper are
not yet available but we will be keeping
members up to date with any information as it
emerges.
The NSW Heritage Office is also holding a
Stakeholder
Workshop
on
Heritage
Interpretation on the 17 June which I will be
attending on behalf of our members.
Increasingly many archaeologists are taking a
hands-on role in interpretation of archaeological
places. Many of us are often concerned about
the way in which significant archaeological
themes and values are interpreted or the way in
which interpretative stories are developed from
combined historic and archaeological evidence.
If any member would like to talk about their
concerns, experiences or view points on this
matter please feel free to contact me prior to the
workshop.

The State Executive Committee continues to
enjoy our new meeting venue, The Minh in
Dulwich Hill. Our next meeting is Monday 21
June. NSW AACAI members are welcome to
contact any member of the SEC with issues that
they would like considered at our meetings.

Susan McIntyre-Tamwoy
Chair NSW Chapter
.
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hold a community-based workshop on NorthWest CRM in the region later this year or early
next year. A spin-off of the workshop has been
the organisation of an email discussion group
for Western Australian archaeologists interested
in or practising CRM. Invitations went out to 59
archaeologists last week and, to date, 25 have
joined the group. A discussion paper generated
from the workshop will be posted on this group
in the near future (once I’ve had a chance to
read it after completing all this NEC business!).

WA State Chapter Report
The WA Chapter held its AGM in February this
year. A new committee was voted in comprising:
Chairperson

Fiona Hook

Vice Chairperson

Stephen Corsini

State Secretary

Shaun Canning

State Treasurer

Jo-Anne Thomson

State Delegate

Linda Villiers

Alternate State
Delegate

Stephen Corsini

In light of the above success we are currently
consulting with Peter Hiscock about holding the
successful Lithics Workshop in the West
sometime next year (see invitation to the
upcoming Brisbane workshop, page 27) . The
chapter is also planning to hold additional
practical workshops for members and the wider
WA archaeological community: GIS and
surveying, and rock-art recording techniques are
possible topics.

The AGM was attended by nine members and a
number of issues were discussed including
possible practical workshops; the closure of the
DIA library and the temporary closure of the
Francis Street Building of the Western
Australian Museum; and assisting in the
lobbying of the State Heritage Council to begin
protecting historical archaeological sites.

In addition the chapter has been approached by
the University of Western Australia Archaeology
Department to hold joint weekly seminars. This
is an attempt to pool our resources given the
small archaeology population in the West.

One on the main themes of the meeting was the
discussion of workshops that could be
organised by the chapter. As a result of
considerable ground work by Chris Martin, a
workshop titled ‘North-West CHM’ was held on 8
April 2004. Linda Villiers has provided a
summary of the workshop (see report page 6)
and two of the papers presented are included in
this newsletter (Nicholas Green & Ben Marwick).
Hopefully more of the papers presented will
appear in future newsletter editions. Overall, the
workshop was a great success with over 30
attendants and lots of discussion on a range of
CRM issues. There are plans in the future to

In all, the year has started well and the Chapter
hopes to continue as it started. Lastly, I would
like to thank Lynda Strawbridge for being the
chapter Chairperson for so long as she was the
only Full Member in the State for years!

Fiona Hook
Chair WA Chapter

AACAI NSW State Chapter Submission to the NSW
Heritage Office Discussion Paper on Heritage and
Sustainability
The Australian Association of Consulting
Archaeologist Inc., NSW State Chapter supports
the broad aims of sustainable development and
endorses its interconnectedness with the
principles of heritage conservation. In relation to
the issues and ideas raised in the Heritage
Office’s recent discussion paper our members
consider it important to be involved in

discussions. We are keen to clarify or explore
the following issues: cultural landscapes,
environmentally sustainable adaptive re-use,
and policy development, and the inclusion of
heritage
professionals
and
their
peak
representative bodies in the stakeholders for
consultation.
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those who work towards the conservation of
built heritage and those who are more
committed to environmental rehabilitation. While
on the surface these may not seem to be
inconsistent objectives there are fundamental
differences
in
industry
practices
and
philosophical standpoints. Some of the greatest
gains in collaborative stakeholder discussions
will flow from recognising and resolving the
different approaches.

Cultural Landscapes, ESD and Policy
The description of cultural landscapes in the
Heritage Office’s Discussion paper refers to the
‘special cultural landscapes that surround our
cities and towns’ as if cultural landscapes exist
only outside and independent of our urban
areas. Of course this is not the case and cultural
landscapes include urban and industrial areas.
In fact the cultural characteristics that can define
a cultural landscape can link cities and bushland
and coastline in some cases.

To successfully incorporate heritage into ESD
will involve time, energy and compromise. One
of the points that should not be compromised is
that sometimes the heritage significance of a
place may be its over-riding value and that when
this is the case this should be recognised. In
other words, the significance of the place should
drive its management options rather than any
other principles that may conflict with its
significance. Any policy developed should
continue to reiterate that significance should
guide management and conservation efforts.

While it is true that ‘The practices which have
shaped our values stem from us adapting to the
landscape as a society’ it would also be true to
say that in many cases the creation of cultural
landscapes has come about as we have tried as
a society to adapt and modify our landscape. It
is this latter process that at times has led to
unsustainable development and which through
time has given rise to a potential conflict
between those who desire to conserve elements
of built heritage – including archaeological ruins
and features – and those who see such places
as symbols of environmental degradation or
unsustainable practice.

State of our Heritage Report
The AACAI NSW Chapter endorses the need for
some sort of performance measurement in
relation to how well State Heritage Register
Items are being managed. However, it would be
more consistent with the principle that our
heritage is part of our environment if reporting
on heritage items was integrated into agency
and local government state of the environment
reporting (SoE) as a key reporting area, rather
than it being singled out in a separate report.
We do, however, see great value in the Heritage
Office carrying out an initial report which will set
a yardstick for the current state of these heritage
items, against which future SoE reports could be
measured.

The philosophical differences between those
who see nature as having a predetermined and
unquestionable ascendancy over culture
(Sessions 1996; Naess 1973, 1984) and those
who see material culture, including the
modification of landforms as well as built
heritage, as the ultimate historical monument to
human endeavour cannot be underestimated.
Potentially, however, the extremes in this cline
are brought together in the exploration and
elucidation of cultural landscapes which
evidence the iterative nature of human
interaction with the non-human environment.
This latter position refutes the legitimacy of the
nature-culture dualism, or at least the
inevitability of this dualism (see Warren 1987;
and Sessions 1996 for a discussion of these
issues). In Australia and the Americas this is
recognised most commonly in the context of the
intimate and, it is often assumed, ecologically
sustainable relationship between indigenous
peoples and the land prior to the adoption of
settler technologies (see for example Denevan
1992; Lyons 1980).

Stakeholders
We note that in section 8.1 of the discussion
paper the key stakeholders identified do not
include the Australian Association of Consulting
Archaeologists Inc. which is a peak
representative body for heritage practitioners.
We would like to see our association included in
the list of industry associations. Many of our
members have worked on ESD projects (or
projects that might claim to be ESD) in the past
and would have many insights to share. It is
important that any proposed policies and
guidelines are ‘road tested’ by heritage
practitioners to ensure that they are robust and
practical in real life situations.

While it is important to focus on areas of
commonality between heritage conservation and
environmentally sustainable development, it is
also important to recognise that ESD as a
practice derives from a different philosophical
strand. There needs to be a lot of energy
focussed on working through how the
differences in objectives are addressed between

Conclusion
We would like to conclude by saying that we
strongly agree that ‘heritage and sustainable
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development are intimately and integrally
linked’. We applaud this initiative of the Heritage
Office and would welcome the opportunity to
work constructively with you on this initiative.

Naess, A. 1973, ‘The Shallow and the Deep, long
range ecological movement: A summary’, Inquiry
16: 95–100.
Naess, A. 1984, ‘A defence of the deep ecology
movement’, Environmental Ethics 6:256–70.
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Inaugural North-West Cultural Heritage Management
Workshop, WA
by Linda Villiers

and maritime archaeological sites. They
discussed the implications of the three different
pieces of legislation which, theoretically at least,
protect such sites and noted that indigenous
historical sites are the one site type which is not
explicitly protected under any extant legislation.
This raises the question of whether AACAI as a
representative professional body has a role to
play in lobbying for legislative change to better
protect sites.

Archaeologists spend a great deal of time looking at
the past. Our obligation is to protect and manage
Australian heritage for the future. Today, much of the
archaeological work in WA focuses on cultural
resource management (CRM) for industry and
government agencies in the Pilbara. Aboriginal
communities,
heritage
contractors,
resource
companies and government agencies are devoting
significant time and effort towards meeting the goals
of this CRM. Is there consensus among the
stakeholders on the goals and are they being
achieved? Where do the responsibilities of each
stakeholder begin and end?

Yamatji/Pilbara Standard Heritage
Agreement (SHA)

So went the preamble for the inaugural NorthWest Cultural Heritage Management workshop
which was held by the WA chapter of AACAI on
8 April 2004 at the Constitution Centre, West
Perth.

Nic Green (Anthropos Australis Pty Ltd)
elaborated on the Yamatji/Pilbara Standard
Heritage Agreement (SHA) and looked at some
of the implications for consultant archaeologists
(see paper page 18). The Yamatji Marlpa Barna
Baba
Maaja
Aboriginal
Corporation
(YMBBMAC) is the Representative Body under
the Native Title Act 1993 (NTA) for the Pilbara
and
Geraldton
Representative
Areas.
YMBBMAC represents and services 27 native
title claims, of which two have been determined.
The WA government, through the Department of
Industry and Resources, intends to expedite
exploration and prospecting licence applications
on the understanding that applicants are
prepared to enter into a Standard Heritage
Agreement (SHA) or Alternative Heritage

Some 38 people turned up for the event, with
representatives from BHP Billiton, Hamersley
Iron and the Department of Indigenous Affairs
(DIA). Six papers were presented in a very full
morning session.
Barrow Island CRM project
Fiona Hook and Alistair Paterson (Archae-aus
Pty Ltd, Eureka) kicked off the proceedings with
a look at the Barrow Island CRM project which
involved an assessment of Indigenous, historical
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Agreement (AHA) with the YMBBMAC as agent
of the affected native title claim.
The National Native Title Tribunal mediated the
negotiations between YMBBMAC and the
Chamber for Minerals and Energy, and in
September 2003 the use of the SHA was
endorsed on the understanding that it
represented the minimum that the YMBBMAC’s
component committees were prepared to
accept.

!

The acceptance of a recognised Standard for
Recording Sites is a first step in improving the
situation. But there is a critical need for
consultants working in this area to sort out the
field methodologies being used and reach
industry-wide agreements about standard
methods for site recording.

The agreement is now being rolled-out to the
native title Working Groups represented by
YMBBMAC, which is also developing a Heritage
Consultant’s
Agreement
for
heritage
practitioners who work under the SHA, as well
as a standard heritage report template for
heritage consultants who are also being briefed
about the new SHA process.

The case was made for the need to capture
sites more accurately and present the spatial
information more accessibly. An idea was
presented which modelled the spatial display of
site data in a similar way to that which is
currently in site files. Developing such a site
display model could facilitate the management
of heritage data recorded and contribute to the
improvement in the heritage management.

The SHA aims to have heritage issues
addressed
prior
to
exploration
and/or
prospecting. The issuing of Heritage Notices by
the proponent allows the native title groups to
consider if a heritage survey is required and
what type of survey should occur. There is a
presumption that there must be a survey unless
agreed otherwise by the native title claimant
group and the proponent. Heritage information
is regarded as protected and need not be
provided to the proponent or to DIA.

Ideally a heritage consultant should be able to
select a research target and be able to select
what types of information they wish to view. The
query system should allow consultants to build
up their own pictures of heritage information
according to their own interests or research
questions. At the moment querying the DIA
register will result in all of the information for an
area being delivered for every query. There is
no flexibility that allows consultants to construct
targeted queries that differentiate various levels
of research questions. Results have an inflexible
‘all or nothing’ character which, when combined
with other data quality problems, contributes to
confusion. By working together as an industry,
the possibility of building a better research tool
for consultants in DIA’s heritage management
system, where data can be accessed in multiple
formats with multiple query levels, was
suggested.

Burrup Peninsula
Richard Riordan (DIA) presented some ‘Scary
Pictures’ of the way spatial representation of
heritage information has been occurring within
the Burrup Peninsula. With over 2000 sites
currently registered for the Peninsula and
Archipelago and an estimate of over 9000 sites
existing in the area, managing the volume of
associated spatial information is a massive task.
A number of issues which have plagued the
management of this spatial data were identified:
!

!

!
!

!

sites only ever having one registered
boundary, despite the observable fact that
boundaries for sites change over time and
through negotiation, have the potential to
reduce our capacity to manage heritage
places.
The lack of spatial standards of any kind
enhances the opportunity for spatial error
among recorders.

The use of different methods to define and
record sites over the years. Changing site
definitions have resulted in the use of a
variety of methods to record the extent of
sites.
Variations in the quality of mapping used by
consultants over 30 years with a legacy of
inadequately, inappropriately or wrongly
mapped sites.
New spatial data problems arising form the
introduction of GPS systems.
The mathematical complexities which arise
when field recordings of spatial data are
converted into GIS systems by office staff.
The interpretation paradigms that result in

Aboriginal Training and Liaison unit, Pilbara
Iron
Jo Thomson, Ken Mulvaney and Gavin Martin
discussed three case studies from their work
with the Aboriginal Training and Liaison unit
(ATAL) of Pilbara Iron, comprising of Hamersley
Iron and Robe River Mining Company. ATAL’s
heritage
section
has
six
professional
archaeologists / anthropologists and is
committed to promoting cultural heritage
awareness and the protection and management
of Aboriginal sites.
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mainly focuses on assessing the physical
deterioration or stability of a site, what things
impact on the site and what physical
management strategies have been put in place
to protect it, e.g. fencing, cages etc.

Gavin Martin: Management and storage of stone
artefact collections.
Formerly artefacts were sent to the WA Museum
for curation; now, in response to community
wishes to retain control over the material, they
are being sent back to the community. ATAL is
conducting a consultative project to determine
the most culturally appropriate method to store
salvaged artefacts in a secure yet accessible
environment. One solution being trialled is the
installation of lockable sea containers in defined
storage areas. Each socio-linguistic group has
their own storage place and the containers have
the benefit of being cyclone proof. A cataloguing
system is also being set up.

However, there is a much broader set of
strategies that can influence or impact the
protection of sites, not just the physical
management of sites. These are the
management strategies, policies, procedures or
processes that form the heritage management
program.
Processes are more difficult to audit than
physical conditions. ATAL have been exploring
this concept recently through auditing process
development at a number of their mine
operations in the Pilbara.

Ken Mulvaney: Site boundary definitions;
examining rock art at the Dampier Port upgrade.
Site boundary definitions involve the notion of
site components and landscape reality – we
sometimes forget sites relate to the total
landscape. The context of site mapping is often
forgotten: to protect culturally sensitive features,
to enclose space and bound objects, to
graphically represent cultural/physical reality.

