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Figure 11.5 Location of cultural heritage recordings within the study area (green boundary) (the prefix ‘M2G’ is not shown for recordings along pipeline),
arrows indicate possible spatial extension of recording), (base map extract of Williamsdale 1:25 00 topographic map)

Murrumbidgee to Googong Water Transfer - Cultural Heritage Assessment
Navin Officer Heritage Consultants November 2009
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Figure 11.6 Location of cultural heritage recordings within the study area
(base map extract of Williamsdale 1:25 00 topographic map)

Murrumbidgee to Googong Raw Water Transfer - Cultural Heritage Assessment
Navin Officer Heritage Consultants November 2009
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Figure 11.7 Location of cultural heritage recordings within the study area

(base map extract of Captains Flat 1:25 00 topographic map)

Murrumbidgee to Googong Raw Water Transfer - Cultural Heritage Assessment
Navin Officer Heritage Consultants November 2009



12. ABORIGINAL CULTURAL VALUES

A summary of this report was provided to all registered groups in February 2009 with a request
for comment. Each group were asked to provide a written response to the summary report that
covered both their view on the project, the recommendations made and the Aboriginal cultural
values of the study area. Responses have been received from the BNAC and NCC (Appendix 1).

The BNAC made the following comments on the cultural values of the study area:

The local Ngunawal people are the Traditional Owners for this area and as you may
appreciate any planned work to be undertaken in the area that lies within our tribal
boundaries will impact on our cultural heritage.

We would also like it to be noted that this type of cultural heritage work takes on a two
pronged approach as it is looked at from an archaeologists perspective as to its scientific
relevance and value as opposed to the Aboriginal perspective which is based on cultural
significance according to our beliefs and customs.

As has always been the case we as the Traditional Owners wish to protect our cultural
heritage while also working with ActewAGL for the advancement of the wider community.

The NCC made the following comments on the cultural values of the study area:

We have been concerned for some time (even before ECD and M2G) of the effect of a new
regime in water and fire management. By new, we mean since Sovereignty.

Apart from drowning a lot of culture in various water courses and dams throughout the
Alpine region 'progress’ has also changed the water flows dramatically.

The Snowy and Murrumbidgee and Murray hardly flow and yet we do not management the
tinder, we do not follow the seasons and temperatures.

We as Aboriginals, as Ngarigu, were happy with the large water flows and the ensuing
pools in Burra Creek we are changing that.

In a lot of ways we agree that the natural flows in the past were more dramatic and
potentially ruined many contemporary sites of the eras.

It is also known that we, as local inhabitants, in our past dammed and manipulated water
streams to our benefit, but not on the same scale as M2G promises.

We do believe, even though a lot has been taken from us, in Bunjil, the creator spirit, the
Bush and Water spirits, the Dulagals and it truly worries us when we take away some what
is left.



13. SIGNIFICANCE ASSESSMENT

13.1 NSW Assessment Criteria

13.1.1 Aboriginal Heritage

The Burra Charter of Australia defines cultural significance as 'aesthetic, historical, scientific or
social value for past, present and future generations' (Aust. ICOMOS 1987). The assessment of
the cultural significance of a place is based on this definition but often varies in the precise criteria
used according to the analytical discipline and the nature of the site, object or place.

In general, Aboriginal archaeological sites are assessed using five potential categories of
significance:

Significance to contemporary Aboriginal people;

Scientific or archaeological significance;

Aesthetic value;

Representativeness; and

Value as an educational and/or recreational resource.

Many sites will be significant according to several categories and the exact criteria used will vary
according to the nature and purpose of the evaluation. Cultural significance is a relative value
based on variable references within social and scientific practice. The cultural significance of a
place is therefore not a fixed assessment and may vary with changes in knowledge and social
perceptions.

Aboriginal significance can be defined as the cultural values of a place held by and manifest
within the local and wider contemporary Aboriginal community. Places of significance may be
landscape features as well as archaeologically definable traces of past human activity. The
significance of a place can be the result of several factors including: continuity of tradition,
occupation or action; historical association; custodianship or concern for the protection and
maintenance of places; and the value of sites as tangible and meaningful links with the lifestyle
and values of community ancestors. Aboriginal cultural significance may or may not parallel the
archaeological significance of a site.

