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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Logos Property Group intend to rezone and develop land within the Marsden Park Industrial Precinct
at 117 Hollinsworth Road, Marsden Park (Lots 23 and 24 DP262886). The study area is located in a
previously semi-rural area that has been fully cleared in the past and retains only scattered regrowth
trees over minimally managed pasture. The proposed work will involve subdividing the current
property into four lots with the balance of land given over to access roads and stormwater
management infrastructure. The type of industrial development proposed will shape the land into
level construction sites for very large warehouse structures, serviced by an evenly graded access
route. The consequence is that the entire area will therefore be subject to earthworks with little
potential to retain original soil profiles.

The report includes background information on the Aboriginal cultural context and history of the area
as well environmental information such as geology, soils, land use history and landscape
characteristics. The archaeological context is presented in terms of the regional context of previous
research and the distribution of site listings as well as aspects of archaeological theory and site
classification that are relevant to the study.

While the approach of the archaeological investigation allowed for test excavation in the
methodology distributed to RAPs, it was found that a reliable artefact distribution model was entirely
possible based on detailed exposure-based survey alone. This is consistent with the Code insofar as
it states that “The first priority in test excavations, and recording Aboriginal objects during test
excavations, must always be to avoid or minimise, as far practicable, the risk of harm to the objects
under investigation. This means due care must be taken when excavating and collecting objects, and
that unnecessary excavations do not comply with this Code” (DECCW, 2010b, p. 24).

Exposure-based survey is an investigative methodology that has been developed and refined by the
author over the last eight years. Given sufficient areas of suitable soil exposure, it has been found to
more reliably construct an artefact distribution model than anything but very extensive archaeological
test excavation. It relies on seeking out all areas of exposure, measuring their extent and
undertaking intense (full coverage) search for flaked stone artefacts. With finds thus expressible in
terms of density in precisely mapped sample units, the data are then used exactly as test excavation
data are for the purposes of artefact distribution modelling.

The model is based on a division of the study area into six Landscape Zones based on proximity to
water, hill and ridge top landscape features and slope which are then ascribed different relative
densities of artefacts. Analysis is presented in terms of results for the study area alone as well within
the context of a larger area incorporating two recent investigations using the same methods on
adjoining land.

253 discrete areas of exposure totalling 2638m?2 were measured and searched for artefacts, of which
31 were recorded. The reliability of the artefact distribution model is aided (and verified) by the
integration of the additional archaeological investigation data from adjoining land comprising an
additional 132 exposures measuring a combined 2527m2. Excavation data on that adjoining land
comprising 24.75m2 (recovering 17 artefacts) is also used to verify the reliability of the model.
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The results indicate that most of the study area has nil-low artefact density defined in the report as
‘Sparse Lithic Sites’. However, there is also a definable area of moderate density archaeological
potential associated with the single discrete hill top in the study area described as a ‘Dispersed Lithic
Site’. The areas of Sparse Lithic Sites are considered to have low archaeological significance, while
the ‘Dispersed Lithic Site’ is of moderate significance.

The two key recommendations made are that:

1. An AHIP be sought to permit harm to Aboriginal objects in completing the proposed
subdivision and industrial development of the land.

2. As a mitigation for the impact, the AHIP should include a condition of salvage excavation
within the hill and ridge top area.

16021_Logos_MarsdenPark ACHA
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND

Logos Property Group (trading as ‘Perpetual Corporate Trust Limited as the Trustee for the LALV
Marsden Park Trust’) intend to rezone and develop land at 117 Hollinsworth Road, Marsden Park
2765 (Lots 23 and 24 DP262886, County of Cumberland, Parish of Rooty Hill, Blacktown Local
Government Area, Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council area) (Figure 1). The land is within the
Marsden Park Industrial Precinct.

On the basis of potential impact to Aboriginal cultural heritage, Associates Archaeology & Heritage
Pty Ltd (AA&H) has been engaged to undertake the appropriate assessment to ensure compliance
with the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974. This report is a formal Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment (ACHA) and Archaeological Report prepared to support an application for an Aboriginal
Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP).
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Figure 1: Location

1.2 REPORT STRUCTURE

Application for an AHIP requires that an ACHA is prepared as a separate document from an
appended Archaeological Report. The contents and format of an ACHA are prescribed by the Guide
to investigating, assessing and reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011)

6
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whereas the Archaeological Report must follow the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation
of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (DECCW, 2010b). Because these two guides require much of the
same content, the result is that the ACHA is inevitably a document with an appendix (Archaeological
Report) that duplicates much of its content. In general however, the ACHA focuses more on aspects
of community consultation, the evaluation of cultural significance and associated management
measures, whereas the Archaeological Report deals more with the outcomes of archaeological
investigation.