Pilbara Research Themes
Ben Marwick of Eureka Research and
Consulting, University of Western Australia,
discussed a survey of 20 recent cultural heritage
management reports and identified three sets of
research themes currently used to interpret
Pilbara archaeology (see paper page 14). The
first is based on testing Brown’s (1987)
synthesis of site distribution over different
landscape types. The second tests the models
of Veth (1993) and Hiscock (1988) which predict
that sites will be larger and more diverse when
they are closer to reliable sources of water and
stone. The third set tests the relevance of
questions about the timing of events and
changes documented in surrounding regions or
on a continental scale. These questions need
updating as they are not well suited to the
currently available evidence from the inland
Pilbara and no longer lead to substantial
contributions to understanding how humans
behaved in the past. Future research into open
sites should focus on understanding how people
used stone resources to live in the inland
Pilbara. Future research into rock shelters
should include a sampling strategy that tackles
the problems of small samples of artefacts
typically
recovered
from
rock
shelter
excavations.

Matters of precision arise: sites must be
correctly located in the landscape, mapping
features must be done with detailed accuracy
and even the thickness of a line on a map can
alter this.
An example was given of Ben Gunn’s survey on
the Burrup where he recorded 508 rock art
panels, 1071 petroglyphs, 54 grinding panels,
68 grinding patches, 10 artefact scatters, 1
stone wall terrace and 3 standing stone clusters
in a 1 sq. km area. This was reduced to 42
archaeological sites.
The real boundary of a site is defined by its
cultural features together with ethnographic
input, the object being the recording and
protecting of cultural heritage.
Jo-Anne Thomson: Approaches for auditing and
monitoring of cultural heritage sites and
strategies.
One of the least examined parts of the cultural
heritage
management
process
is
the
review/monitoring and auditing component. This
needs to occur in order to assess the
effectiveness of the management strategies
employed to protect sites. It can also help to
establish a baseline which can be used to
compare performance. For example, we use the
term ‘best practice’ a lot, but how is this defined
and evidenced?

The Ngarla and Njamal Burial Ground Project
Peter Randolph (DIA) wound up the morning
with a case study of the Ngarla and Njamal
Burial Ground Project undertaken between
1985–1988 by the then Department of
Aboriginal Sites, WA Museum. This was
presented as an example of a successful
partnership between the State Indigenous
heritage agency and an Indigenous corporation.

How do we monitor/audit? Physical site status is
the most commonly monitored facet. Monitoring

Stages

8
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consultation, funding, stabilisation by stages,
and repair work. The project was managed by
the Ngarla and Coastal Njamal Aboriginal
Corporation and included innovative ways of
using grant funds. Employment was kept as
flexible as possible so people could work on a
casual basis. Several men obtained training in
the use of a front-end loader. Seedlings were
obtained from a nursery attached to
Pundulmurra College. A front-end loader was
purchased by the group and hired to the project,
a strategy which provided a significant equity in
the vehicle for the Corporation. A key aspect of
the project was the decision-making by the
Indigenous
community
representatives
regarding the various management options,
which ranged from exhumation and reburial to
stabilisation, and the eventual decision to
stabilise even though the advice of the
geographer indicated a level of future risk.

with all stakeholders. For the regional synthesis,
ARC linkage between a tertiary institution and
an industry partner for a research project on this
was suggested and UWA and Rio Tinto have
indicated an interest. Questions which need
addressing will be generated via a Yahoo CRM
discussion group which has already been set
up. Kate Morse is facilitating the collection of
papers on Pilbara archaeology and CRM for the
AO volume to be edited by Peter White.

Regional Priorities

3.
Proposal for a 2005 community–based
conference to include all stakeholders in Pilbara
CRM. It was agreed to hold a conference or
workshop in 2005 to include all stakeholders in
Pilbara CRM. It should be structured to followup the above issues and include community
representatives.

2.
Feedback to and from Indigenous
communities following heritage programs and
the need to train personnel in heritage survey
methods.
Discussion centred on the need for more
community consultation regarding storage of
salvaged material; presentation of survey results
and the need to build up the community skills
base.

Lynda Strawbridge facilitated the afternoon’s
discussion sessions which dealt with three main
priorities identified for the region:
1. The need for a regional management plan
and whether it is time to update the regional
synthesis.

The development of a discussion paper of
matters arising from this Workshop, for
circulation to all participants, was agreed and
has now been posted on the Yahoo CRM
discussion group site.

Outcomes included a decision to convene a
forum to discuss, among other things, whose
responsibility it is to manage salvaged cultural
material. This would involve a review of what
has occurred in other states and consultation

Earliest Modern
Funerals

and 154,000 years ago, and provide compelling
support for the ‘out of Africa’ model.
The researchers compared the skulls (two
adults and a child) with archaic African fossils,
Eurasian Neanderthals and anatomically
modern humans. The skulls show a mix of
archaic and modern features, and represent a
population on the cusp of becoming fully
modern. As such they have been classified as a
human subspecies Homo sapiens idaltu. They
share none of the Neanderthal features,
suggesting that Neanderthals were not the
ancestors of modern humans. The associated
stone artefacts also have features that are both
archaic (handaxes and picks) and more modern
(flaked tools).

by Richard Fullagar
The dominant theory of modern human origins
proposes a recent expansion out of an African
homeland about 100,000 years ago, and
predicts (on the basis of fossil and genetic data)
that the earliest evidence will be found in Africa.
Proof of the theory has been frustrated by lack
of well-dated human remains in the critical
period between 300,000 and 100,000 years
ago. However, Tim White (University of
California, Berkeley) and colleagues have
discovered three fossil hominid skulls from
Herto in Ethiopia’s Afar depression. These early
humans were living sometime between 160,000

The late J. Desmond Clark (University of
California, Berkeley) and colleagues have
shown that all skulls have clear traces of
deliberate modification soon after death. Cut
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marks indicate that sharp stone tools were used
to remove flesh from the bones. While evidence
of defleshing and disarticulation (removing the
head from the skeleton) has been found on
older African hominids, parallel scratch marks
(decoration?) and a polished sheen (which
suggests repeated handling) on two of the skulls
are new discoveries that may also indicate
ritualised mortuary practices.

estimate was way out of whack with an estimate
of 20,000–26,000 years for ‘Mungo Lady’,
whose burnt remains were found nearby and
represent the world’s first recorded cremation.
Not comfortable with this spread of dates,
geomorphologist Jim Bowler (University of
Melbourne), with a team of archaeologists and
dating experts, analysed new sediment samples
from levels reliably located at the burial sites.

The Herto finds are unlikely to be the funeral for
the competing ‘multiregional’ theory of modern
human origins (which proposes that modern
humans arose simultaneously in several
different places as a result of mixing with
ancient hominids), but it does seem to put one
more nail in the coffin.

These latest estimates suggest that Mungo Man
and Mungo Lady were buried at about the same
time (and were perhaps even an item?) 38,000–
42,000 years ago. Deep below Mungo Lady’s
cremation site was an assemblage of stone
artefacts found in sands last exposed to sunlight
46,000–50,000 years ago. These dates are
similar to suggested ages for occupation in
south-western and northern Australia. If the
deeply buried artefacts have not moved
downwards and do relate to occupation,
Aboriginal ancestors were living in an
environment characterised by increasing aridity.
Windblown silt, dust, weakly developed soils
and lake-floor clay indicate fluctuating lake
levels, followed by dramatic drying of the lakes
nearly 40,000 years ago.

Clark, J.D., Beyene, Y., WoldeGabriel, G., Hart, W.K.,
Renne, P.R., Gilbert, H., Defleur, Al, Suwa, G.,
Katoh, S., Ludwig, K.R., Boisserie, J.-R., Asfaw,
B. & White, T.D., 2003. Stratigraphic,
chronological and behavioural contexts of
Pleistocene Homo sapiens from Middle Awash,
Ethiopia. Nature 423: 747–752.
White, T.D., Asfaw, B., DeGusta, D., Gilbert, H.,
Richards, G.D., Suwa, G. & Howell, F.C., 2003.
Pleistocene Homo sapiens from Middle Awash,
Ethiopia. Nature 423: 742–747.

Contrary to suggestions that Aboriginal
ancestors drove the extinction of Australia’s
giant animals around this time, the new
evidence reinforces the importance of climate as
a contributing factor, putting both humans and
megafauna under serious stress in their search
for food and water (see “Lost Giants”, Nature
Aust. Winter 2002).

Reproduced with permission from
Nature Australia Autumn 2004, vol.
27, no. 12, p. 19.

Occupation beyond 43,000 years in Australia is
still contested, and Mungo Man’s new date reignites debate on the time and dispersal of the
first humans into Australia.

Mungo Man Dates
Mungo Lady

Bowler, J.M., Johnston, H., Olley, J.M., Prescott, J.R.,
Roberts, R.G., Shawcross, W. & Spooner, N.A.,
2003. New ages for human occupation and
climatic change at Lake Mungo, Australia. Nature
421: 837–840.

by Richard Fullagar
Lake Mungo in semi-arid New South Wales—
with its human artefacts and extraordinary
preservation of burials—has been central to the
debate on timing of the first Australians. Original
estimates of 30,000 years for ‘Mungo Man’—the
world’s first recorded ritual ochre burial—were
later upped to 42,000–45,000 years, and then
again to 62,000 years in 1999. This last

Reproduced with permission from
Nature Australia Summer 2003–
2004, vol. 27, no. 11, p. 17.

Subscriptions to Nature Australia are available through the Australian Museum
or call 1800 028 558.
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A Note on Shovel Test Pitting in Victorian CHM
by Shaun Canning
sub-surface deposits, particularly where surface
visibility is poor (Lightfoot 1989). Although
seldom discussed in the Australian CHM or
archaeological literature, these techniques have
been utilised in numerous projects and contexts
(du Cros 1989, 1993, 1995; du Cros and Porch
1996; Lane and Sciusco 1996; Marshall 1996a,
1996b; Nicholson 1998; Rhodes and Murphy
1994; Richards and Sutherland 1995; Smith
1995a, 1995b).

Abstract
A recent review of some cultural heritage
management reports completed in the Melbourne
metropolitan area revealed that shovel test pitting
(STP) is not a particularly efficient archaeological site
discovery tool. As a data recovery method from
known sites, however, STP is far more effective and
efficient.

Introduction
Shovel test pitting has been postulated as one
possible response to the ground surface
visibility dilemma in archaeological field survey,
however, it is still not the most efficient or
effective means of archaeological data recovery.
If surface visibility is low, thus reducing the
chances of intersecting an archaeological site
utilising foot transects or other traditional survey
technique, then the chances of intersecting an
archaeological site using a series of small
shovel-test pits is perhaps even lower. There is
a considerable body of literature arguing that
shovel test pitting (STP) is a limited field method
and should be used with caution (Krakker, Shott
and Welch 1983; Lightfoot 1989; Lynch 1980;
Shott 1985, 1989; Stone 1981). While European
and American experience has led to the use of
extensive shovel test pitting or coring regimes in
areas where visibility or time is a problem
(Lightfoot 1986; Lynch 1980; Shott 1985; Stein
1986; Stone 1981), these same methods have
yielded only limited success in Australia (Smith
1995a, 1995b).

Shovel test pitting developed very early in the
history of formal archaeological sampling when
it was recognised that, if archaeologists could
not see the ground surface, then the chances of
finding archaeological phenomena diminish
accordingly. These 'diminished returns' were
compounded and made more problematic when
the data was to be used to make inferences
(predictive models) about particular sampling
universes (Nance and Ball 1986). Thus, STP
methods were developed in the hope that this
type of sampling would allow for the recovery of
representative samples of material from
otherwise 'invisible' (Nance and Ball 1986)
contexts, and allow for more accurate
inferences to be made regarding distributions of
archaeological material. Like any technique
however, STP sampling has its champions and
its critics. The American and European
archaeological and CHM literature contains
many case studies arguing either for or against
the application of these types of sampling
methods (Canti and Meddens 1998; Howell
1993; Kintigh 1988; Krakker, Shott and Welch
1983; Lightfoot 1986, 1989; Lynch 1980; Nance
and Ball 1986; Shott 1985, 1989; Stone 1981).

The Victorian Experience
Shovel test pitting has been used in Victorian
cultural heritage management (CHM) in
numerous contexts. This paper discusses a
number (n=12) of shovel pit exercises
conducted in the Melbourne metropolitan area.
The data presented here was collected from
CHM reports during a wider review of Victorian
CHM practices and procedures (Canning 2003).
These techniques include shovel test pitting
(n=10), auguring (n=1), and one series of
500mm x 500mm test pit excavations. Smallscale sub-surface sampling techniques, such as
shovel test pitting (STP) have been developed
as a means of assisting in the location of subsurface
archaeological
materials
during
archaeological survey. These methods have
been applied both to the recovery of buried
materials from previously identified surface
sites, and to the discovery of hitherto unknown

A major perceived benefit of STP is that it can
be used as a 'method of last resort' in
archaeological
surveying.
When
other
techniques (such as field survey) prove
impossible due to poor visibility, STP can be
utilised. Once an STP sample is collected,
statistical techniques can be applied to the data
to estimate the overall density of archaeological
material present in any given area, or indeed the
probability
of
encountering
further
archaeological material. In any case, the use of
a systematic sampling technique, such as STP,
is often seen as preferable to the use of nonsystematic sampling techniques (Shott 1985).
Like all methods of archaeological data
recovery, the use of STP is subject to the
vagaries of the environment in which it is to be
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use of STP as a data recovery technique, and
seven projects made use of STP as a site
discovery technique. While this sample is too
small to draw definite conclusions, these
projects illustrate that STP has proved to be a
better data recovery technique than a site
discovery method (the projects utilising auguring
and 500 sq. mm excavations could not be easily
quantified, so have been excluded from the
following calculations).

used, the limitations or requirements of the
research questions being addressed, the
expense of STP (Nance and Ball 1986), and the
archaeological 'return' for the time and money
invested. Given these factors, the use of STP is
not always either practical or appropriate. The
examples available presented here demonstrate
that STP is somewhat limited in the quantity of
data capable of being recovered using this
method in CHM survey activities. From the CHM
reports for the study area, three projects made

Table 1: Data from Victorian CHM reports in the study area for this thesis that have utilised shovel testpitting methods. These results indicate a recovery rate of 1 artefact per 1.33 shovel test pits.
Volumetric measurements assume that each test pit conformed to 0.2m x 0.2m x 0.2m dimensions
(0.008 m3). The 'm3 excavated' figures assume that 0.2m x 0.2m x 0.2m test pits were utilised.