Scientific significance can be defined as the present and future research potential of the
artefactual material occurring within a place or site. This is also known as archaeological
significance.

There are two maijor criteria used in assessing scientific significance:

1. The potential of a place to provide information which is of value in scientific analysis and
the resolution of potential research questions. Sites may fall into this category because
they: contain undisturbed artefactual material, occur within a context which enables the
testing of certain propositions, are very old or contain significant time depth, contain large
artefactual assemblages or material diversity, have unusual characteristics, are of good
preservation, or are a constituent of a larger significant structure such as a site complex.

2. The representativeness of a place. Representativeness is a measure of the degree to
which a place is characteristic of other places of its type, content, context or location.



Under this criteria a place may be significant because it is very rare or because it provides
a characteristic example or reference.

N/

)
The value of an Aboriginal place as an educational resource is dependent on: the potential for
interpretation to a general visitor audience, compatible Aboriginal values, a resistant site fabric,

and feasible site access and management resources.

The principal aim of cultural resource management is the conservation of a representative sample
of site types and variation from differing social and environmental contexts. Sites with inherently
unique features, or which are poorly represented elsewhere in similar environment types, are
considered to have relatively high cultural significance.

The cultural significance of a place can be usefully classified according to a comparative scale
which combines a relative value with a geographic context. In this way a site can be of low,
moderate or high significance within a local, regional or national context. This system provides a
means of comparison, between and across places. However it does not necessarily imply that a
place with a limited sphere of significance is of lesser value than one of greater reference.

13.1.2 European Heritage

The NSW Heritage Office has defined a methodology and set of criteria for the assessment of
cultural heritage significance for items and places, where these do not include Aboriginal heritage
from the pre-contact period (NSW Heritage Office & DUAP 1996, NSW Heritage Office 2000).
The assessments provided in this report follow the Heritage Office methodology.

The following heritage assessment criteria are those set out for Listing on the State Heritage
Register. In many cases items will be significant under only one or two criteria. The State
Heritage Register was established under Part 3A of the Heritage Act (as amended in 1999) for
listing of items of environmental heritage that are of state heritage significance. Environmental
heritage means those places, buildings, works, relics, moveable objects, and precincts, of state or
local heritage significance (section 4, Heritage Act 1977).

An item will be considered to be of State (or local) heritage significance if, in the opinion of the
Heritage Council of NSW, it meets one or more of the following criteria:

Criterion (@) an item is important in the course, or pattern, of NSW’s cultural or natural history
(or the cultural or natural history of the local area);

Criterion (b) an item has strong or special association with the life or works of a person, or
group of persons, of importance in NSW’s cultural or natural history (or the
cultural or natural history of the local area);

Criterion (c) an item is important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics and/or a high
degree of creative or technical achievement in NSW (or the local area);

Criterion (d) an item has strong or special association with a particular community or cultural
group in NSW (or the local area) for social, cultural or spiritual reasons;

Criterion (e) an item has potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding
of NSW’s cultural or natural history (or the cultural or natural history of the local
area);

Criterion (f)  an item possesses uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of NSW’s cultural or
natural history (or the cultural or natural history of the local area);
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Criterion (g) an item is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of
NSW’s

- cultural or natural places; or
- cultural or natural environments.

or a class of the local area’s

- cultural or natural places; or
- cultural or natural environments.

An item is not to be excluded from the Register on the ground that items with similar
characteristics have already been listed on the Register. Only particularly complex items or
places will be significant under all criteria.

In using these criteria it is important to assess the values first, then the local or State context in
which they may be significant.

Different components of a place may make a different relative contribution to its heritage value.
For example, loss of integrity or condition may diminish significance. In some cases it is
constructive to note the relative contribution of an item or its components. Table 13.1 provides a
guide to ascribing relative value.

Table 13.1 Guide to ascribing relative heritage value

Grading Justification Status

Exceptional Rare or outstanding item of local or State significance. Fulfils criteria for local
or State listing.
High degree of intactness

Iltem can be interpreted relatively easily.

High High degree of original fabric. Fulfils criteria for local
or State listing.

Demonstrates a key element of the item’s significance.

Alterations do not detract from significance.

Moderate Altered or modified elements. Fulfils criteria for local
or State listing.
Elements with little heritage value, but which contribute

to the overall significance of the item.