1.3 CONTRIBUTORS AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This report has been produced by Associates Archaeology & Heritage and written by Oliver Brown.
Oliver holds the appropriate qualifications for undertaking the investigation as required by the Code
of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (DECCW,
2010b). Fieldwork was undertaken with Steve Randall of the Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land
Council.

Table 1: Proponent and consultant contact details
Heritage Consultant Proponent
. . Logos Property Group (trading as ‘Perpetual Corporate Trust
Company Associates Archaeology & Heritage Limited as the Trustee for the LALV Marsden Park Trust)
Contact person Oliver Brown James Greener
Email oliver@archassociates.com.au jamesgreener@logosproperty.com
Address 29 Hannan Street, Maroubra, NSW 2035 | L12, 123 Pitt Street, Sydney NSW 2000
Phone 0427 414 226 02 8197 3900

1.4 STuDY AREA AND PROPOSED WORKS

The study area is located in a previously semi-rural part of Marsden Park that is being developed into
industrial land within the Marsden Park Industrial Precinct. The land has been fully cleared in the
past and retains only scattered regrowth trees over minimally managed pasture (Figure 2).

The proposed work will involve subdividing the current property into multiple lots with the balance of
land given over to access roads and stormwater management infrastructure. The type of industrial
development proposed is intended to shape the land into level construction sites for very large
warehouse structures, serviced by an evenly graded access route (Figure 3). The consequence is
that the entire area will therefore be subject to earthworks with little potential to retain original soil
profiles.
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Figure 2: Aerial image and extent of study area
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Figure 3: Proposed development
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2 STUDY AREA SETTING

2.1 ENVIRONMENTAL CONTEXT, GEOLOGY AND SOILS

The study area is in a landscape typical of the Cumberland sub-region of the Sydney bioregion;
being a gently undulating landscape bisected by north flowing drainage lines. The original vegetation
would have been Cumberland Plain Woodland dominated by eucalypts over grassland kept relatively
open through regular burning from Aboriginal firing and natural bushfire.

The underlying bedrock is Bringelly Shale (part of the Wianamatta Group of shales with occasional
interbedded fine grained sandstone). Soils are described as part of the Blacktown Soil Landscape,
comprising shallow (~20cm) A-horizon soils, typically silty loams to silty clay loam overlying clay B-
horizon; all derived largely from the underlying shale. This soil has a low susceptibility to erosion
when vegetated and free from disturbance but will erode completely down to the clayey B-horizon
when damaged by intensive stocking and mechanical impact. The study area includes some areas
where vehicle tracks have damaged most of the soil profile.

2.2 LANDSCAPE CHARACTERISTICS AND WATER

The Due Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (DECCW,
2010a) defines a number of landscape features with high potential for the occurrence of Aboriginal
objects that essentially trigger a requirement for either avoiding impact or undertaking further
archaeological investigation. Of these factors:

e A small portion of the study area is within 200m of water, although at its closest this is 120m
from a small unnamed tributary to Bells Creek. The influence of freshwater sources on the
likely occurrence of artefacts is so well established in western Sydney (and Aboriginal
archaeology in general) that it is generally the most important consideration in predictive
models of open site distribution (White & McDonald, 2010) - see Section 3.4. In a large
scale study of the Hills Shire (in the northern Cumberland Plain) of a total of 219 sites with
verifiable locations, 94% were within 200m of water and those that weren’t were mostly
isolated finds (Brown O. , 2010). Only one site was located more than 300m from mapped
water (Figure 4).

e There is a low hilltop with an associated ridgeline running to the northeast comer of the
property. While distribution patterns in relation to hilltops are not as well established as they
are with water, a number of studies have clearly shown that with hilltops that are distinctive
features in the landscape, a higher likelihood of artefact occurrence can be dependably
predicted (Brown, Farquharson, Mitchell, & Wilby, 2007b; Brown O. , 2016a).