Example

Pits
Excavated

Artefacts
Recovered

m
Excavated

3

Artefacts/m3

Known Sites

1

18

7

0.144

48.6

No

2

51

3

0.408

7.3

No

3

45

3

0.360

8.3

No

4

66

33

0.528

62.5

No

5

88

0

0.704

0

No

6

119

2

0.952

2.1

No

7

150

23

1.200

16.1

No

8

76

39

0.608

64.1

Yes

9

165

522

1.320

395.4

Yes

10

150

65

1.200

54.1

Yes

Total

928

697

7.424

-

-

Average (all)

92.8

69.7

0.742

93.9

-

Average (excluding known
sites)

76.7

10.1

0.613

16.4

-

The actual amount of sediment excavated from
these STP exercises could not be calculated
from the CHM reports, as most report authors
did not list this data. However, if we assume that
all the STP were 0.2m x 0.2m x 0.2m (0.008
m3), then a minimum of 4.3 m3 of soil has been
excavated and sieved to discover these 71
artefacts (0.06 m3 per artefact or 16.4 artefacts
per m3). As a method of site discovery, STP
would appear to be somewhat limited. However,
as a means of data recovery from known sites
(including locating site boundaries), STP
appears far more efficient and useful. From the
three previously known sites in the examples,
391 shovel test pits recovered 626 artefacts or
0.62 shovel test pits per artefact (0.01 m3 per
artefact or 93.9 artefacts per m3). This

Table 1 presents data collected from 10 CHM
reports that utilised STP as a data collection
method. As Table 1 shows, 928 shovel test pits
were excavated, recovering 697 artefacts. This
is an average of 69.7 artefacts per STP
exercise, from an average of 92.8 test pits, or 1
artefact per 1.33 shovel test pits. Three of the
sites subjected to STP were previously known
sites, and not sites newly located by the STP
method. If these three sites are removed from
the calculations the results of the other seven
STP exercises appear very different. Removing
these three sites from the totals, results in a
revised total of 537 shovel test pits having been
excavated for the discovery of 71 artefacts, or
one artefact per 7.6 shovel test pits.
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STP seldom penetrates the disturbed plough
zone. STP programs do not assist in the
recovery of chronological data, and as such do
not contribute greatly to understandings of the
prehistory
of
the
region.
Thorough
Archaeological excavation (where appropriate)
is still one of the only methods in which stratified
material can be investigated, and placed into a
chronological, geomorphological and regional
cultural context. STP may assist in the location
of stratified material for further sampling in
specific environments (i.e. where there are
known stratified materials in situ).

represents
a
rate
of
data
recovery
approximately six times greater than when the
STP method was used as a means of site
discovery alone (i.e. 93.9 artefacts/m3 / 16.4
artefact/m3 = 5.7).
While it is not possible to quantify the data from
the Victorian CHM reports further, the American
and European CHM and archaeological
literature supports the notion that STP is not
appropriate for all sampling circumstance.
Indeed, many practitioners have come to
believe that STP has some very severe
limitations (Shott 1985). Firstly, STP methods
are not appropriate in some environmental
contexts. For example, STP sampling would not
be of great benefit on the side of steep hill
slopes, where any material discarded in
prehistory may have moved down slope through
time. Smith (1995) experienced great difficulty in
certain forested environments in Tasmania
where the tree roots and other vegetation were
so dense that STP could not be used to
penetrate to the actual ground surface. These
factors may be controlled at the survey design
stage by choosing sample areas where STP can
be applied without undue environmental
hindrance, although this is not always possible.

As a method of data recovery from known sites,
STP is a valuable and efficient tool. However,
STP is not a particularly efficient means of site
discovery, particularly as the size of the area
being investigated increases. Krakker et al.
(1983: 469–480) conclude that 'executing
anything approaching an adequate subsurface
testing program for a substantial sized area
generally seems out of practical reach'. More
research needs to be devoted to testing the
effectiveness and efficiency of STP under
Australian field conditions, rather than
uncritically adopting a method not entirely suited
to the nature of Australian hunter-gatherer
archaeology.

The major problems with STP as a field
technique, however, are not related to where it
may or may not be most conveniently applied,
but simply the scale at which it is to be applied,
and the nature of the archaeological record
being sampled. The higher the latent density of
artefactual material present, the more effective
STP is at discovering new material. However
this efficiency is still quite low. For example, in a
computer simulation of the effectiveness of STP,
Kintigh (1988) determined that test pits needed
to be a minimum of 1m x 1m in order to have an
87% chance of finding at least one artefact
where the average artefact density is two
artefacts/m2. Similarly, Lynch (1980) concluded
that unless extremely small transect intervals
were used when laying out STP samples, only
the densest of artefact scatters would be
identified, completely missing the ever present
'background' scatter. In general, the literature
supports the conclusion that the performance of
STP as a discovery technique is 'much poorer
than other methods' (Shott 1985) and is not well
suited for use in areas 'characterised by low site
density, and low artefact density within sites'
(Shott 1985), as is the case with much of the
Australian archaeological record.
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Future Directions for Research into Open Sites and
Rockshelters in the Inland Pilbara
By Ben Marwick1

ten years. These reports are held by the
Western Australian Department of Indigenous
Affairs. I looked at criteria used to assess
archaeological significance in each report
because these are the measures of the ability of
a site to contribute to the discipline of
archaeology and they indicate the issues that
archaeologists consider relevant in their
analysis of sites. Two new approaches are
proposed (one for surface artefact scatters and
one for excavated assemblages) to complement
the existing approaches. This study does not
include consideration of other measures of

Introduction
Archaeological work on Aboriginal sites in the
inland Pilbara has been going on for over 30
years. The purpose of this paper is to show that
the research themes currently driving consulting
work in the inland Pilbara are in need of
updating and to suggest some future directions.
To identify the criteria for assessments of
archaeological significance I reviewed a random
sample of twenty reports of archaeological
cultural resource management work (including
survey, salvage and excavation) from the last
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However they now have been tested and
generally confirmed by a large body of survey
work from the last ten years (e.g. Hook and
Jackson 1998, 2000; Hook et al. 1998a;
Jackson 1994, 1999, 2000; Jackson and Di
Lello 1999; Jackson and Martin 1998; Jackson
and Fry 2000; Jackson, Fry and Martin 1999;
Jackson et al. 2000). We now need to go
beyond questions of where people were in their
environment to look at questions about what
people were doing in these environments or
how they were doing it. The third current
research theme, questions about the timing of
events, can only be answered if there is
evidence of these events. The majority of
previously excavated rockshelters in the inland
Pilbara date to the middle and late Holocene
and have little or no recoverable cultural
material (e.g. Hook et al. 1998b, 2000). This
means that generally there is not enough
information from excavations to answer
questions related to the first human occupation
of the region, the response to the Last Glacial
Maximum, the timing of the introduction of new
varieties of stone tools and the timing of
changes in population dynamics.

significance such as aesthetic significance or
spiritual and historical significance to Aboriginal
people.
Current research themes
The review of reports revealed that there are
three common research themes used to assess
archaeological
significance.
Firstly,
archaeologists are interested in testing previous
syntheses of site distribution over different
landscape types such as those suggested by
Brown (1987) and Kee et al. (1985). In brief,
these syntheses conclude that sizes and
densities of archaeological sites increase in
direct proportion to distance and permanence of
water sources. This topic is especially relevant
for surface surveys because it makes
predictions about the distribution and density of
sites that are useful for designing survey
methods.
Secondly and similarly, archaeologists are
interested in testing the models of Veth (1993)
and Hiscock (1988) which predict, among other
things, that sites will be larger and more diverse
when they are closer to larger and more reliable
sources of water and stone. The appeal of this
second theme is also enhanced by its relevance
to site distribution and survey methods. Thirdly,
archaeologists are interested in questions about
the timing of events and changes previously
documented in surrounding regions or on a
continental scale. These include the first human
occupation of the region, the response to the
Last Glacial Maximum, the timing of the
introduction of new varieties of stone tools and
the timing of changes in population dynamics.

Future research themes
This survey of 20 consultant reports and recent
syntheses of inland Pilbara archaeology
(Marwick 2002; Veth 2003) suggest that there
are now enough data from the inland Pilbara to
update these themes. In addition, new methods
and interpretative frameworks have appeared
since the formulation of the three current
research themes. Some archaeologists working
in the inland Pilbara are routinely recording
information such as debitage and flake
attributes which is not being fully utilised by the
current research themes. The current research
themes generally only use density and diversity
data from stone artefact scatters and do not fully
utilise the more detailed metric and
technological data that is currently being
collected by many archaeologists working in the
inland Pilbara. Two approaches are proposed
here that will more fully utilise the data that are
being collected and provide more substantial
contributions to our understanding of inland
Pilbara archaeology and better assessments of
the significance of sites.

Problems with current research themes
These themes were well suited to the initial
phases of research when few details were
understood about how culture, technology and
economics changed over time in the inland
Pilbara and how people used the landscape.
They were also well suited to methods of site
and artefact recording that were generally less
detailed than they are now. Now that we have
moved on from the initial phases and there are
more detailed data about how people lived in
the inland Pilbara, these themes no longer lead
to substantial contributions to our understanding
of human behaviour and are not well suited to
available archaeological evidence from the
inland Pilbara.

Firstly, to get the most out of the current
methods I propose an approach to inland
Pilbara stone artefact assemblages that focuses
on technological strategies and reduction
sequences. This kind of chaîne opératoire
approach involves understanding the processes
of stone tool manufacture, use, maintenance
and discard at a site through the analysis of
technological and metric attributes (Andrefsky

Although important to begin with, the first and
second current research themes provide only a
coarse-grained understanding of how people
used the landscape in the past. The first and
second current research themes are popular
because they are relevant to survey methods.
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between the successful application of mobility
studies in other parts of the world and the
findings of Australian ethnoarchaeological
research suggests that this approach could be
fruitfully pursued in the inland Pilbara and
potentially improve our understanding of huntergatherer mobility strategies and artefact
technology. This type of analysis will provide
detailed information on what people were doing
with their stone resources and how
environmental and cultural variables influenced
site formation.

1998: 110–135; Odell 2000; Shott 1994).
Recent work employing this approach at
Australian sites in Tasmania and New South
Wales has been published by Moore (2000a,
2000b). The four main processes of a reduction
sequence are generally as follows: (1)
procurement of raw material (obtaining raw
material), (2) primary reduction techniques
(flake production), (3) secondary reduction
(secondary working), and (4) use and discard.
This approach provides insights into the choices
made by people who used the sites, because it
is based on the study of the sequence and
processes at work within a stone artefact
assemblage.

The second approach proposed here is a focus
on the process of change in excavated
assemblages. The creation of timelines based
on the appearance of artefact types no longer
makes substantial contributions to our
understanding of how people lived in the past.
We need to focus on understanding why people
changed and how they changed. A focus on
rockshelter excavations that are larger in
volume and area will provide a larger sample of
artefacts from rockshelters and increase the
probability of detecting changes in the way the
sites are used. It will also improve the reliability
of analyses of change in the assemblages.
Understanding of change over time can be
improved through the analysis of sources other
than the sparse cultural material, such as
rockshelter sediments and pollen. Recent work
(Marwick 2002) has identified patterns of
technological,
cultural
and
demographic
changes in the inland Pilbara during the
Holocene. Future excavations should aim to test
and refine these patterns instead of testing
models developed for other regions or
continental scales. This will produce a more
detailed and relevant picture of how people lived
in the inland Pilbara.

The first step in using this interpretive
framework involves recording the choices made
for each of the four main processes of stone tool
reduction. The analysis starts from a
consideration of the choice of raw material and
proceeds through the techniques of flaking
(collection of data on metrics, platform type and
surface, overhang removal, dorsal flake scars,
termination and cortex from flakes and cores),
secondary working (retouch on flakes) and use
and discard (microscopic analysis of use wear
and chemical analysis of residues). A new
technique in development that may speed the
collection of metric data involves the capture of
digital images of artefacts in the field, followed
by automated shape and size analysis using
image analysis software such as Image Pro
Plus or Sigma Scan Pro (cf. McPherron and
Dibble 1999). The second step is comparing
different assemblages to identify qualitative and
quantitative differences. A useful method for
discovering patterns of differences and
similarities is cluster analysis. This statistical
method groups sites together based on how
similar they are across multiple variables (cf.
Read and Russell 1996).

Conclusion
In this paper I have examined the current criteria
for evaluating the archaeological contribution of
archaeological sites in the inland Pilbara. The
current approaches no longer provide
substantial contributions to the discipline and do
not fully utilise the quality of data that is now
being regularly collected from the inland Pilbara.
Two new approaches are suggested as
complements (rather than replacements) to the
current approaches. The first approach is the
analysis of reduction sequences and mobility
organisation at surface artefact scatters. The
second approach is a focus on the process of
change in rockshelter assemblages.

The third step is to interpret the differences in
reduction sequences in terms of human
behaviour. An interpretative approach that has
yet to be systematically pursued in the inland
Pilbara is the organisation of mobility in
response to seasonal, environmental and
cultural variables (Chatters 1987; Kelly 1983;
Kuhn 1995; Odell 2001: 62–64; Parry and Kelly
1987; Shott 1986; Veth 2000). Although this
approach has often been fruitfully applied by
American archaeologists, ethnoarchaeological
studies by Gould et al. (1971) indicate that the
curation-mobility relationship may be influenced
by the social function of certain artefact types
and the combination of curated and expedient
technologies used by mobile groups of
Aboriginal people in arid environments similar to
those of the inland Pilbara. This tension

Many archaeologists who work in the inland
Pilbara might ask ‘why is it important to update
the research questions for the inland Pilbara?’
There are two reasons why it is important to
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review the way archaeological resources are
scientifically assessed. Firstly, we have to
produce accurate and detailed descriptions of
how people lived in the past and better
understand how they responded and adapted to
change. Archaeologists have a professional
obligation to tell stories about the past that
reflect our best understanding of what
happened. Secondly, we have to strive to
improve the quality of cultural resource
management in the inland Pilbara. New ways of
describing and interpreting sites mean that there
are new ways to evaluate their rarity,
representativeness and research potential
(Bowdler 1984), the three major aspects of
archaeological significance. This does not mean
that we have to agree with and slavishly adopt
any new approaches to the evidence, only that
we must engage with them to demonstrate our
involvement in the discipline. The burden of the
consultant archaeologist is to be familiar with
the current state of archaeological research in
order to make management recommendations
that are sensitive to current scientific and social
interests.
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The Yamatji/Pilbara Standard Heritage Agreement and
its Implications for Consultant Archaeologists
by Nicholas Green1
Introduction

The SHA has been endorsed by the Western
Australian Government and is being actively
promoted with the mining industry by the
Department of Industry and Resources (DoIR).
A copy of the SHA is available on DoIR’s web
site.2 It should be noted that other
Representative Bodies in Western Australia
have or are in the process of negotiating similar
agreements with the CME.

This paper has been prepared in order to help
explain the new Standard Heritage Agreement
(SHA) that has been negotiated by the Yamatji
Marlpa
Barna
Baba
Maaja
Aboriginal
Corporation (YMBBMAC) Representative Body
(under the Native Title Act 1993) with the
Chamber of Minerals and Energy (CME) in
Western Australia.
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The reason for presenting this paper is to inform
consultant archaeologists who may undertake
archaeological surveys in the Murchison /
Gascoyne and/or Pilbara regions with those
native title claimant groups represented by the
YMBBMAC, that it exists and to explain the key
issues within the SHA.

!
!

archaeologists) wishing to work under the
SHA;
Developing a standard heritage report
template for use by heritage practitioners;
Briefing heritage practitioners about the
new processes enshrined within the SHA.