Little Alterations detract from significance. Does not fulfil criteria
for local or State
Difficult to interpret. listing.
Intrusive Damaging to the item’s heritage significance. Does not fulfil criteria

for local or State
listing.




13.2 NSW Site Significance

13.2.1 Aboriginal Heritage

The following assessments are made with reference to the scientific, aesthetic, representative
and educational criteria outlined above. Reference to Aboriginal cultural values has also been
made where these values have been communicated to the consultants. It should be noted that
Aboriginal cultural significance can only be determined by the Aboriginal community, and that
confirmation of this significance is underway with Aboriginal groups.

Based on the criteria provided above, Table 13.2 outlines the scientific significance of the newly
identified Aboriginal sites within the NSW section of the study area. (The scientific significance of
a PAD can not be determined prior to subsurface archaeological testing to determine the nature

and extent of any subsurface deposits).

Table 13.2 Aboriginal Site Significance in NSW

Site Name Recording Type Surface Scientific
Aboriginal Significance
Artefacts

M2G12 artefact scatter 3 low
M2G13 artefact scatter 2 low
M2G14 scarred tree 1 moderate
M2G15 isolated find 1 moderate
M2G16 artefact scatter 4 moderate
M2G17 artefact scatter 9 moderate
M2G18 PAD NA
M2G19 isolated find 1 low
M2G20 artefact scatter 4 low
M2G21 isolated find 1 low
M2G22 isolated find 1 low
M2G23 isolated find 1 low
M2G24 artefact scatter 25+ moderate
M2G25 PAD NA
M2G26 artefact scatter 35+ moderate
M2G27 isolated find 1 moderate
M2G28 artefact scatter 100+ moderate
M2G29 isolated find 1 moderate
M2G30 isolated find 1 moderate
M2G31 artefact scatter 6 moderate
M2G32 artefact scatter 4 moderate
M2G33 isolated find 1 moderate



Site Name Recording Type Surface Scientific
Aboriginal Significance
Artefacts
M2G34 isolated find 1 low
M2G35 isolated find 1 low
M2G36 PAD NA
M2G37 PAD NA
M2G38 PAD NA
M2G39 artefact scatter 5 low
M2G40 isolated find 1 low
M2G41 isolated find 1 low
M2G42 isolated find 1 low
M2G54 artefact scatter 2 low
M2G55 artefact scatter 5 moderate
M2G56 artefact scatter 4 moderate
M2G57 artefact scatter 17 moderate
M2G58 isolated find 1 moderate
M2G59 isolated find 1 moderate
M2G60 isolated find 1 moderate
M2G61 isolated find 1 moderate
M2G62 isolated find 1 moderate
M2G63 isolated find 1 low
M2G64 isolated find 1 low
BC1 artefact scatter 2 moderate
BC2 PAD NA
BC3 PAD NA
BC4 PAD NA
BC5 PAD NA
BC6 PAD NA
BC7 PAD NA
BC8 PAD NA
BC9 PAD NA
BC10 PAD NA
BC11 PAD NA
BC12 PAD NA
BC13 artefact scatter 2 moderate
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13.2.2 Historical Heritage
M2GH2
The Goulburn to Cooma Railway is an item:

e Of importance in the course, or pattern, of the cultural history of the local area (Criterion
a). The railway was completed in 1887 and was an important link between Canberra and
Sydney.

* Has strong or special association with Australian Railway Historical Society (ACT)
(Criterion d,) which still uses the line as a tourist attraction.

The item is intact and is still used for its primary function. The site meets criteria (a) and (d) of the
NSW’s Heritage Council’s criteria for heritage significance and it is considered that it fulfils those
criteria for local heritage listing.

M2GH4
The refuse dump is an item:

* that has potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of NSW’s
cultural history of the local area (Criterion e).

It is, however, unknown how long this site may have been used, and it may in fact be modern in
age. Prior to further investigation it is considered that this site does not fulfil the criteria for
heritage listing.