10
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Figure 4: Site proximity to water in the comparable landform of the Hills Shire (Brown 2010b)

2.3 LANDFORM ZONES

The study area has been divided into six Zones which are subsequently used in developing the
artefact distribution model (Figure 5). An additional four zones apply to neighbouring properties that
are also included in the assessment process (as outlined below in Section 4.2). These are inevitably
somewhat arbitrary, but are considered appropriate to the scale of the study area and the amount of
data from archaeological investigation that can be applied to them for the purposes of artefact
distribution modelling. They comprise:

West Slope: Comprising gently sloping land across the western half of the study area with
no elevated features and entirely >300m from water. On the basis of regional artefact
distribution models it would be expected to have nil — low artefact occurrences.

West Hill: Comprising a low by quite discrete hill within the study area. While not an
especially distinctive landscape feature, it is nonetheless considered likely to have attracted
some focus of use by Aboriginal people and was therefore considered likely to have some
artefactual evidence.

Ridge: Comprising a relatively indistinct saddle between the ‘West Hill' (within the current
study area) and an ‘East Hill’ in adjoining study areas where some higher artefact instances
were recorded.

South Slope: Comprising sloping land between the ridge and hilltops and the three zones
determined purely by distance to water to the south.
11

16021_Logos_MarsdenPark ACHA



Associates A&H 2017

e 200m to 300m to Water: Self-explanatory
e 100m to 200m to Water: Self-explanatory

e 50m to 100m to Water: Self-explanatory. Not within study area, but relevant insofar as
predicted higher artefact density information provides a comparative reference for areas
within the study area.

e 0Om to 50m to Water: Self-explanatory. As above.

o East Hill: Not within the study area, but relevant to the potential distribution of artefacts
within the ‘Ridge’ and ‘West Hill".

o North Slope: Not within the study area but potentially relevant insofar as artefact distribution
would be expected to be largely similar to the ‘West Slope’.
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Figure 5: Landform zones
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Plate 1: View northeast along interface of 'South Slope' and '200-300m Water; southern boundary on right,
"West Hill' on left

Plate 2: View northwest across 'West Slope; buildings over northwest bounday on right, western boundary
on left

2.4 LAND USE HISTORY

Following the arrival of the British in Australia in 1788, with Parramatta settled that same year, farms
were being settled across the Blacktown LGA from as early as the 1790s. The subject area is likely
to have been mostly cleared in the early 19t Century for grazing. With the main focus of grazing
shifting west of the Great Divide from the mid-19t Century, it is however quite possible that the
grazing intensity was largely quite light, but the land has nonetheless been subject to changes
affecting the original soil profile for two centuries.

The early 20t century appears to have come with little agricultural pressure, although it is likely to
have been cleared again for grazing after the 1920s as a Soldier Settlement block. Aerial imagery in
1975 shows the western third of the block under regrowth vegetation and the eastern two thirds as
almost fully cleared (Figure 6).

More recent soil disturbance relates to a couple of informal but heavily used tracks from Hollinsworth
Road across to the neighbouring areas of Hassall Grove and Bidwill and some quite extensive
recreational motocross tracks. Whilst constituting significant landscape damage to the study area,
these have also been used to obtain very good subsurface visibility for the purpose of archaeological
investigation.

13
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Figure 6: 1975 aerial imagery
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3 ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT

3.1 REGIONAL CHARACTER

Within the shale country of the Cumberland sub-region, sites are overwhelmingly dominated by open
artefact concentrations typically located near to freshwater resources. A considerably smaller
number of scarred tree and stone quarry sites are also recorded. Where these have been dated,
ages are typically within the last 2,500 years; with the older dates providing evidence of the great
antiquity of Aboriginal occupation back to >30,000 years being limited to a few Pleistocene deposits
on the Parramatta and Nepean Rivers.

3.2 AHIMS DaTA
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Figure 7: AHIMS listed sites following KNC assessment

The AHIMS listed sites for the area are largely the result of (or verified by) the previous assessment
work for the Marsden Park Industrial area undertaken by Kelleher Nightingale (Kelleher Nightingale
Consulting, 2009) and subsequently in a further assessment of the current study area (Kelleher
Nightingale Consulting, 2015).