This paper focuses on the last task only.

Background

The Standard Heritage Agreement

The YMBBMAC is the Representative Body
under the Native Title Act 1993 (NTA) for the
native title claims in the Pilbara and Geraldton
Representative Areas in Western Australia. The
YMBBMAC has two divisions – the Pilbara
Native Title Service (PNTS), which services the
Pilbara region, and the Yamatji Land and Sea
Council
(YLSC),
which
services
the
Murchison/Gascoyne
region
of
Western
Australia. Within these two regions, the
YMBBMAC represents and services 27 native
title claims, of which two have been determined.
These 27 native title Claimant Groups are
managed by their respective Working Groups
(normally compromising 12 members). The
Working Groups are funded by the YMBBMAC
to meet on a very limited basis in order to
provide instructions on all matters relevant to
their respective native title claims, including the
protection of their cultural heritage rights and
interests.

The YMBBMAC is currently seeking instructions
from the 27 Working Groups it represents as to
whether they wish to adopt the SHA. These
Working Groups, representing the broader
Claimant Groups, do not necessarily have to
adopt the SHA if they do not wish to. However,
there has been broad support from the Working
Groups to date and consultations about the SHA
are ongoing.
The YMBBMAC has standing instructions from
all the 27 Claimant Groups it represents to
formally object to the grant of Exploration and/or
Prospecting Leases under Section 29 of the
Native Title Act 1993. Such objections are
lodged in order to ensure that the Proponent
fulfils its obligations with the affected Claimant
Group under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972.
Should a Proponent agree to undertake an
Aboriginal heritage survey with the affected
Claimant Group, then the objections to the grant
of the Leases are lifted and exploration and/or
prospecting can proceed. Therefore, the thrust
of the SHA is to ensure that Proponents address
Aboriginal heritage issues sooner rather than
later.

The Western Australian Government through
the DoIR intends to process Exploration and
Prospecting
Licence
applications
from
Proponents through the Expedited Procedure of
the Native Title Act 1993, on the understanding
that licence applicants are prepared to enter into
the SHA or an Alternative Heritage Agreement
(AHA) with the YMBBMAC as agent of the
affected Claimant Group.

The SHA is an Agreement between the
YMBBMAC, as agent for the respective
Claimant Group, and the Proponent. Once
signed, the SHA binds the Claimant Group,
which is obliged to withdraw any objections to
the grant of the Exploration and/or Prospecting
Lease immediately.

The SHA was negotiated by the YMBBMAC with
the Chamber for Minerals and Energy (the peak
body representing mining interests in Western
Australia). The negotiations were facilitated and
mediated by the National Native Title Tribunal
(NNTT) late in 2003. The Yamatji Steering
Committee and the Pilbara Steering Committee
of the YMBBMAC separately endorsed the use
of the SHA at their meetings held on 15 and 29
September 2003 respectively.

The SHA is designed to create a working
relationship between the Proponent and the
Claimant Group and reflects the need for the
Parties to co-operate to expeditiously undertake
the processes contemplated in the SHA. The
SHA requires the Proponent to inform the
Claimant Group of details about its location and
timing for exploration activities on the
Exploration and/or Prospecting Lease for the
current and future exploration seasons. The
obligation of the Claimant Group on the receipt
of such information is to inform the Proponent of
any particular cultural heritage concerns that
they may be aware of with respect to the
Exploration and/or Prospecting Lease in
question.

The NNTT have engaged Nicholas Green of
Anthropos Australis Pty Ltd to provide support to
the YMBBMAC to undertake a number of tasks
associated with the roll-out of the SHA to the 27
Working Groups represented by the YMBBMAC.
Part of this roll-out includes the following tasks:
! Developing
a
heritage
consultant’s
Agreement for use by the YMBBMAC and
heritage practitioners (anthropologists and
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then a heritage survey is required unless
otherwise agreed or waived;

The SHA does not cover mining or the
conversion of Exploration Leases to Mining
Leases. Additionally, the Proponent may
undertake Low Impact Exploration on the
Exploration and/or Prospecting Lease without
conducting a heritage survey under certain
conditions as stipulated in the SHA:

3. Where a previous heritage survey (not
conducted under this Agreement) has prima
facie covered the area/proposed exploration
activity the subject of the Heritage Notice,
then there is no presumption either way but:

1. No Low Impact Exploration can occur within
a Protected Area under the Aboriginal
Heritage Act 1972;

a. Subject to confidentiality provisions, the
Proponent must provide a copy of the
previous heritage survey to the Claimant
Group; and

2. The Proponent is to use its best endeavours
to have informed the Claimant Group of the
nature, location and timing of its exploration
activities in advance.

b. The parties must endeavour to reach
agreement about whether a heritage survey
is required.

Additionally, the Proponent may carry out
exploration and/or prospecting activity without
conducting a heritage survey where:

While the Agreement presumes that a heritage
survey is required, there is a dispute resolution
mechanism in the SHA should the Parties not
be able to reach agreement.

1. After consultation the Parties agree;

In determining whether a heritage survey is
required, the Parties will have regard to a
number of factors including:

2. The Claimant Group waives all or part of its
rights under the SHA; or
3. Once a heritage survey has been
conducted, the area/exploration activity the
subject of the previous heritage survey need
not be the subject of another heritage
survey unless the Parties agree otherwise.

1. The nature of the proposed exploration
activity and any anticipated development
identified;
2. Whether there has been any previous
heritage survey, the age, methodology,
participants, standard and results of that
survey;

If the Proponent intends to undertake
exploration activity on the Exploration and/or
Prospecting Lease, then it must issue a
Heritage Notice to the Claimant Group. The
Heritage Notice is designed to assist the group
to determine if a heritage survey is required and,
if so, what kind.

3. Whether the Register maintained by the
Department of Indigenous Affairs discloses
any Aboriginal sites on the land; and
4. Any relevant matter relating to the Claimant
Groups’ practices, laws and customs.

Once the Proponent has provide the Claimant
Group with the Heritage Notice, a 90-day period
allowing for the conduct and subsequent
reporting on the results of the heritage survey
starts. Under the terms of the SHA, the
Proponent would issue the Heritage Notice to
the YMBBMAC, who would in turn present and
discuss it with the Working Group representing
the Claimant Group.

If after the necessary consultation the Parties
agree that a heritage survey is required, then
there is a survey methodology enshrined within
the SHA that needs to be adopted. Importantly,
the Claimant Group is not obliged to provide any
culturally sensitive information to the Proponent.
The information provided by the Claimant Group
during the heritage survey will be recorded in a
Survey Report.

Once the Heritage Notice is provided to the
Working Group, the SHA requires the parties to
consult with each other to determine whether a
heritage survey is required. The SHA stipulates
particular rules and non-binding presumptions
which are as follows:

There are essentially three types of heritage
survey that can be undertaken under the SHA
and which type is undertaken is largely
determined by the information the Proponent
provides to the Claimant Group in the Heritage
Notice. Broadly, the three types of heritage
survey are:

1. If no previous heritage survey has occurred
then one is required unless otherwise
agreed or waived;

1. Where the Proponent provides details in the
Heritage Notice of a particular exploration
activity pursuant to its current work
program, then the heritage survey and the
subsequent Survey Report will indicate that

2. Where a previous heritage survey has
occurred on the Exploration Lease, but has
not covered the area/proposed exploration
activity the subject of the Heritage Notice,
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which is limited to 50% of the estimated
Administration Fee and any disbursements paid
by the YMBBMAC prior to the heritage survey
being conducted.

part of the exploration activity that is cleared
or not cleared. Should the proposed activity
change then the Proponent is required to
issue a new Heritage Notice to the Claimant
Group; and

Importantly, the Proponent is expected to pay
the balance of the heritage survey costs within
21 days after the Survey Report is delivered,
within the stipulated 90 day period. What this
effectively means for YMBBMAC is that they
could incur costs for the conduct of the heritage
survey that are higher than the costs paid for in
advance by the Proponent by up to 111 days.
Furthermore, the potential delay in payment
would flow on to the heritage practitioner
actually conducting the heritage survey.

2. Where the Proponent provides details in its
Heritage Notice of a range of possible
exploration activities in an area (including
outside its current work program) the
Survey Report will clearly indicate any parts
of the area to be avoided because they
contain Aboriginal sites (either ethnographic
and/or archaeological).
If a heritage survey has been conducted and a
Survey Report completed under either of the
above two scenarios, or an ethnographic survey
has been previously undertaken which the
Claimant Group accepts is valid or the
Proponent proposes to conduct drilling involving
the construction of drill pads (implying extensive
ground disturbance), and the Proponent
provides details in its Heritage Notice of
possible future developments, e.g. the possible
location of a mine and associated infrastructure,
then the last type of survey can occur and the
subsequent:
3.

Interestingly, if the Proponent is not happy with
the heritage practitioner proposed by the
YMBBMAC to undertake the heritage survey,
then the Proponent has the right to ask for an
alternative person to conduct the heritage
survey. Should there be no agreement on this
matter by the Parties, then either party may
refer the matter to the President of the National
Native Title Tribunal who will choose the person
to conduct the heritage survey from the persons
nominated.
With regard to reporting on the results of the
heritage survey, the heritage practitioner will
provide the Parties with the following
information:

Survey Report will give a clear indication of
the ethnographic landscape including the
location and nature of any Aboriginal sites,
but not include information to the level of
detail sufficient to enable the Minister to
determine a Section 18 notice by the
Proponent to disturb or destroy an
Aboriginal site under the Aboriginal
Heritage Act 1972.

1. A Preliminary Advice recording the results
of the heritage survey as soon as
reasonably practicable;
2. A draft Survey Report as
reasonably practicable; and

The Heritage Survey Team under the SHA will
be comprised as follows:

as

as

3. A final Survey Report as soon as
reasonably practicable after the Claimant
Group has considered the draft Survey
Report.

1. A Heritage Officer (YMBBMAC employee)
or a Heritage Consultant;
2. Such Traditional Owners
(between 4-6 people); and

soon

advised

What this means is that heritage practitioners
will need to factor additional time and costs into
their budget estimate in order to accommodate
this three tiered reporting procedure.

3. An Aboriginal Liaison Officer if required.
The Proponent is also entitled to send a
nominee to assist the person conducting the
heritage survey.

As previously stated, the Survey Report must be
provided to the Proponent within 90 days of the
delivery of the Heritage Notice to the Claimant
Group. What this means is that the heritage
practitioner must be in the information loop with
YMBBMAC early on in the process in order to
provide input to the budget estimate as well as
to undertake the actual heritage survey –
otherwise the YMBBMAC may be in default of
the SHA. However, the SHA does have delay
clauses which can be invoked by either party as
follows:

Prior to the conduct of the heritage survey, the
YMBBMAC will submit a budget estimate to the
Proponent which observes an agreed Schedule
of Costs which is enshrined in the Agreement. It
should be noted that the fees for Heritage
Officers employed by the YMBBMAC are set,
while the fees for external heritage practitioners
are at cost. The Proponent is obliged to pay
certain costs to the YMBBMAC in advance, prior
to the commencement of the heritage survey,

21

AACAI NEWSLETTER NO. 95 APRIL 2004

1. Circumstances beyond the control
YMBBMAC and the Claimant Group;

to seek advice on the budget estimate from the
consultant archaeologist who it intends to
engage to undertake heritage surveys under the
SHA. This is a process that occurs today during
heritage surveys undertaken outside of the SHA
and should not necessarily cause consultant
archaeologists
any
additional
concern.
However, as the YMBBMAC may not get the
balance of its budget estimate until within 21
days of the delivery of the Survey Report, it is
imperative that the consultant archaeologist
engaged under the SHA completes and reports
on the heritage survey in a timely manner. It will
also
be
imperative
that
consultant
archaeologists seeking to undertake heritage
surveys with YMBBMAC are on their Register of
Consultants.

of

2. Cultural responsibilities of the Claimant
Group;
3. Parties’ bona fide compliance with dispute
resolution processes in the SHA;
4. Consultations about whether a heritage
survey is required; and
5. Any acts or omissions by the Proponent.
Importantly, if a party does not formally advise
the other party of a delay, and if the Survey
Report is not delivered within the 90 day period,
then the Proponent is released from its
obligations under the SHA. Therefore, once the
Heritage Notice is delivered by the Proponent to
the YMBBMAC, it is important that the following
occur in a timely manner:

With regard to reporting on the results of the
heritage survey, the reporting requirements
within the SHA are not particularly onerous.
What is important is for the YMBBMAC and the
consultant archaeologist to agree on what is
recorded during the archaeological component
of the heritage survey for the records of the
Claimant Group, as opposed to what actually is
formally provided to the Proponent. There is no
doubt that the Claimant Group will want
descriptions of archaeological sites recorded
including photographs for their records, which
may or may not be provided to either the
Proponent or the DIA in the Survey Report.
Therefore, clear communication between the
YMBBMAC, the Claimant Group and the
consultant
archaeologist
detailing
the
requirements of the heritage survey will be
essential for a successful outcome.

1. The YMBBMAC discusses the Heritage
Notice with the Claimant Group and
receives
clear
instructions
on
the
requirements for the heritage survey,
including which Aboriginal Consultants are
to participate and when they are available;
2. The YMBBMAC to engage a heritage
practitioner
(anthropologist
and/or
archaeologist) as soon as practicable and
develop a budget estimate for discussion
with the Proponent;
3. The heritage survey is conducted and
reported on using the agreed methodology.
Significantly, all heritage information remains
the intellectual property of the Claimant Group
and shall not be recorded or released to any
person or entity without the written permission of
the Claimant Group.

Conclusion

3. Schedule Three contains the format of the
Survey Report.

The new Standard Heritage Agreement is
designed to clear the backlog of the grant of
Exploration
and/or
Prospecting
Licence
applications on the condition that the Proponent
funds a heritage survey with the affected
Claimant Group up-front in a professional and
transparent manner. This initiative greatly
assists the common intent of the Aboriginal
Heritage Act 1972 and the desire of the
Claimant Group, which is to record and protect
Aboriginal sites, rights and interests. The quid
pro quo for the Proponent is that they would
receive a timely and cost efficient heritage
survey of their Exploration and/or Prospecting
Lease, ensuring compliance with the provisions
of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 and the
Native Title Act 1993.