M2GH5
The original Moore family ‘Lagoon’ house site is an item:

. Of importance in the course, or pattern, of the cultural history of the local area (Criterion a).
It is probably the location of the original house built by James Moore, the youngest son of
Richard Moore, who bought 40 acres at Warm Corner, Burra, on 12 September 1861.
James subsequently acquired the subject land, Portion 28 of 40 acres, under a Conditional
Purchase (ACP71.587) in 1871. An oral account of the history of the site provided by Tom
Moore, a descendant of Richard Moore and current occupant of ‘Lagoon’, indicates that the
building was only small, burnt down a few years after its construction and was not rebuilt at
that site (Tom Moore 26 Sept. 2008); and

. That has a strong or special association with the life a person (James Moore), or group of
persons (the Moore family), of importance in the cultural history of the local area (Criterion
b).

Although the item (the house and house site) has altered or modified elements and elements with
little heritage value, it does have elements, being the tree plantings and the historical plaque,
which contribute to the overall significance of the item. The site meets criteria (a) and (b) of the
NSW’s Heritage Council’s criteria for heritage significance and is considered that it fulfils those
criteria for local heritage listing.

M2GH6

The line of trees that mark the former location of the entrance driveway to Burra Station does not
fulfil any of the above criteria and therefore does not meet the threshold for heritage listing.



13.3 ACT Assessment Criteria

Criteria suitable for the assessment of the heritage values and significance of the archaeological
resource within the ACT have been defined in Section 10 of the Heritage Act, 2004.

Nine of the 12 specified criteria are potentially applicable to cultural remains and places. These
can be summarised as follows:

a.

b.

h.

j-

A high degree of technical and/or creative achievement;
Outstanding design and/or aesthetic qualities;

Evidence of a distinctive way of life, tradition, land use, custom, process or function, no
longer practised, rare or of exceptional interest;

Highly valued by a community or cultural group for its cultural associations
Significant to the ACT due to importance as part of Aboriginal tradition;

A rare or unique example of its kind or in its intactness;

A notable and characteristic example of its type;

Strong or special historical associations with significant events/people; and

Potential to provide significant information through use as a research or teaching site.

Considerable overlap exists across each of these criteria and many sites will be significant
according to several criteria.

13.4 ACT Site Significance

13.4.1 Aboriginal Heritage

Based on the criteria provided above, Table 13.3 outlines the scientific significance of the newly
identified Aboriginal sites within the ACT section of the study area.

Table 13.3 Aboriginal Site Significance in the ACT

Site Name Recording Type Surface Scientific
Aboriginal Significance

Artefacts
M2G1 PAD NA
M2G2 artefact scatter 9 moderate
M2G3 artefact scatter 2 low
M2G4 isolated find 2 low
M2G5 artefact scatter 3 low
M2G6 artefact scatter 8 moderate




Site Name Recording Type Surface Scientific
Aboriginal Significance

Artefacts
M2G7 isolated find 1 Collected
M2G8 isolated find 1 Collected
M2G9 isolated find 1 low
M2G10 isolated find 1 low
M2G11 artefact scatter 6 low
M2G43 artefact scatter 2 low
M2G44 artefact scatter 5 moderate
M2G45 artefact scatter 7 moderate
M2G46 artefact scatter 14 moderate
M2G47 artefact scatter 6 low
M2G48 isolated find 1 low
M2G49 artefact scatter 2 low
M2G50 artefact scatter 3 low
M2G51 isolated find 1 low
M2G52 artefact scatter 3 low
M2G53 isolated find 1 low

13.4.2 Historical Heritage
M2GH1

The site of the former Williamsdale School fulfils criteria ¢, d and j of the ACT Heritage
Assessment Criteria. Although the site is relatively disturbed it is a rare example in the ACT of a
small public school and the site has the potential to yield information on early Public Schools in
the ACT region. Former students of the school still value the location and are still resident in the
area.

M2GH3

This feature, a stone cadastral boundary marker may be nineteenth century in age and
conceivably could date to the original survey of the Angle Crossing Road easement. Alternatively
these arrangements may date to a later period of boundary marking associated with the formation
or maintenance of Territory lands. Further historical research is required to ascertain the origin of
this site.



14. STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS

Appendix 6 summarises the statutory and policy context of the project.
14.1 Commonwealth Legislation

No items of national environmental significance (NES) are located in the project study area. No
World heritage properties or national heritage places are located in the project study area.

No items within the project study area are on the National Heritage List or the Commonwealth
Heritage List.

Two items the London Bridge Homestead and the London Bridge Natural Arch are on the
Register of the National Estate.

14.2 NSW Legislation

Aboriginal ‘objects’ as defined under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 have been
identified within the project study area.