Of the 19 sites in the current search (Client Service ID: 260990), there is one PAD where artefacts
are thought likely to occur and 18 confirmed artefact sites, including a PAD listed by KNC (45-5-
4619) since confirmed as a site and listed as 45-5-4713 (some 400m NW of current study area as

15
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shown in Figure 7). The Extensive Search data are provided in Appendix 3. A wider review of 120
surrounding sites has similarly found that are listed on the basis of recorded or potential stone
artefacts with the exception of the nearby site of the former Blacktown Native Institute (AHIMS # 45-
5-0398), which is listed on the basis of contemporary and historic values (Brown O. , 2015). There
are no Aboriginal Places (locations nominated and listed as having special significance to the
Aboriginal community) for the study area.

Kelleher and Nightingale made four site listings within the current study area (Table 2) although
these all essentially relate to one site — MPIP15 — as shown in the orange shading of the site extent
that they reported in Figure 7.

Table 2: Sites listed within the study area
AHIMS # Site Name Site Type
45-5-3743 MPIP 14 Artefact : 3
45-5-3744 MPIP 15 Artefact : 1
45-5-3745 MPIP 15A Artefact : 1
45-5-3746 MPIP 15B Artefact : 1

3.3 PREVIOUS STUDIES
3.3.1 REGIONAL

North-western Sydney is perhaps the most studied archaeological landscape in New South Wales
due to the extent of development of greenfield sites in recent decades combined with an abundance
of stone tool raw material leading to an almost ubiquitous distribution of ‘Aboriginal objects’ (as
defined in the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974).

The regional archaeological context for western Sydney has been widely and consistently
summarised in something in the order of a thousand previous reports (583 being a count made in
2008, after which at least a few hundred more will have been written (RTA and DECC, 2008)).
Significant regional studies were completed in the 1980s, covering large areas such as the
Blacktown LGA (Haglund, 1980), the western Cumberland Plain Kohen (Kohen, 1986; 1993) and the
northern Cumberland Plain (Smith, 1989). More recently, McDonald in particular has provided
important synthesis of extensive consulting archaeological work in the area (focused around the
Rouse Hill Development area (JMcDCHM, 2005; White & McDonald, 2010)).

3.3.2 LocaAL

The Marsden Park Industrial Precinct (of the study area is a part) was subject to full Aboriginal
cultural heritage assessment in 2009 by Kelleher and Nightingale Consulting. That study identified
42 new sites within the MPIP in addition to 21 previously known sites. The study also identified four
areas of Potential Archaeological Deposit (PAD). Of these sites, two sites (considered here to be just
one) were recorded within the current study area:

16
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MPIP 14: “consisted of three artefacts located in a mid slope context on the western margin of a
stand of moderately dense young eucalypt trees. The area consists of patchy to dense grass cover,
with a cleared, unformed vehicle access track running along the property boundary immediately to
the south. The area appeared to be relatively intact, with vegetation clearance the main impact. The
artefacts consisted of two red silcrete flakes and one red silcrete medial flake” (Kelleher Nightingale
Consulting, 2009, p. 24). The site was recorded and mapped as a single point.

MPIP 15: “‘was located on a highpoint and associated narrow spur line south of the western
termination of Hollinsworth Road. MPIP 15 was a predominantly cleared, pastoral area scattered
with occasional large trees. The highpoint is located on an undulating ridgeline that runs north from
Hassall Grove and then northeast from MPIP 15 along the southern margin of Hollinsworth Road.
The surrounding area slopes gently-moderately down to the west, and moderately steep down to the
east. Running south-east off the highpoint, and included as part of MPIP 15, was a narrow, gently
sloping spur line” (Kelleher Nightingale Consulting, 2009, p. 24). In the current view, the ridgeline
running to the nearby hill is considered to be more relevant landscape factor associated with higher
artefact likelihood. The site was recorded and mapped as an area (polygon) within which two artefact
locations were included:

e “MPIP 15A was a single artefact located in an upper slope context approximately 90m north
of the crest of the highpoint, and 45m south of the western termination of Hollinsworth Road.
The artefact was identified on a narrow (<50cm wide), deflated walking track that leads
south of Hollinsworth Road, across the highpoint into Hassall Grove. The surrounding area
was predominantly cleared, pastoral land with occasional large trees. The area appeared to
be relatively intact, with vegetation clearance and the walking track the main impacts. The
artefact was a red silcrete flake”.