Consultant archaeologists seeking to work
within the structure of the SHA will need to
accept its constraints with regard to budgets,
reporting and timing. The YMBBMAC will need

The conduct of heritage surveys by consultant
archaeologists under the SHA will require a
change in approach by some. Not only will
consultant archaeologists be required to

The SHA also contains three Schedules:
1. Schedule One contains an outline of what
the Proponent must contain in the Heritage
Notice. This information may include details
of any previous heritage survey as well as
the details of a search of the Register of
Aboriginal Sites;
2. Schedule Two contains the open and
transparent costs for the conduct of the
heritage survey under the SHA. It should be
noted that the costs can be changed subject
to the agreement of the Parties; and
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the heritage rights and interests of Claimant
Groups are upheld by the dual processes of the
Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 and the Native
Title Act 1993.

essentially be a party to the SHA, but they will
also be required to: enter into a formal
agreement for the provision of their services to
YMBBMAC; report on heritage surveys in
different ways; work within an enshrined time
frame with consequences for all Parties if the
time frame is not met, and be accountable to the
Claimant Group with whom they are working.
The ability to accept this change in approach will
ensure
that
the
work
of
consultant
archaeologists with regard to Exploration and
Prospecting remains relevant and that they are
able to play an important role in ensuring that

1

2

Nicholas Green, Anthropos Australis Pty Ltd (PO
Box 1349 Fremantle WA 6160), is a consultant
heritage practitioner based in Western Australia
with 24 years experience in the public and private
sectors.
www.doir.wa.gov.au

New Queensland Heritage Legislation
http://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/

The Queensland Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Act 2003 and the Torres Strait Islander Cultural
Heritage Act 2003 were enacted and came into
force on 16 April 2004. The new legislation will
be administered by the Department of Natural
Resources, Mines and Energy.

Any person carrying out activities affecting
cultural heritage will be expected to exercise a
duty of care. For interest, Part 1 of The Duty of
Care Guidelines is reproduced below. Part 2,
which
lists
the
Guidelines
more
comprehensively, can be accessed at the above
website.

The Acts introduce significant changes to the
management of cultural heritage from the
Cultural Record (Landscapes Queensland and
Queensland Estate) Act 1987. The legislation
can be downloaded from the Office of the
Queensland Parliamentary Counsel website at

A comment on the new legislation from the
Queensland Chapter of AACAI will follow in the
next edition of the AACAI Newsletter.

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003
PART 1 – Information to Assist in Using these Guidelines
1.0

Preamble

1.1

The Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003 commenced on 16 April 2004. The Act binds all persons,
including the State, and is intended to provide effective recognition, protection and conservation of
Aboriginal cultural heritage.

Principles Underlying the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003
1.2

The following fundamental principles underlie the Act’s main purpose:
(a) the recognition, protection and conservation of Aboriginal cultural heritage should be based on respect
for Aboriginal cultural and traditional practices;
(b) Aboriginal people should be recognised as the primary guardians, keepers and knowledge holders of
Aboriginal cultural heritage;
(c) it is important to respect, preserve and maintain knowledge, innovations and practices of Aboriginal
communities and to promote understanding of Aboriginal cultural heritage;
(d) activities involved in recognition, protection and conservation of Aboriginal cultural heritage are
important because they allow Aboriginal people to reaffirm their obligations to “law and country”;
(e) there is a need to establish timely and efficient processes for the management of activities that may
harm Aboriginal cultural heritage.
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Distinction between Aboriginal cultural heritage and Native Title
1.3
Aboriginal cultural heritage values should not be confused with native title. As with non-Aboriginal
heritage values, Aboriginal cultural heritage can exist on an area regardless of the nature of land tenure.
The existence of Aboriginal cultural heritage in an area does not mean that native title exists over that area.

Definition of Aboriginal cultural heritage
1.4

The Act defines Aboriginal cultural heritage as anything that is:
(a) a significant Aboriginal area in Queensland; or
(b) a significant Aboriginal object; or
(c) evidence, of archaeological or historic significance, of Aboriginal occupation of an area of Queensland.
A significant Aboriginal area or object must be particularly significant to Aboriginal people because of either
or both of the following:
(a) Aboriginal tradition;
(b) the history, including contemporary history, of any Aboriginal Party for the area.

Aboriginal cultural heritage areas do not have to contain physical markings
1.5
In the same way as non-Aboriginal heritage values are capable of protection, it is not necessary
for an area to contain markings or other physical evidence indicating Aboriginal occupation or otherwise
denoting the area’s significance for the area to be protected as a significant Aboriginal area under the
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003.

Role of the Aboriginal Party
1.6
The views of the Aboriginal Party for an area are key in assessing Aboriginal cultural heritage and
managing any activity likely to excavate, relocate, remove or harm Aboriginal cultural heritage.
1.7
In assessing a significant Aboriginal area the legislation provides that regard may also be had to
authoritative anthropological, biogeographical, historical and archaeological information.
1.8
Before an area can be registered on the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Register, the person seeking
to register the area must be able to demonstrate that the application is consistent with this information.
1.9
Appropriately qualified persons such as anthropologists, archaeologists and historians can also
provide valuable assistance in this regard.

Due Diligence – The Precautionary approach
1.10
The Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003 requires that a person must exercise due diligence and
reasonable precaution before undertaking an activity which may harm Aboriginal cultural heritage.

Aboriginal cultural heritage duty of care
1.11

Section 23(1) of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003 states that a person who carries out an activity
must take all reasonable and practicable measures to ensure the activity does not harm Aboriginal cultural
heritage (the “cultural heritage duty of care”).

1.12

Section 23(2) of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003 states that without limiting the matters that may
be considered by a Court required to decide whether a person has complied with the cultural heritage duty
of care in carrying out an activity, the Court may consider the following:
(a)

the nature of the activity, and the likelihood of its causing harm to Aboriginal cultural heritage;

(b) the nature of the Aboriginal cultural heritage likely to be harmed by the activity;
(c) the extent to which the person consulted with Aboriginal parties about the carrying out of the activity,
and the results of the consultation;
(d) whether the person carried out a study or survey, of any type, of the area affected by the activity to find
out the location and extent of the Aboriginal cultural heritage, and the extent of the study or survey;
(e) whether the person searched the database and register for information about the area affected by the
activity;
(f)

the extent to which the person complied with cultural heritage duty of care guidelines;

(g) the nature and extent of past uses in the area affected by the activity.
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Meeting the Duty of Care
1.13

Section 23 of the Act provides that a person who carries out an activity is taken to have complied with the
cultural heritage duty of care in relation to Aboriginal cultural heritage if (a) the person is acting –

(b)

(i)

under the authority of another provision of this Act that applies to the Aboriginal cultural
heritage; or

(ii)

under an approved Cultural Heritage Management Plan that applies to the Aboriginal cultural
heritage; or

(iii)

under a native title agreement or another agreement with an Aboriginal Party, unless the
Aboriginal cultural heritage is expressly excluded from being subject to the agreement; or

(iv)

in compliance with gazetted cultural heritage duty of care guidelines; or

(v)

in compliance with native title protection conditions, but only if the cultural heritage is
expressly or impliedly the subject of the conditions; or
the person owns the Aboriginal cultural heritage, or is acting with the owner’s agreement; or

(c) the activity is necessary because of an emergency, including for example, a bushfire or other natural
disaster.

Duty of Care Guidelines
1.14

Section 28 states that the Minister may by gazette notice notify guidelines (“cultural heritage duty of care
guidelines”) identifying reasonable and practicable measures for ensuring activities are managed to avoid
or minimise harm to Aboriginal cultural heritage.

1.15

There is no offence in not complying with the cultural heritage duty of care guidelines. However, complying
with the guidelines affords strict compliance with the cultural heritage duty of care. Where Aboriginal cultural
heritage is harmed by an activity, and the activity is not otherwise covered by sections 23(3), 24(2), 25(2) or
26(2) of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003, failure to have complied with the guidelines may result in
prosecution under the Act. Maximum penalties for contravening the cultural heritage duty of care are
$75,000 for an individual and $750,000 for a corporation.

Another Option for Legal Protection
1.16

The Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003 expressly recognises that the views of the Aboriginal Party for an
area are key in assessing and managing any activity which is likely to harm Aboriginal cultural heritage.
Under the Act, there is provision for voluntary agreements and Cultural Heritage Management Plans with
the relevant Aboriginal Party. You have a complete defence under the Act in relation to any activity
undertaken in accordance with such agreements or Cultural Heritage Management Plans.

Other Information
1.17

Ask First – A guide to respecting Indigenous heritage places and values, released by the Australian
Heritage Commission, provides a practical guide to consulting and negotiating with Aboriginal people about
their
cultural
heritage.
Available
from
the
Australian
Heritage
Commission
website:
http://www.ahc.gov.au/publications/indigenousheritage/index.html

1.18

The Land and Resources Tribunal can assist in the provision of mediation in relation to Aboriginal cultural
heritage matters.

1.19

Persons and organisations involved in activities likely to impact on Aboriginal cultural heritage may wish to
consider strategic planning in relation to cultural heritage as well as training, monitoring, audit and review of
their cultural heritage management systems.

1.20

Should you require assistance in determining your responsibilities under these guidelines, you should
contact the Cultural Heritage Coordination Unit, Department of Natural Resources, Mines and Energy on
(07) 32383838.
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News from your Roving
Correspondent on the
Word Heritage Site of
Hadrian's Wall, England.

News from Godden
Mackay Logan
by Jennie Lindbergh

by Tessa Corkill

Godden Mackay Logan's involvement in the
heritage issues associated with the former
Prince Henry and Lidcombe Hospital sites
includes an archaeological component. At
Prince Henry archaeological investigations have
been ongoing as an integral part of the site
development for some time, whereas similar
involvement is likely to begin soon at Lidcombe
Hospital in conjunction with site preparation
works. Our involvement at Lee Wharf,
Newcastle is now about to extend to include
archaeological watching briefs in the Railway
Yards area. The Newcastle-based Umwelt
Australia P/L has also previously been involved
in some archaeological work in this area for the
Honeysuckle Development Corporation.

I write from Northumberland with the wind
whistling in my face and the rain clouds
gathering overhead. It is late spring; God knows
what it would have been like for the Romans in
mid-winter!
This 135-kilometre fortified wall was built from
coast to coast across northern England by the
Romans, in order to control the unruly Britons.
Starting in AD122 it took 16 years to complete
and was constructed partly of stone and partly
of turf. 'What can be seen today varies from
actual stonework, down to mounds and ditches,
to no trace at all' (Harveys National Trail Map
2003). In its central part the wall follows craggy
basalt ridges, with spectacular views to north
and south – you could certainly have seen any
troublesome locals approaching – unless it was
much more wooded than it is now. The highest
point on the wall is 345 metres ASL at Green
Slack, to the north of the village of Haltwhistle.
Every mile or so there was a 'Milecastle' (it
figures) which was basically a gateway at
strategic points.

Current projects Godden Mackay Logan is
involved in include the Archaeological
Assessment of the Industrial Precinct at
Cockatoo Island and preliminary Heritage and
Archaeological Assessments of the ‘Barn’ at
Mosman. This building is a remnant of the old
Mosman Whaling Station and as such
represents an exciting, but now largely
forgotten, aspect of Sydney as a working
harbour. The Casselden Place artefact reports
are now in the final stages, in preparation for the
final published report on this extensive urban
residential area of inner city Melbourne. The
Archaeological Assessment for ‘Ashton’ at
Elizabeth Bay was completed earlier this year
and the Research Design is in preparation for a
Research Excavation to define the layout and
design of the front garden of this historic
property, designed by prominent Australian
architect Thomas Rowe. The relics associated
with the Walter Burley Griffin incinerator at
Glebe have now been fully revealed, recorded
and conserved and are now covered so as to
protect them for future interpretation possibilities
on completion of the development of the site.

A footpath along the length of the wall was
constructed by English Heritage, and opened
last year, to control modern-day marauders
(tourists, who visit in their thousands and are
causing considerable erosion problems).
Yesterday we walked along one of the most
rugged sections, between Steel Rigg and the
remains of Housesteads Fort – which was filled
with schoolchildren clustering around the
multiple seated, long-drop Roman latrines. This
section of the wall is known as the Clayton Wall,
after a lawyer who bought up sections of the
wall in the 1830s and rebuilt some of it.
It's only spring but already there are many
walkers from all over the world – mainly
Germans, Dutch and Britons (so far we have
met no Romans or Australians). Many of them
are walking the whole length of the wall. We are
ambling over only a few small sections, trying to
get the ambience (à la Tilley ideas such as his
well known walk in the mysterious Dorset
Cursus). And ambience it certainly has!

Godden Mackay Logan are also involved in
training staff at Parramatta Council in the
'Parramatta
Historical
Archaeological
Landscape Management Study' (PHALMS)
project, which Godden Mackay Logan played an
important role in developing.
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AACAI Professional Development Workshop Series
Learning and Living Lithics: An AACAI Workshop on the Analysis of Stone
Artefacts
2–3 October 2004, School of Social Science, University of Queensland, Brisbane

This is an intensive two day workshop
examining current understandings of lithic
assemblage analysis. It is designed to provide
Australian archaeological consultants with an
overview of not only current approaches to lithic
analysis from around the world, but also of
frameworks for designing and applying lithic
analyses of their own. If you are unfamiliar with
lithic analysis it will introduce you to key
concepts and methods. If you have some
experience with analysing stone artefacts the
workshop will clarify and enhance your
understanding and analytical abilities. The
presentations will be in non-technical, largely
non-statistical language, will be heavily
illustrated, and will use case studies from many
parts of Australia. The workshop is hosted by
the Australian Association of Consulting
Archaeologists Inc. Queensland Chapter and
sponsored by the School of Social Science,
University of Queensland.

Eligibility
Participants will hold an Honours degree in
archaeology or equivalent. Preference will be
given to AACAI financial members. Participation
in Day 2 is dependent on completion of Day 1.
Limited places will be available for Indigenous
delegates and student delegates.
Cost
$125 per day for AACAI members; $250 per day
for non-members. Costs include course
materials, morning tea, lunch and afternoon tea.
Student subsidies will be available for full-time
students. These subsidies will be retrospective
and the amount dependent on the funds
remaining after all workshop expenses are
finalised.
Registration
Expressions of interest in participating in the
workshop should be made by email to Sean Ulm
at s.ulm@uq.edu.au.

Speaker
The workshop will be led by Dr Peter Hiscock, a
Reader in the School of Archaeology and
Anthropology at the Australian National
University. He is a leading researcher into
prehistoric stone technology, with a record of
developing
models
about
prehistoric
(Palaeolithic) technology, both in Australia and
elsewhere, supplemented by his investigations
into the theory and method of analysing the
archaeological residues of ancient technologies.
He has published more than 75 articles in
refereed books and international journals.

Successful expressions of interest will be
contacted individually and asked to complete a
registration form and make full non-refundable
payment prior to the workshop. Note that
preference will be given to AACAI members.
Non-members may only fill places not taken by
AACAI members.

Resources

Workshop Coordinator

The workshop will provide a wide range of
resources. Archaeological artefacts will be
available on both days to illustrate the methods
being discussed. All participants will be provided
with a CD containing relevant reading material.
A dedicated list server will be operating for the
period of the workshop to facilitate discussion
among participants and with Dr Hiscock.

Queries can be directed to:
Sean Ulm
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
Studies Unit
University of Queensland
BRISBANE QLD 4072
Telephone: 07 3365 2385
Facsimile: 07 3365 2359

Certificate
Participants will be issued a Certificate of
Professional Development Workshop (Lithics)
from AACAI at the end of the course.
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GIS workshops – University of
Sydney

Master of Maritime Archaeology
available part-time and externally

The Archaeological Computing Laboratory will
be holding another in its series of GIS
workshops as two back-to-back sessions in midJuly. The workshops are suitable for
consultants, students, researchers and
managers who can benefit from handling spatial
data but do not require high-end GIS.