This project is being assessed under Part 3A of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act
1979. This Act removes the need for approvals under the NP&W Act and the Heritage Act
1977.there is however requirements to report any findings to the NSW Department of
Environment and Climate Change (DECC).

The recommendations made in this assessment should be included in the Statement of
Commitments for the project

14.3 ACT Legislation

There is the possibility that the project may ‘cause damage’ to an Aboriginal place or an
Aboriginal object. Damage to an Aboriginal place or object can only take place if the following
conditions have been met:

. The place (or site) has been registered; and the proposed disturbance is compatible with
the heritage guidelines for the conservation of that place or object (Part 5); or

. The proposed development follows a DA approval under the Planning & Development Act
(Part 7.3); or

. The minister has issued a heritage direction for that place or object (Part 11); or

. The minister has entered into an heritage agreement with a person to conserve the

heritage significance of a registered place or object (Part 15); or

. The proposed development follows a conservation management plan that has been
approved by the Heritage Council (section 110).



15. IMPACTS AND MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

15.1 Impact Assessment

Eighty seven cultural heritage recordings are located in the study area. Of these thirty will be
directly impacted by the project and forty one will not be impacted. Of the thirty sites impacted two
sites are historic and the remainder are Aboriginal (Table 15.1). Fifteen sites are located on the
edge of the 40 m study area/easement and consequently are vulnerable from impact during the
construction of the pipeline, Table 15.2 lists each site vulnerable to impact. Two sites have been
collected in accordance with an approved CMP (M2G7 and M2G8). There will be no further
impact to any sites during the operation of the pipeline.

Of the Aboriginal sites that will be directly impacted by the project seventeen will be impacted by
the pipeline corridor, two sites will be impacted by the LLPS (including one site also impacted by
the pipeline corridor), one site will be impacted by the power supply corridor, one site will be
impacted by a pipe lay down and one site will be impacted by the HLPS and site office (Table
15.3).

All of the Aboriginal sites subject to impact are assessed as having moderate or low
archaeological significance (Table 15.3). The assessment of cultural significance is under way
with Aboriginal groups. The following section describes mitigation measures that will be put into
place to minimise impact. These are also under discussion and may be modified slightly before
construction.

Two heritage listed sites (London Bridge Homestead and London Bridge Natural Arch) are
located within or close to the study area. Neither of these sites will be directly impacted by the
project. The potential effects of additional water into Burra Creek and its impact on the London
Bridge Natural Arch are addressed below.

An additional six historical sites were identified during the field survey. Two of these sites will be
directly impacted by the project, the pipeline corridor (M2GH2 and M2GHG6), one of these sites
(M2GH2) qualifies for local heritage listing. Site M2GH6 does not meet the threshold for heritage
listing. Three sites (M2GH1, M2GH3, M2GH5) are unlikely to be impacted during construction but
are worthy of additional care and protection.

Table 15.1 Summary of numbers of recordings and predicted impact

Recording Type Directly Not directly Vulnerable Collected
Impacted impacted
Historical recordings 2 3 2
Natural Recording 1
Aboriginal recordings
isolated find 10 14 5 2
archaeological deposit in 2
shelter/cave
open artefact scatter 13 13 4
scarred tree 1

PAD 5 12




Recording Type Directly Not directly Vulnerable Collected
Impacted impacted
Totals 30 45 12 2
Aboriginal recordings with 5 PADs 12 PADs
moderate or high 10 open 9 open artefact 4 open artefact 1 open artefact
archaeological subsurface artefact occurrences occurrences occurrences
potential occurrences 2 rock shelter/cave
sites
Table 15.2 List of sites located on the edge of the 40 m easement and
are therefore worthy of additional care and protection
Site Type Site Recording ID
isolated find M2G15, M2G19, M2G22, M2G23, M2G53
artefact scatter M2G16, M2G20, M2G45, M2G54
Historic (European) M2GH3, M2GH5
sites
Natural Recording London Bridge Natural Arch
Table 15.3 Sites that may be directly impacted by the project
Site Recording ID  Site Type Scientific Impact
Significance
M2GH2 Historic Local listing Pipeline Corridor
M2GH6 Historic Nil Pipeline Corridor
M2G1 PAD N/A Pipeline Corridor/LLPS
M2G2 artefact scatter moderate HLPS/Site Office
M2G3 artefact scatter low Pipeline Corridor
M2G4 isolated find low Pipeline Corridor
M2G5 artefact scatter low Pipeline Corridor
M2G13 artefact scatter low Pipeline Corridor
M2G18 PAD N/A Pipeline Corridor
M2G24 artefact scatter moderate Pipeline Corridor
M2G25 PAD N/A Pipeline Corridor
M2G28 artefact scatter moderate Pipeline Corridor