e “MPIP 15B consisted of one artefact located in a mid slope context in the centre of a narrow
spurline running south-east from the highpoint approximately 250m to the west. Site MPIP
15B was 60m north-west of site MPIP 14. Site MPIP 15B at the base of a tree in a largely
cleared, pastoral area, with occasional large trees and dense grass cover. Surface
exposures were primarily located around the base of the occasional large trees. The area
appeared to be relatively intact, with vegetation clearance the main impact. The artefact was
a red silcrete flake”.

The PAD was assessed as having moderate Aboriginal cultural heritage significance. For such areas
the following recommendations were made in cases of proposed impact: (Kelleher Nightingale
Consulting, 2009, p. 45):

“Test/salvage excavation should be undertaken at some of the impacted sites under a section
87(1) permit to mitigate against the loss of information. Strategy for test/salvage excavation
would depend upon the layout of the Master Plan. (Note: test excavation may or may not be
associated with the section 90 consent). DECC Interim Community Consultation
Requirements for Applicants would be implemented”.

It is noted that the regulatory framework has changed since these recommendations following the
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passage of the National Parks and Wildlife Amendment Act 2010. Under the current regime, this
translates to the approach that is being taken in the current assessment.

3.4 PREDICTIVE MODELLING

In terms of assessing and predicting the distribution and potential for harm to any Aboriginal Objects
(as defined in the NPW Act) within the study area, the current assessment can be limited to stone
artefacts. This is confirmed by the AHIMS data (Section 3.2) and the recent fieldwork. With regard to
other potential site types, it is noted that survey has confirmed the absence of any potential culturally
scarred trees; there are no Aboriginal Places (locations nominated and listed as having special
significance to the Aboriginal community) in or adjacent to the subject area; burial sites typically do
not occur in the region outside of sandy or rockshelter contexts; midden (or other faunal) deposits do
not generally occur on Blacktown Soils on minor creeks; and stone arrangements have not been
recorded in Sydney shale country.

Predictive modelling of the likelihood of Aboriginal archaeological sites comprised of stone tools is
well developed for the Cumberland sub-bioregion due to the large number of studies associated with
development in western Sydney over recent decades. In relation to stone artefact sites, these may
be found as isolated occurrences (‘isolated finds’), in concentrations marking the locality of heavily
used ‘activity areas’ (previously referred to as ‘open camp sites’), or may be predicted to occur as
undetected subsurface deposits (‘potential archaeological deposits’ (PADs)). Occasionally, additional
evidence such as hearths may be found in association with these stone artefacts.

Starting in the 1980s, Haglund (1980), Kohen (1986; 1993) and Smith (1989) analysed strong
correlations between the location of artefact sites and proximity to water in western Sydney — i.e. the
Cumberland sub-bioregion. These patterns have been further investigated and formalised into
predictive ‘models’ such as McDonald’s ‘stream order model’ (JMcDCHM, 2005; White & McDonald,
2010) and Baker’s ‘activity zones model’ (Baker, 1998; AMBS, 2000). While more recent GIS-based
models do provide for some statistical determination of site likelihood, predictive modelling more
frequently involves a largely discursive consideration of a number of principles. The most significant
of these is proximity to water.

Other work by White and McDonald (2010) reviewing the large body of data from archaeological
investigation of the Rouse Hill Development Area further refined the understanding of artefact
location and proximity to water in relation to drainage of different stream orders. For 1st order
streams (such as occurs 120m from the current study area), they found that the correlation with
proximity to water was relatively weak and essentially representative of a general low density
background scatter. For 2nd order streams, the pattern of high density within 50m previously
observed by some authors since the 1980s (see above) was confirmed; however for the larger 4th
order streams, density was found to be highest between 50m and 100m of water.

While ‘complex sites’ (as defined below in Section 3.5) where stone tools were either manufactured
or extensively maintained did essentially have nearby freshwater as a precondition for use, lower
density artefact concentrations may also occur elsewhere in the landscape, particularly on prominent

ridge and hill tops. These are best envisaged as sites where people would be more inclined to stop
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whilst out and about in the course of a day’s work or travel and are more formally described as
‘dispersed sites’ in the classification scheme of this assessment outlined below in Section 3.5.