Department of Archaeology
University in South Australia.

at

Flinders

Applications are invited for an expanded
graduate program in maritime archaeology. For
the first time the Department of Archaeology at
Flinders University is offering the Master of
Maritime Archaeology degree both part-time and
externally through a combination of online,
distance learning and intensive topics. Students
can still choose to study full time and on
campus.

Introduction to GIS: 12–13 July 2004
This workshop is particularly appropriate for
people wishing to get a good basic grounding
and broad overview of GIS as it can be applied
to archaeology, and acts as an introduction to
the second session.

This degree is designed to meet the needs of
archaeology, and related graduates, who wish
to specialise in maritime archaeology. It is a
collaborative
initiative
between
Flinders
University and the University of Ulster in
Northern Ireland. The Masters program includes
a minor thesis of 18,000 words

Practical GIS, GPS and Survey: 14–16 July
2004

Information about the Master of Maritime
Archaeology is available at:

An introduction to a variety of ways of getting
map data into a GIS and onto the WWW,
focussing on the specific needs of workshop
participants. We will cover free and low cost
data sources, creating maps from existing data
and scanning and digitising from current and
historic maps. We will also collect and download
data from Total Stations and Global Positioning
Systems (GPS) and look at the limitations and
precautions required in using this equipment.

http://ehlt.flinders.edu.au/archaeology/courses/
maritimegrad.php
An application form is available at:
http://www.flinders.edu.au/students/future/applic
ation_high_deg.pdf
Applications for entry in 2nd semester of 2004
close on 15 June 2004.

Cost:

For more information please contact Dr Mark
Staniforth:

Introduction to GIS: $200 + GST

Email: Mark.Staniforth@flinders.edu.au

Practical GIS, GPS and Survey: $500 + GST

Phone: 08 8201 5195

Both components together: $600 + GST
The workshops will be held in our new GIS
teaching laboratory at Sydney University.
Participant numbers are limited.

Call for Papers:
‘Gold, Wars and Whaling - the transTasman Connection’

For more information see:
http://acl.arts.usyd.edu.au/acl/activities_and_ex
pertise/teaching/workshops.html

The Australasian Society for Historical
Archaeology (ASHA) and the Australasian
Institute of Maritime Archaeology (AIMA)

To reserve a place for either component,
contact:

FOURTH JOINT CONFERENCE

Andrew Wilson
tel: 02 9351 9881
e-mail: wilson@acl.arts.usyd.edu.au

Wellington & Picton, New Zealand, 23–27
September 2004
This is a 'new concept' twin venue conference.
The conference will begin in Wellington (the
capital city located at the southern end of the
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be possible by arrangement.

North Island) on Thursday 23 September 2004.
After two days there the whole conference party
will board the inter-island ferry (early evening)
and have a sunset cruise to Picton (top end of
the South Island, 3 hour voyage) for two more
days of conferencing and field trips. At both
Wellington and Picton visits to major ship
conservation projects are scheduled – the
'Inconstant' and the 'Edwin Fox'. An optional
post conference field trip runs Mon 27-Wed 29.
It involves train and bus travel from Picton to
Christchurch via Kaikoura looking at maritime
heritage and other sites en route. Conference
goers may choose to fly into Wellington, and
depart from Christchurch.

Neville Ritchie
Programme Convenor
email: nritchie@doc.govt.nz
fax: +64 7 8381004
phone: +64 7 8383363

Australia ICOMOS Annual
Conference
“Loving it to Death: Sustainable Tourism at
Historic Places”
Port Arthur, Tasmania, 25–28 November
2004

Further information
Information on conference fees, early bird
discounts
(payment
by
31
August),
accommodation options etc. will be posted on
the AIMA (http://aima.iinet.net.au/) and ASHA
websites (http://www.asha.org.au) within the
next month, and in the mid-year Newsletters of
both organisations.

The Port Arthur Historic Site, in association with
Australia ICOMOS, Tourism Tasmania and the
Sustainable Tourism Cooperative Research
Centre, will host an important conference at Port
Arthur in November 2004 to examine the issues
involved in promoting, managing and sustaining
cultural tourism in places of historic significance.
The conference will provide a forum for a
dialogue between participants from right across
the cultural tourism industry, from tourism
operators, promoters and planners, through to
archaeologists, historians and interpreters. The
conference will focus on four main themes:
Sustainability,
Viability,
Integrity
and
Accessibility, and will highlight and hopefully
facilitate reconciliation of the tensions that
inevitably arise where competing values,
expectations and objectives collide in the
management of these places.

Theme
The Conference theme will focus on aspects of
maritime history and historical archaeology,
particularly the trans-Tasman connection
(opposite sides of the 'big pond') between
Australia and New Zealand and beyond. The
theme however takes an inter-disciplinary
perspective and encourages participants to
consider historical events encompassing
Australia and New Zealand as well as the role of
the sea in human history in the widest sense.
We hope to have sessions on topics such as the
contact period, ports and harbours, coastal
defences, fishing, sealing, and whaling, and the
high level of interaction between Australia and
New
Zealand
during
the
19th-century
goldrushes and the New Zealand Wars
(between Maori tribes and British & Colonial
forces).

The organisers invite presentations on a diverse
range of topics, including changing trends and
expectations of visitors, understanding and
conserving the cultural value and meaning of
historic places, and managing the physical
impact of tourism. Abstracts should be limited to
200 words, plus a 50 word biography.

Intending participants are encouraged to
consider submitting their papers for publication
in one of the two Associations fully refereed
journals: The AIMA Bulletin or Australasian
Historical Archaeology.

Enquiries and abstracts should be directed in
the first instance to:
Peter Romey
Director, Conservation & Infrastructure
Port Arthur Historic Site Management
Authority
PORT ARTHUR TASMANIA 7182
peter.romey@portarthur.org.au

Proposals for sessions or individual papers
should be sent to the Programme Convenor at
the address below by 30 June 2004. Papers will
be of 20 minutes duration with 5 minutes
question time. Longer or shorter time slots may
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AACAI Register of Members
2003–2004 Financial Year
The following list contains details of all financial Full, Associate and Affiliate Members of the Australian
Association of Consulting Archaeologists Incorporated for the 2003–2004 financial year. Please notify the
Membership
Secretary
if
any
details
in
this
list
are
incorrect
(email:
membershipsecretary@aacai.com.au). This list is extracted from the Register of Members available on
the web at:
http://www.aacai.com.au/register/
Please note that subscription renewal forms will be posted out in July-August requesting subscriptions for
the 2004–2005 financial year.

PO Box 61
Mudgeeraba QLD 4213
Phone: (07) 5530 2542
Facsimile: (07) 5530 6697
Mobile: 0427 639 616
Email: jcraib@ozemail.com.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology, Contact Archaeology, Rural
Historic Sites

Full Members
This is a list of Full Members of the Australian
Association of Consulting Archaeologists Inc.
Full Members are archaeologists who are
competent to work as independent, professional
consulting archaeologists. Full Members are
fully qualified and experienced consultants,
usually with a broad range of research and
management skills. Full Members often act as
senior heritage project managers. Areas of
expertise include site survey and recording,
excavation, analysis and interpretation and,
importantly, the assessment of site significance.
They have submitted samples of their work for
peer review (by the AACAI Membership
Committee) and this has been accepted as
being of an appropriate standard. They are
entitled to quote membership of AACAI as a
professional qualification in the form ‘MAACAI’.

Name: HATTE, ELIZABETH
Address: Northern Archaeology Consultancies
Pty Ltd
PO Box 118
Hyde Park QLD 4812
Phone: (07) 4771 4282
Facsimile: (07) 4721 5986
Mobile: Phone: 0418 725 922
Email: nacliz@tpgi.com.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology

QUEENSLAND

Name: ROBINS, RICHARD
Address: Everick Consultants Pty Ltd
47 Arthur Terrace
Red Hill QLD 4059
Phone: (07) 3846 7187
Mobile: 0407 031 100
Email: rerobins@bigpond.net.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology, Historical Archaeology, Contact
Archaeology

Name: BIRD, MICHELE
Address: Northern Archaeology Consultancies
Pty Ltd
PO Box 118
Hyde Park QLD 4812
Phone: (07) 4771 4282
Facsimile: (07) 4778 8391
Mobile: 0417 767 099
Email: mbird@austarnet.com.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology

Name: ULM, SEAN
Address: Aboriginal & Torres Strait Islander
Studies Unit
University of Queensland
Brisbane QLD 4072
Phone: (07) 3365 2385

Name: BONHOMME, THERESA
Address: Bonhomme Craib & Associates
Heritage Consultants
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Facsimile: (07) 3365 2359
Mobile: 0417 792 191
Email: s.ulm@uq.edu.au
Web: www.atsis.uq.edu.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology

Facsimile: (02) 9560 0279
Mobile: 0409 344 598
Email: jharrington@jmcdchm.com.au
General Field: Historical Archaeology
Name: HIGGINBOTHAM, EDWARD
Address: Edward Higginbotham & Associates
Pty Ltd
PO Box 97
Haberfield NSW 2045
Phone: (02) 9716 5154
Mobile: 0418 861 788
Facsimile: (02) 9716 8547
Email: drtedh@bigpond.net.au
General Field: Urban and Rural Historic Sites,
Industrial Sites

NEW SOUTH WALES
Name: BICKFORD, ANNE
Address: Archaeology & Heritage
135 Catherine Street
Leichhardt NSW 2040
Phone: (02) 9569 9672
Facsimile: (02) 9550 0261
Email: abickford@optusnet.com.au
General Field: Historical Archaeology, Contact
Archaeology

Name: LAVELLE, SIOBHAN
Address: PO Box 42
Woodford NSW 2778
Phone: (02) 4758 6204
Facsimile: (02) 4758 6204
Mobile: 0418 607 074
Email: relic@hermes.net.au
General Field: Urban and Rural Historic Sites

Name: BRAYSHAW, HELEN
Address: Helen Brayshaw Heritage
Consultants Pty Ltd
51 Thompson Street
Drummoyne NSW 2047
Phone: (02) 9819 7962
Facsimile: (02) 9719 8007
Mobile: 0408 169 315
Email: hbraysh@ozemail.com.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology

Name: McDONALD, JOSEPHINE
Address: Jo McDonald Cultural Heritage
Management Pty Ltd
15/198-204 Marrickville Road
(PO Box 856)
Marrickville NSW 2204
6 Supply Place, Red Hill ACT 2603
Phone: NSW (02) 9560 0275
ACT (02) 6295 3355
Facsimile: NSW (02) 9560 0279
ACT (02) 6295 3366
Mobile: 0418 162 781
Email: JMcDonald@jmcdchm.com.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology

Name: COLLINS, JACQUELINE
Address: Adise Pty Ltd
11 Camden Head Road
Dunbogan NSW 2443
Phone: (02) 6559 9138
Facsimile: (02) 6559 9138
Mobile: 0407 937 625
Email: jpollins@optusnet.com.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology

Name: McINTYRE-TAMWOY, SUSAN
Address: Susan McIntyre-Tamwoy Heritage
Consultants
34A Hardy Street
Ashbury NSW 2193
Phone: 0425 215 012
Facsimile: (02) 9797 2466
Email: stamwoy@bigpond.net.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology, Historical Archaeology

Name: HAGLUND, LAILA B.
Address: Haglund & Associates Cultural
Heritage Consultants
1 Cameron Street
Balmain NSW 2041
Phone: (02) 9818 4541
Facsimile: (02) 9810 7364
Mobile: 0408 162 851
Email: haglund@ozemail.com.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology, Contact Archaeology

Name: MACKAY, RICHARD
Address: Godden Mackay Logan Pty Ltd
78 George Street
Redfern NSW 2016
Phone: (02) 9319 4811
Facsimile: (02) 9319 4383
Mobile: 0417 792 191

Name: HARRINGTON, JANE
Address: Jo McDonald Cultural Heritage
Management Pty Ltd
PO Box 856
Marrickville NSW 2204
Phone: (02) 9560 0275
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Email: richardm@gml.com.au
Web: www.gml.com.au
General Field: Urban and Rural Historic Sites,
Industrial Sites

Facsimile: (03) 5358 5202
Email: gunnb@netconnect.com.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology

Name: WHITE, ELIZABETH
Address: 12B Heathcote Street
Picton NSW 2571
Phone: (02) 4677 3358
Facsimile: (02) 4677 3358
Mobile: 0408 029 421
Email: bethw@ispdr.net.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology, Urban and Rural Historic Sites

Name: NICOLSON, OONA
Address: Biosis Research Pty Ltd
PO Box 489
Port Melbourne VIC 3207
Phone: (03) 9646 9499
Facsimile: (03) 9646 9242
Mobile: 0427 366 050
Email: onicolson@biosisresearch.com.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology, Contact Archaeology, Urban and
Rural Historic Sites

AUSTRALIAN CAPITAL TERRITORY

Name: RHODES, DAVID
Address: Heritage Insight
PO Box 4168
East Richmond VIC 3121
Phone: (03) 9417 1607
Facsimile: (03) 9417 0876
Mobile: 0417 366 972
Email: davidrhodes@heritageinsight.com
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology, Historical Archaeology

Name: LANCE, ALLAN
Address: Heritage Consulting Australia Pty Ltd
GPO Box 2677
Canberra ACT 2601
Phone: (02) 6162 0210
Facsimile: (02) 6247 9110
Mobile: 0418 856 504
Email: hca@netspeed.com.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology, Contact Archaeology, Rural
Historic Sites

SOUTH AUSTRALIA

Name: NAVIN, KERRY
Address: Navin Officer Heritage Consultants
Pty Ltd
102 Jervois Street
Deakin ACT 2600
Phone: (02) 6282 9415
Facsimile: (02) 6282 9416
Mobile: 0419 296 868
Email: navoff@tpgi.com.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology

Name: CANE, SCOTT
Address: Culture and Heritage
PO Box 1773
Port Lincoln SA 5606
Phone: (08) 8687 2099
Facsimile: (08) 8687 2040
Email: scottandannie@ozemail.com.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology, Contemporary Indigenous
Australian Sites
Name: DRAPER, NEALE
Address: Australian Cultural Heritage
Management Pty Ltd
PO Box 452
MSC Torrens Park SA 5062
Phone: (08) 8172 2111
Facsimile: (08) 8172 2311
Mobile: 0408 657 544
Email: neale@achm.com.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology

Name: VETH, PETER
Address: Australian Institute of Aboriginal &
Torres Strait Islander Studies
GPO Box 553
Canberra ACT 2601
Phone: (02) 6246 1196
Facsimile: (02) 6261 4285
Mobile: 0413 051 922
Email: peter.veth@aiatsis.gov.au
Web: www.aiatsis.gov.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology, Contact Archaeology, Maritime
Archaeology

Name: PARDOE, COLIN
Address: Colin Pardoe Bio-Anthropology &
Archaeology
3 Rose Street
Gilberton SA 5081
Phone: (08) 8269 2798
Mobile: 0428 692 798

VICTORIA
Name: GUNN, R.G. (BEN)
Address: RMB 2008, Stawell VIC 3380
Phone: (03) 5358 3102
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Email: pardoe@ozemail.com.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology

.
Name: LAMB, Jenna
Address: 4 Parkview Road, GLASSHOUSE
MOUNTAINS QLD 4518
Phone: (07) 5438 7559
Mobile:0428 885 488
Email: jadlamb@topgun.aunz.com
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Indigenous and historical
archaeology; shell midden analysis

Name: WOOD, VIVIENNE
Address: 21 Liston Street
Parkside SA 5063
Phone: (08) 8271 8549
Facsimile: (08) 8271 8549
Mobile: 0419 814 147
Email: vwood@ozemail.com.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology, Contact Archaeology

Name: McFADDEN, Karen Louise
Address: 29 Kate Street, TOOWOOMBA
QLD 4350
Phone: (07) 4639 4766
Fax: (07) 4639 4924
Mobile:0407 749 388
Email: Karen.McFadden@qsrbac.org.au
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Use-wear and residue
analysis; Native Title; stone artefact analysis;
historic and ethnographic research; prehistoric
archaeological survey; cultural heritage
management; Aboriginal community
consultation.
.
Name: REID, Jill
Address: PO Box 1033, TOOWONG QLD 4066
Phone: (07) 3225 8815
Fax: (07) 3225 8723
Mobile:0408 061 283
Email: jill.reid@epa.qld.gov.au
Availability: Queensland; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Coastal archaeology;
historical archaeology; shell midden analysis;
stone artefact analysis.