M2G30 isolated find moderate Pipeline Corridor




Site Recording ID

Site Type

Scientific
Significance

Impact

M2G31 artefact scatter moderate Pipeline Corridor
M2G32 artefact scatter moderate Pipeline Corridor
M2G33 isolated find moderate Pipeline Corridor
M2G34 isolated find low Pipeline Corridor
M2G36 PAD N/A Pipeline Corridor
M2G37 PAD N/A Pipeline Corridor
M2G43 artefact scatter low LLPS

M2G46 artefact scatter moderate Power Supply
M2G47 artefact scatter low Pipeline Corridor
M2G56 artefact scatter moderate Pipeline Corridor
M2G57 artefact scatter moderate Pipeline Corridor
M2G58 isolated find moderate Pipeline Corridor
M2G59 isolated find moderate Pipeline Corridor
M2G60 isolated find moderate Pipeline Corridor
M2G61 isolated find moderate Pipeline Corridor
M2G62 isolated find moderate Pipeline Corridor
M2G63 isolated find low Pipeline Corridor

15.1.1 Impact of Sites along Burra Creek and Around Googong Dam

The DECCW and the Aboriginal organisations have identified Burra Creek, the London Bridge
Natural arch and the sites around Googong Dam as being culturally and scientifically important. A
recent fluvial geomorphic assessment of the impacts associated with discharges of 100 ML/day
on the morphology of Burra Creek from the proposed discharge outlet location downstream to the
backwater reaches of Googong Dam of the M2G water transfer proposal (GHD 2008) found, in

brief:

. Burra Creek is expected to undergo a variety of morphological adjustments in response to
the proposed transfer discharges. These will occur primarily as a result of the longer
duration in an increase in the wetted perimeter within the active low flow channel leading to
vegetation changes and exposure of sediments. The adjustments are expected to occur
largely within Reaches 2 and 3 as alluvial deposits largely bound the channel in these
reaches. Hence, they have a greater capacity for morphological change compared to

Reach 1, which is almost entirely bound by bedrock;

. Of the potential morphological adjustments, the most significant is considered the potential
loss of pool habitats as a result of lowering of the downstream hydraulic control with
development of a low flow channel within the riffle zones. This would lead to a general

reduction in the overall diversity of aquatic habitats along Burra Creek;



In regard to the other morphological adjustments, these are likely to have become
established within the first one to two years of operation. Following this initial adjustment
period, significant ongoing adjustment is not expected due to the re-establishment of
vegetation along the low flow channel margins, providing stability. Hence, the associated
impacts on water quality and pool sedimentation will be short-lived;

Additionally, while there will be some change in from existing conditions, based on an
assessment of historical aerial imagery, it is evident that Burra Creek has been subject to
significant alterations in morphological form in the recent past and is still in a state of
adjustment. The potential morphological impacts identified by this assessment as a result
of the transfer discharges are highly likely to be within the bounds of the recent variability in
channel form. Hence, the general form of Burra Creek will remain consistent with that of
the recent past, with only minor changes in the diversity of aquatic habitats (GHD 2008:38-
40).

Increased water levels at the proposed 100 ML/day will probably not alter the channel
conditions at London Bridge radically as they do not significantly increase stage or velocity.
Natural flood flows will be those that change channel condition;

The proposed M2G water transfer should not in impinge on the sediments of Douglas Cave
or on the Burra Shelter 1 site immediately upstream from Burra Cave. At the time of Boot
and Cooke's excavations in Douglas Cave (1989-90), Burra Creek was 'considerably
deeper than this (the normal 5-10 cm cited in Nicoll and Brush 1976, p 17-18), up to a
metre deep in some places, and had been so for over a year, according to rangers and
local residents’. A metre increase in depth is still several metres below the lower entrance
to Douglas Cave which in turn is several metres below the bottom of Boot and Cooke's
excavation. A similar comment applies to the Burra Creek 1 shelter excavation (GHD
2008:8); and

Concludes that the proposed pumped flows to Burra Creek will not significantly impact
physically upon the geomorphology, archaeology, zoology and other values of the London
Bridge natural arch.