Beyond such sites of artefact concentration, Aboriginal people also obviously used the entirety of the
landscape and in doing so inevitably left some artefactual evidence across it. This is considered to
be a part of the ‘background scatter’ of artefacts that is theoretically present across most landscapes
in Australia.

Predictive modelling as outlined above is done based on an initial assumption of a landscape
undisturbed by development. Where development has essentially destroyed pre-European soil
profiles, the statutory framework for heritage management tends to assume that the Aboriginal
objects in it are also destroyed — although unless topsoil has been physically removed, this is
inevitably not actually the case.

The sum of the information above provided a prediction for the study area to most likely contain
some Aboriginal objects. They were considered likely to be concentrated along the ridgeline,
although the considerable distance to water indicated that they would be present in low density.

3.5 SITE CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM

Archaeologists have established numerous ways of characterising those places where there is
enough Aboriginal cultural material evidence for a place to be called a ‘site’. Lewis Binford (1980:9-
10) characterised the major types of hunter-gatherer sites as:

e ‘Residential (home) bases’ defined as “the hub of subsistence activities, the locus out of
which foraging parties originate and where most processing, manufacturing, and
maintenance activities take place”; and

e ‘locations’ defined as “a place where extractive tasks are exclusively carried out ... only
limited quantities [of food and raw materials] are procured there during any one episode and
therefore the site is occupied for only a very short period of time ... abandonment of tools is
at a very low rate. In fact few if any tools may be expected to remain at such a site”

Among these ‘locations’ Binford also described sites relating to foraging activities such as hunting
hides, overnight camps, butchery locations, raw material sources, etc to cover the full range of
landscape use of the foraging people he observed.

Working with the Anbarra people in Arnhem Land, Meehan used the term ‘dinnertime camp’ for a site
of daytime use where gathered resources were promptly consumed near to where they were
obtained and occasionally processed for removal (Meehan, 1982). The use of ‘dinnertime camp’ as a
term owes as much to Aboriginal use of English as it does to specific Aboriginal land use, and while
attractive can nonetheless be misleading for a similar kind of daytime use where food was not
consumed (e.g. expedient tool maintenance or simply resting). Meehan herself has gone on to
suggest that the term has been used beyond the concept that she intended (Meehan, 1988).
Nonetheless, it remains useful for considering dispersed sites away from water where people are
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most likely to have stopped in the course of their day’s work with an inference that site accumulation
resulted from multiple brief visits.

In analysing stone tool assemblages in western Sydney that were excavated on hill and ridge tops,
Brown and others have noted some lithic sites as having some parallels to ‘dinnertime camps’ even
though nothing about of food use could ever be inferred with such sites (Brown, Wilby, Mitchell, &
Farquharson, 2007a; Brown, Farquharson, Mitchell, & Wilby, 2007b). At the time, these were likened
to an archaeological signature of Aboriginal people out and about in their landscape ‘at work’ rather
than the creekside sites with far higher densities of lithics that are the archaeological signature of
people ‘at home’; fitting well with the stream order modelling of others at the time (JMcDCHM, 2005).
In relation to the continuum of lithic site types in western Sydney from tool manufacture sites with up
to a thousand flaked pieces per square metre down to the single artefact isolated find, Beth White
has questioned the use of terms like ‘domestic’ at all (pers. comm.). At the simplest level, tool
manufacture producing thousands of sharp stone shards and ‘domestic’ use inclusive of activities
like children’s play would not seem mutually conducive, and yet archaeologists remain tempted to
classify any areas of high lithic density as domestic camps. Indeed, the Aboriginal Heritage
Information Management System (AHIMS) database, on which the recording of an archaeological
site is a legal obligation in NSW, previously required that any site with more than one stone artefact
outside of a rockshelter be described as an ‘open camp site’.

On the basis of work at Mungerie Park in western Sydney, Baker has proposed a system for
characterising sites according to an ‘activity zone model’ in relation to proximity to a freshwater creek
in the western Cumberland Plain (Baker, 1998; AMBS, 2000). Although this was largely intended for
use in relation to predicting the likelihood of sites occurring, there are inferences that follow from the
varying density of lithic material that provid