WESTERN AUSTRALIA
Name: HOOK, FIONA
Address: Archae-Aus Pty Ltd
PO Box 177
South Fremantle WA 6162
Phone: (08) 9331 4600
Facsimile: (08) 9331 4700
Mobile: 0418 901 740
Email: fiona@archae-aus.com.au
General Field: Indigenous Australian
Archaeology

Associate Members
This is a list of Associate Members of the
Australian
Association
of
Consulting
Archaeologists Inc. Associate Members are
graduates in archaeology, who have been
recommended by referees, and are seeking
employment as consultants. Their work has not
been subject to peer review by AACAI. They
generally have less experience or are less
qualified than Full Members. They are available
to assist in consulting work and/or may
undertake
independent
consultancies
appropriate to their experience or expertise.
This category includes recent graduates with
little or no experience in consulting work, to
those with considerable experience.

Name: WOOLFORD, Nathan
Address: PO Box 6533, ST LUCIA QLD 4067
Mobile:0403 019 283
Email: n.woolford@uq.edu.au
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Indigenous and historical
archaeology; shell midden analysis.

NEW SOUTH WALES
Name: APPLETON, John
Address: Archaeological Surveys & Reports
Pty Ltd, 16 Curtis Street, ARMIDALE NSW 2350
Phone: (02) 6772 6512
Fax: (02) 6772 4567
Mobile:0428 651 789
Email: japples@northnet.com.au
Availability: Anywhere in NSW; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Indigenous & nonIndigenous assessments and investigations;
predictive modelling; site survey; salvage;
excavation; recording; analysis; CRM.
.

QUEENSLAND
Name: HASLAM, Michael
Address: PO Box 6438, ST LUCIA QLD 4067
Phone: (07) 3379 5971
Email: m.haslam@imb.uq.edu.au
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Lithic and ceramic usewear and residue analysis; Indigenous and
historic archaeological survey and excavation;
historic cemetery studies.
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Name: BESANT, Angela
Address: Insite Heritage, PO Box 98, WANGI
WANGI NSW 2267
Phone/fax: (02) 4975 5818
Mobile:0412 836 031
Email: insite@idl.net.au
.
Name: CARNEY, Martin
Address: Archaeological Management and
Consulting Group Pty Ltd, Sydney - Inner West,
122c Percival Road, STANMORE NSW 2048
Phone: (02) 9568 6093
Fax: (02) 9568 6093
Mobile:0411 727 935
Email: MartinCarney@archaeological.com.au
.
Name: CASEY, Mary
Address: Casey & Lowe Pty Ltd, 420
Marrickville Road, MARRICKVILLE NSW 2204
Phone: (02) 9568 5375
Fax: (02) 9572 8409
Mobile:0419 683 152
Email: mary.casey@bigpond.com
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Excavation and
archaeological monitoring; survey for heritage
studies; recording standing structures;
conservation plans; recording cemeteries.

Name: DONLON, Dr Denise
Address: 6 Glencoe Road, WOOLLAHRA NSW
2025
Phone: (02) 9327 4915
Fax: (02) 9351 6915
Mobile:0422 074 901
Email: ddonlon@anatomy.usyd.edu.au
Availability: Australia; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Prehistoric site survey,
recording, excavation; identification and analysis
of human skeletal material; forensic
archaeology.
Name: DREW, Julie
Address: Julie Drew Consulting, 286 Moore
Park Road, PADDINGTON NSW 2021
Phone: (02) 9331 6404
Fax: (02) 9332 1804
Mobile:0407 109 997
Email: julied@hotkey.net.au
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Prehistoric survey,
recording, and excavation; background research
(prehistoric and historic); shell analysis; rock art
recording and management.
.
Name: DUBOST, Agnes
Address: 8 The Scarp, CASTLECRAG NSW
2068
Phone: (02) 9958 7756
Fax: (02) 9958 7151
Mobile:0438 587 751
Email: agnesdubost@bigpond.com
Availability: Anywhere, anytime.
Experience/Interest: Prehistoric and historic
site survey, recording and excavation; faunal
analysis; data entry.
.
Name: FULLAGAR, Dr Richard
Address: 25 Balfour Road, AUSTINMER NSW
2515
Phone: (02) 4267 4547
Fax: (02) 4267 4547
Mobile:0402 544 810
Email: richard.fullagar@archaeology.usyd.edu.au
Availability: NSW, Kimberley, WA
Experience/Interest: Stone artefact analysis,
including functional analysis; Native Title claims.

Name: COOK, Angela
Address: PO Box 177, ADAMSTOWN NSW
2289
Mobile:0421 010 783
Email: angscook@yahoo.com
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Name: CORONEOS, Cosmos
Address: Cosmos Archaeology Pty Ltd, 46
Gale Road, MAROUBRA NSW 2035
Phone: (02) 9568 5800
Fax: (02) 9568 5822
Mobile:0408 711 645
Email: cosmosc@ozemail.com.au
Availability: Anywhere (ex-NSW min. 2
months)
Experience/Interest: Maritime archaeology
(commercial divers qualifications); historic sites.
.
Name: DIBDEN, Julie
Address: New South Wales Archaeology Pty
Ltd, 97 Sugarloaf Crescent, PALMERSTON
ACT 2913
Phone: (02) 6262 2241
Fax: (02) 6262 2241
Mobile:0422 074 901
Email: nswarch@hinet.net.au
Availability: Southeast NSW.
Experience/Interest: Aboriginal cultural
heritage management; fieldwork; research and
report writing; rock art recording and analysis.

Name: HIGGS, Samantha
Address: 12/2 Greenwood Place, HARBORD
NSW 2096
Phone: (02) 9905 2190
Mobile: 0408 329 819
Email: Samantha_higgs@hotmail.com
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Rock art; Indigenous and
historic survey and excavation.
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Name: HOPE, Dr Jeannette
Address: River Junction Research, PO Box
144, WENTWORTH NSW 2648
Phone / fax: (03) 5027 3049
Email: riverjr@ruralnet.net.au
Availability: Anytime, prefer SE Australia &
Murray-Darling Basin.
Experience/Interest: Faunal analysis;
environmental, geomorphic and landscape
analysis.
.
Name: IACONO, Nadia
Address: 3/25 Beaconsfield Parade,
LINDFIELD NSW 2070
Phone: (02) 9880 7494
Mobile:0425 303 061
Email: nadiazita@aol.com
Availability: Subject to commitments.
Experience/Interest: Historical archaeology;
archaeological survey and assessment;
monitoring and excavation; CRM; heritage
studies; artefact recording and analysis; archival
research.
.
Name: KELLY, Alexandra
Address: 50 Foucart Street, ROZELLE NSW
2039
Phone: (02) 9810 4007

Name: LOWE, Anthony
Address: Casey & Lowe Pty Ltd, 420
Marrickville Road, MARRICKVILLE NSW 2204
Phone: (02) 9568 5375
Fax: (02) 9572 8409
Mobile:0409 988 846
Email: tony.lowe@bigpond.com
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Historic site excavation
and recording; historical research.
.
Name: MILLS, Robynne
Address: Mills Archaeological & Heritage
Services Pty Ltd, 60 Watkin Street, NEWTOWN
NSW 2042
Phone: (02) 9517 1413
Fax: (02) 9517 9860
Mobile:0429 602 091
Email: robynnemills@ozemail.com.au
.
Name: OAKLEY, Bobbie
Address: Bobbie Oakley and Associates,
"Millpost", Greenlands Road, NIMMITABEL
NSW 2631
Phone: (02) 6495 7614
Fax: (02) 6495 7614
Email: bobbie.oakley@bigpond.com
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Prehistoric site survey,
recording, excavation; technological data entry
and analysis; management recommendations;
report production.
.
Name: RAWSON, Mark
Address: 55 Highcliff Road, EARLWOOD NSW
2602
Mobile:0419 604 499
Availability:Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Aboriginal archaeology survey; excavation; stone artefact analysis;
archival research; report production.

Name: LESLIE, Fiona
Address: Archaeological & Heritage
Management Solutions Pty Ltd, 122c Percival
Road, STANMORE NSW 2048
Phone / fax:
(02) 9568 5095
Mobile:0412 468 950
Email: fional@arksolutions.com.au
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Indigenous Australian
archaeology; urban historic sites; contact sites;
mapping and the spatial analysis of
archaeological data using GIS; landscape and
regional archaeology; site management;
community consultation.
.
Name: LINDBERGH, Jennie
Address: 23 Thomas Street, DARLINGTON
NSW 2008
Phone: (02) 9698 2417
Mobile:0405 186 482
Email: jenniL@gml.com.au
.
Name: LISANKAITE-HOJRUP, Neringa
Address: 9 Calool Crescent, BELROSE NSW
2085
Phone: (02) 9452 3367
Email: hojrup@optusnet.com.au
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Excavation of Aboriginal
and historic sites; artefact processing (including
skeletal remains).

Name: SALE, Katharine
Address: New South Wales National Parks &
Wildlife Service, PO Box 733, QUEANBEYAN
NSW 2620
Phone: (02) 6124 9007
Fax: (02) 6124 9009
Mobile:0438 439 025
Email: katharine.sale@npws.nsw.gov.au
Availability: Not available.
Experience/Interest: Aboriginal rock art
conservation; Indigenous heritage planning and
management; regional studies.
.
Name: SEFTON, Caryll
Address:CE Sefton Pty Ltd, 12 Chenhall Street,
WOONONA NSW 2517
Phone: (02) 4284 2004
Email: caryll@1earth.net
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Availability: Illawarra & Sydney; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Prehistoric site survey
and excavation; mining subsidence; rock art;
middens.
.
Name: SILCOX, Rex
Address: PO Box 1392, COFFS HARBOUR
NSW 2450
Phone: (02) 6658 9778
Mobile:0407 219 850
Email: rsilcox@midcoast.com.au

Name: KUSKIE, Peter J.
Address: South East Archaeology Pty Ltd, 24
Bamford Street, HUGHES ACT 2605
Phone: (02) 6260 4439
Fax:
(02) 6260 4439
Mobile:0417 691 231
Email: peter@southeastarchaeology.com.au
Web: www.southeastarchaeology.com.au
Availability:
Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Prehistoric and historic
site survey, recording and excavation;
Aboriginal consultation; CRM.
.
Name: OFFICER, Kelvin
Address: Navin Officer Heritage Consultants
Pty Ltd, 102 Jervois Street, DEAKIN ACT 2600
Phone: (02) 6282 9415
Fax: (02) 6282 9416
Mobile:0419 296 868
Email: navoff@tpgi.com.au
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Rock art recording; rock
art conservation and management.
.
Name: SAUNDERS, Patricia R.
Address:Archaeological Heritage Surveys, 6
Redgrave Place, CHAPMAN ACT 2611
Phone: (02) 6288 6273
Fax: (02) 6288 6273
Mobile:0410 522 754
Email: prsaunders@austarmetro.com.au
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Aboriginal and rural
historical site survey, recording and excavation;
Aboriginal consultation; cultural resource
management.
.
Name: SCHMIDT, Lyn
Address: Past Traces Archaeology, 42
Swinden Street, DOWNER ACT 2602
Phone: (02) 6249 7209
Fax: (02) 6249 7071
Availability: NSW, ACT.
Experience/Interest: Molluscs; pottery
analysis; recording and excavation of Aboriginal
sites; data entry and analysis.

Name: STEELE, Dominic
Address: Dominic Steele Consulting
Archaeology, 64 Newington Road,
MARRICKVILLE NSW 2204
Phone: (02) 9569 5801
Fax: (02) 9569 5801
Mobile:0411 884 232
Email: dsteelearchaeology@bigpond.com
Availability: All states.
Experience/Interest: Prehistoric and historic
site survey, recording and excavation; midden
and faunal analysis; report production.
.
Name: STENNING, Eve
Address: 4/4 Milson Road, CREMORNE
POINT NSW 2090
Phone: (02) 9953 2906
Mobile:0421 915 821
Email: estennin@bigpond.net.au
Experience/Interest: Historical archaeology;
industrial archaeology; urban archaeology.
.
Name: WALLACE, Sandra
Address: 55 Highcliff Road, EARLWOOD NSW
2602
Mobile:0403 565 086
Email: crooked_paths@yahoo.com
Availability: NSW, Sydney or mid-north coast;
anytime.

AUSTRALIAN CAPITAL TERRITORY
Name: DEARLING, Charles
Address: 17 Bambridge Street, WEETANGERA
ACT 2614
Phone: (02) 6254 0891
Fax: (02) 6254 1759
Mobile:0412 149 107
Email: cdearling@ozemail.com.au
Availability: Generally anywhere (except
extremely rough terrain). Prefer NSW, VIC, SE
Qld.
Experience/Interest: Aboriginal archaeology;
lanscape archaeology; Australian history;
transportation history and archaeology
(extensive knowledge of NSW timber bridge
construction); military archaeology.
.