In addition, Nutley’s 2005 examination of inundated indigenous sites in Australia reported:

The investigation of two inundated villages at Hume Reservoir on the NSW/Victorian
border by O’Halloran (2000), where several issues including the effect of wave action and
water level fluctuations particularly those involving periodic inundation and exposure were
examined, demonstrated that the periodic inundation and exposure is associated with
heightened rates of erosion and dispersal of artefacts (2005:81-84);

Even in the relatively protected environmental conditions of North Arm, a portion of Middle
Harbour, one of three main divisions of Port Jackson, it has been shown that rapid
inundation of Indigenous sites is a key requirement for site survival (2005:72);

As with a riverine environment, rapid filling of a lake because of natural or artificial
damming would provide the best conditions for the survival of cultural sites (2005:84); and

In all circumstances, in a lacustrine environment, rapid, low energy inundation provides the
best conditions for site survival. (2005:94)
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15.2 Recommendations

It is recommended that:

Significant impact to the cultural heritage values of the London Bridge karst formations
(natural arch, caves and archaeological deposits) will be avoided.

Consultation with the registered and/or participating Aboriginal organisations should be
ongoing throughout the EA and approval process and a copy of this draft report should
be provided to each group for comment.

Historic Sites:

3.

The Williamsdale School (historic site M2GH1) will not be directly impacted by the
project. Temporary fencing should be erected during construction to protect the site from
indirect construction impact and associated activities (eg heavy machinery or vehicular
movements in the area).

An archival recording should be made of the site and any historic material collected
during research should be lodged with the ACT Historic Society.

If disturbance to the Goulburn to Cooma railway line (historic site M2GH2) is
unavoidable, then any damage should be remediated following the completion of the
M2G project.

Site M2GH3 will not be directly impacted during construction but is vulnerable to impact
during construction. Temporary fencing should be erected around the site during
construction to protect the site from indirect construction impact and associated activities.

‘The Lagoon’ (historic site M2GHS5) will not be directly impacted by the project (the
proposed pipeline will be constructed between ‘The Lagoon’ and Burra Creek).
Temporary fencing should be erected around the site during construction to protect the
site from indirect construction impact and associated activities.

Disturbance to the line of trees marking the driveway for Burra Station (historic site
M2GHG6) should be minimised and consideration should be given to replacing any lost or
damaged trees with the same species following the completion of the M2G project.

Temporary fencing should be erected around the trees and cricket pitch during
construction to protect these items from direct or indirect construction impact and
associated activities.

If during construction any evidence of previously unidentified historical heritage items or
archaeological relics is found then the unanticipated discovery plan provided in Appendix
8 should be implemented, the NSW Heritage Branch should be notified (under S146 of
the Heritage Act), and appropriate mitigation strategies enacted.



Aboriginal Sites:

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Impact to Aboriginal sites/objects along Burra Creek and at London Bridge will be
avoided by the project.

A Stage 2 program of subsurface archaeological investigation will be undertaken
following approval of the project. The aim of the Stage 2 program will be to further assess
the subsurface archaeological resource of the project area and develop appropriate
management strategies for any salvage works required. The management of material
recovered by this program will be developed in consultation with the statutory authorities
and Aboriginal stakeholder groups.

As part of an impact mitigation program, a salvage collection of a representative sample
of surface Aboriginal artefacts will be undertaken prior to the conduct of ground surface
disturbance within the construction ‘footprint’.

The management of material recovered by the collection and salvage program will be
developed in consultation with the statutory authorities and the Aboriginal stakeholder
groups.

Temporary fencing will be erected between the construction zone and all sites classified
as vulnerable during the construction phase of the project.

As the Murrumbidgee to Googong Raw Water Transfer Project will not change the
current situation in relation to water level fluctuations around the Googong Dam
foreshore, no further archaeological assessment of the foreshore is required relative to
the M2G project.

If during construction any evidence of previously unidentified Aboriginal heritage objects
is found then the unanticipated discovery plan provided in Appendix 8 should be
implemented and appropriate mitigation strategies enacted.
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