Name: WEBSTER, Veronica
Address: South East Archaeology Pty Ltd, 18
Armstrong Crescent, HOLT ACT 2615
Phone: 02 6254 1177
Mobile:0403 113 059
Email: webster_veronica@hotmail.com
Web: www.southeastarchaeology.com.au
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Phone: (08) 8687 2099
Fax: (08) 8687 2040
Email: scottandannie@ozemail.com.au
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Coastal, semi-arid and
arid zone archaeology - SA and NSW only;
community consultation and heritage
management in relation to Aboriginal cultural
heritage.
.
Name: FIRTH, Kylli
Address: PO Box 1536, MT BARKER SA 5251
Phone: (08) 8537 5270
Fax: (08) 8537 5200
Mobile:0417 833 180
Email: firth@pacific.net.au
.
Name: HARRIS, Rhondda
Address: 23 Oxenbould Street, PARKSIDE SA
5063
Phone: (08) 8271 0062
Mobile:0429 695 135
Email: harrisr@internode.on.net
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Pre-contact, contact &
historic site survey, recording, excavation and
artefact analysis; archival research for contact
sites.
.
Name: MOTT, David
Address: Australian Cultural Heritage
Management Pty Ltd, PO Box 452, MSC
TORRENS PARK SA 5062
Phone: (08) 8172 2111
Fax: (08) 8172 2311
Mobile:0418 808 795
Email: dave@achm.com.au
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
.
Name: PIDDOCK, Susan
Address: 49 Old Honeypot Road, PORT
NOARLUNGA SA 5167
Phone: (08) 8326 6770
Email: spiddock@ozemail.com.au
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Archival research;
historical archaeological excavations; artefact
analysis; report writing.
.
Name: SMITH, Di
Address: 96 Murrays Hill Road,
COROMANDEL VALLEY SA 5051
Phone: (08) 8270 2329
Fax: (08) 8270 2329
Mobile:0400 253 877
Email: di.smith@flinders.edu.au
Web: http://ehlt.flinders.edu.au/archaeology/
research/projects/ruralcar.php
Availability: Anywhere, esp. SA; anytime
Experience/Interest: Agricultural heritage;

VICTORIA
Name: BRADSHAW, Elizabeth
Address: Rio Tinto, GPO Box 384D,
MELBOURNE VIC 3001
Phone: (03) 9283 3326
Fax: (03) 9283 3424
Mobile:0438 512 743
Email: elizabeth.bradshaw@riotinto.com
Name: MURPHY, Andrea
Address: Tardis Enterprises Pty Ltd, 163 High
Street, BERWICK VIC 3806
Phone: (03) 9768 9286
Fax: (03) 9768 9286
Mobile:0419 879 864
Email: andreamurphy@iprimus.com.au
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Prehistoric and historic
site survey, excavation and recording; historic
garden archaeology.
.
Name: VINES, Gary
Address: Biosis Research Pty Ltd, 322 Bay
Street, PORT MELBOURNE VIC 3070
Phone: (03) 9646 9499
Fax: (03) 9646 9242
Mobile:0428 526 898
Email: gvines@biosisresearch.com.au

SOUTH AUSTRALIA
Name: ANDERSON, Sue
Address: 315 Gilles Street, ADELAIDE SA
5000
Phone: (08) 8223 1046
Fax: (08) 8223 1051
Mobile:0414 310 100
Email: Sue.Anderson@flinders.edu.au
Availability: Anywhere; anytime; esp. SA.
Experience/Interest: Pre-contact, contact and
historic survey; research; site recording;
excavation and artefact analysis; community
consultation; oral history.
Name: ANSON, Tim
Address: 321 Halifax Street, ADELAIDE SA
5000
Phone: (08) 8223 7121
Mobile:0411 681 954
Email: timothy.anson@adelaide.edu.au
Availability: Anytime; SA.
Experience/Interest: Historical site survey,
excavation, artefact analysis; human burial
location, recovery and skeletal analysis; archival
research; remote sensing.
.
Name: CANE, Annie
Address: Culture & Heritage, PO Box 1773,
PORT LINCOLN SA 5606
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cultural heritage management; rock art
recording, preservation and management;
historical analysis, survey, excavation; artefact
drawing; archival research; photography.
.
Name: SMITH, Dr Pamela A.
Address: Miln Walker & Associates Pty Ltd, PO
Box 167, BELAIR SA 5052
Phone: (08) 8278 8172
Fax: (08) 8278 8172
Mobile:0428 315 266
Email: smithric@tpg.com.au
Availability: Anywhere, esp. SA and WA Kimberley and Pilbara; anytime
Experience/Interest: Indigenous archaeology
and historical archaeology; heritage impact
assessments; site surveys and documentation;
Native Title research; cultural heritage
management, cross-cultural facilitation; 10 years
experience.

Name: GREENFELD, Paul
Address: Deep Wood Surveys (WA) Pty Ltd,
PO Box 1625, ALBANY WA 6331
Phone: (08) 9841 5130
Mobile:0418 459 714
Email: paulgreenfeld@bigpond.com
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Ethnoarchaeology;
anthropological consultancy; rock art; cultural
resource management; Australian history;
bushwalking.
.
Name: HAMMOND, Clint
Address:17 Norvills Retreat, KIARA WA 6054
Phone: (08) 9279 8917
Mobile: 0439 990 917
Availability: Western Australia and South
Australia; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Stone artefact analysis;
landscapes; theory.

WESTERN AUSTRALIA

Name: JACKSON, Gavin
Address: Gavin Jackson Pty Ltd, PO Box 548,
HAMILTON HILL WA 6963
Phone: (08) 9337 7440
Fax: (08) 9337 7490
Mobile:0439 037 440
Email: gjackson@arach.net.au
Availability: WA, SA, NT, QLD; full time.
Experience/Interest: Aboriginal heritage
surveys and cultural heritage management;
consultation with Indigenous people; heritage
surveys; excavation and recording of precontact, contact and historic Aboriginal sites;
rock art recording; archival research; 10 years
experience.
.
Name: MARTIN, Christine
Address: PO Box 267, MOSMAN PARK WA
6912
Phone: (08) 9384 5503
Email: chriss_martin@bigpond.com
.
Name: MARWICK, Ben
Address: Eureka Archaeological Research and
Consulting, Archaeology M4501, University of
Western Australia, 35 Stirling Highway,
CRAWLEY WA 6009
Phone: (08) 9380 3947
Fax: (08) 9380 1023
Email: benm@cyllene.uwa.edu.au
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Faunal and lithic analysis.
.
Name: SCHWEDE, Dr Madge
Address: 28 Bedford Street, NEDLANDS WA
6009
Phone: (08) 9235 8099
Email: madge.schwede@dia.wa.gov.au
Availability: WA; anytime.

Name: CANNING, Dr Shaun
Address: ATAL- Hamersley Iron, PO Box 21,
DAMPIER WA 6713
Phone: (03) 9143 5087
Mobile:0414 967 644
Email: Shaun.Canning@hi.riotinto.com.au
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Prehistoric and historical
archaeology; geoscience.
Name: CORSINI, Stephen
Address: SJC Heritage Consultants, PO Box
746, KALAMUNDA WA 6076
Phone: (08) 9293 7071
Fax: (08) 9293 7072
Mobile:0429 937 071
Email: sjcarc@upnaway.com.au
Availability:
Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Prehistoric and
historical archaeology; geoscience.
.
Name: GREEN, Nicholas Paul
Address: Anthropos Australis Pty Ltd, 4
Francisco Street, SOUTH FREEMANTLE WA
6162
Phone: (08) 9335 1689
Fax: (08) 9335 1664
Mobile:0419 040 097
Email: ngreen@anthroposaustralis.com.au
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Consultation with
indigenous peoples; survey and recording of
Aboriginal ethnographic heritage sites; ethnoarchaeology; rock art recording; developing
cultural resource management strategies in
partnership with Indigenous peoples; Native
Title research and management.
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Experience/Interest: Prehistoric site survey,
recording and excavation; stone analysis; CRM.
.
Name: THOMSON, Jo-Anne
Address: G4 Dolphin Court, Hill Road,
DAMPIER WA 6713
Phone: (08) 9183 0413
Mobile:0407 423 981
Email: jo-anne.thomson@hi.riotinto.com.au
Experience/Interest: Pottery; technological
analysis of ceramics; geology, soils and
sedimentology; geoarchaeology; faunal
remains.
.
Name: VEITCH, Dr Bruce
Address: Archae-aus Pty Ltd, PO Box 177,
SOUTH FREMANTLE WA 6162
Phone: (08) 9331 4600
Fax: (08) 9331 4700
Mobile:0418 901 740
Email: bruce@archae-aus.com.au
Availability: Western half of Australia.
Experience/Interest: Survey, recording and
excavation of prehistoric, contact and
contemporary Aboriginal sites; rock art
recording; excavation of historic sites.
.
Name: VILLIERS, Linda
Address: B&L Consulting Pty Ltd, 7 Smoke
Bush Way, ELLENBROOK WA 6069
Phone: (08) 9296 9196
Fax: (08) 9296 9194
Mobile:0412 885 174
Email: villierslin@bigpond.com
Availability: Anywhere; anytime.
Experience/Interest: Prehistoric survey,
excavation, analysis; lithic studies; site
distribution; geomorphology; editing; artefact
photography; Middle Eastern archaeology.

Affiliate Members
Affiliate Members are persons professionally
involved in archaeology who have a special
interest in consulting archaeology and its
interaction with the wider discipline. Affiliate
Members are not practising consultants.
Affiliates are entitled to quote membership of
AACAI as a professional qualification in the form
"AACAI(Affiliate)".

Queensland
Name: HORSFALL, Dr Nicky
Address: PO Box 425, EDGE HILL QLD 4870
Phone: (07) 4053 2987
Email: nickyhorsfall@austarnet.com.au
.
Name: LILLEY, A/Prof. Ian
Address: Aboriginal & Torres Strait Islander
Studies Unit, University of Queensland,
BRISBANE QLD 4072
Phone: (07) 3365 7051
Fax: (07) 3365 6855
Email: i.lilley@uq.edu.au
.
Name: POWELL, Dr Judith
Address: PO Box 225, POMONA QLD 4568
Phone: (07) 5485 3240
Email: judith.powell@epa.qld.gov.au
Name: ROSS, Dr Annie
Address: School of Social Science, University
of Queensland, BRISBANE QLD 4072
Phone: (07) 3365 1450
Fax: (07) 3365 1544
Email: annie.ross@uq.edu.au
Name: WESTCOTT, Catherine
Address: 32 Hindes Street, LOTA QLD 4179
Phone: (07) 3893 0001
Email: catherine.westcott@epa.qld.gov.au

Name: WARREN, Louis
Address: 6 Robinson Street, PORT HEDLAND
WA 6721
Phone: (08) 9173 2903
Fax: (08) 9173 2903
Mobile:0419 581 202
Email: louis.m.warren@bhpbilliton.com
Availability: Short-term contracts.
Experience/Interest: Aboriginal site survey,
excavation, recording and assessment; report
writing - WA, NT, TAS, VIC - 15 years
experience.

NEW SOUTH WALES
Name: ATTENBROW, Dr Val
Address: Anthropology, Australian Museum, 6
College Street, SYDNEY NSW 2010
Phone: (02) 9320 6196
Fax: (02) 9320 6004
Email: vala@austmus.gov.au
.
Name: COLLEY, Dr Sarah
Address: Department of Archaeology, School
of Philosophical and Historical Inquiry, A22,
University of Sydney, SYDNEY NSW 2006
Phone: (02) 9351 3035
Fax: (02) 9351 7760
Email: sarah.colley@arts.usyd.edu.au
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.
Name: COMBER, Jillian
Address: 4 Canberra Street, HURLSTONE
PARK NSW 2193
Phone: (02) 9787 2594
Fax: (02) 9787 2915
Email: jcomber@bigpond.net.au
.
Name: CORKILL, Tessa
Address: 72 Cairnes Road, GLENORIE NSW
2157
Phone: (02) 9652 1470
Fax: (02) 9652 1470
Email: tessa.corkill@bigpond.com
.
Name: GOJAK, Denis
Address: PO Box 457, NEWTOWN NSW 2042
Phone: (02) 9558 0220
Fax: (02) 9558 4120
Email: denis@banksiaheritage.com
.
Name: GORECKI, Dr Paul
Address:
PO Box 292, PENNANT HILLS
NSW 1715
Phone: (02) 9481 0853
Fax: (02) 9481 0068
Email: pgorecki@ozemail.com.au
.
Name: JOHNSON, Dr Ian
Address: Archaeological Sciences Laboratory,
SSIU, F09 Madsen Building, University of
Sydney, NSW 2006
Phone: (02) 9351 2552
Fax: (02) 9351 3644
Email: johnson@acl.arts.usyd.edu.au

AUSTRALIAN CAPITAL TERRITORY
Name: McBRYDE, Emeritus Professor Isabel
Address: PO Box 3081, WESTON CREEK
ACT 2611
Phone: (02) 6288 7661
Fax: (02) 6288 1059

TASMANIA
Name: McGOWAN, Angela
Address: 5/12 Saunders Crescent, SOUTH
HOBART TAS 7004
Phone: (03) 6233 2424
Fax: (03) 6233 3477
Email: angiemcgowan@primus.com.au

SOUTH AUSTRALIA
Name: COOKE, Helen
Address: 37 Main Street, LOCKLEYS SA 5032
Phone: (08) 8226 8933
Fax: (08) 8226 8999
Email: cooke.helen@saugov.sa.gov.au
.
Name: STANIFORTH, Dr Mark
Address: Department of Archaeology, Flinders
University, GPO Box 2100, ADELAIDE SA 5001
Phone: (08) 8201 5195
Fax: (08) 8201 3845
Email: Mark.Staniforth@flinders.edu.au

WESTERN AUSTRALIA
Name: BOWDLER, Professor Sandra
Address: Centre for Archaeology, M405,
University of Western Australia, 35 Stirling
Highway, CRAWLEY WA 6009
Phone: (08) 9380 2113
Fax: (08) 9380 1023
Email: sbowdler@cyllene.uwa.edu.au

Name: NUTLEY, David
Address: NSW Heritage Office, Locked Bag
5020, PARRAMATTA NSW 2124
Phone: (02) 9873 8574
Fax: (02) 9873 8500
Email: nutleyd@heritage.nsw.gov.au
.
Name: SULLIVAN, Katherine
Address: Kate Sullivan & Associates Pty Ltd,
22 Waterview Street, BALMAIN NSW 2041
Phone: (02) 9818 4528
Email: ksa@telpacific.com.au
.
Name: WRIGHT, Emeritus Professor Richard
Address: 72 Campbell Street, BALMAIN NSW
2041
Phone: (02) 9818 1037
Fax: (02) 9818 1037
Email: richwrig@tig.com.au

INTERNATIONAL
Name: du CROS, Dr Hilary
Address: Department of Geography, University
of Hong Kong, Pokfulam Road, Pokfllam, HONG
KONG
Phone: (+852) 2690 9685
Fax: (+852) 2690 9610
Email: hducros@hkucc.hku.hk
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CONTRIBUTIONS

All contributions to the Newsletter are welcome and should be submitted either on
floppy disk (IBM compatible) or by email – attachments as either a word or .rtf file
are preferable to text embedded in an email. You can contact any member of the
Committee regarding contributions to the Newsletter, or forward to:

Jane Harrington
Editor, AACA Inc. Newsletter
c/- Jo McDonald Cultural Heritage Management Pty Ltd
PO Box 856, MARRICKVILLE NSW 2204
Ph/fax:
Email:

(02) 9560 0275 / (02) 9560 0279
newsletter@aacai.com.au

or
The Newsletter Editor
Box 214 Holme Building
University of Sydney NSW 2006

Please forward contributions for the next Newsletter by
31 July 2004.

