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GLOSSARY AND ABBREVIATIONS 

ACH Aboriginal cultural heritage 

ACHAR Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report. A report prepared 
following the Code of Practice that is required in any instance where 
Aboriginal objects are likely to be harmed. The ACHAR documents the 
Aboriginal cultural heritage values of an area (including the social, 
scientific, aesthetic, and historic values) so that a proposed impact can 
be properly understood 

ACHCRs Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents. 
Guidelines for the minimum level of Aboriginal community consultation 
required to support an AHIP 

ACHMP Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Management Plan 

AHIMS Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System 

AHIP Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit 

ASDST Aboriginal Sites Decision Support Tool 

asl Above sea level 

Code of Practice Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in 
NSW (DECCW 2010). Primary guidelines for archaeological 
investigations in NSW 

DEM Digital elevation model 

DPE Department of Planning and Environment 

DRNSW Department of Regional NSW 

HNSW Heritage NSW. Government department tasked with ensuring compliance 
with the NPW Act 

KNP Kosciuszko National Park 

LGA Local Government Area 

Ngarigo Aboriginal linguistic group who traditionally occupied the eastern side of 
the Kosciuszko plateau and further north towards the Murrumbidgee 
River 

NPW Act National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974. Primary state legislation governing 
the protection of Aboriginal objects and places 

OzArk OzArk Environmental & Heritage 

RAP Registered Aboriginal Party 

RGDC Regional Growth NSW Development Corporation 
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SAP Special Activation Precinct. SAPs bring together planning and investment 
to stimulate economic development and create jobs in line with the 
competitive advantages and economic strengths of a region 

SEPP State Environmental Planning Policy 

The Guide Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on Aboriginal cultural 
heritage in NSW (OEH 2011). Guidelines that provide detail on how the 
requirements set out in the Code of Practice can be achieved 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Background and introduction to the Revised ACHAR 

OzArk Environment & Heritage (OzArk) was engaged by WSP Australia Pty Limited in 2020, on 

behalf of the Department of Planning and Environment (DPE, then Department of Planning, 

Industry and Environment) (the proponent), to complete an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Assessment Report (ACHAR) for the Snowy Mountains Special Activation Precinct (SAP). 

The ACHAR was completed in June 2021 and was incorporated into the Snowy Mountains SAP 

Master Plan that went on public exhibition. 

On 2 November 2021, a detailed response to the aims and content of the Snowy Mountains SAP 

Master Plan was provided by Heritage NSW. Among many items, Heritage NSW recommended 

that the areas within Sub-Precincts that had not been surveyed for the original iteration of the 

ACHAR be subject to further investigation so that the archaeological nature of the Sub-Precincts 

could be better understood. 

As a result, OzArk was engaged by WSP Australia Pty Limited in 2022, on behalf of the DPE, to 

complete survey of further landforms across the Sub-Precincts and update the ACHAR with the 

results. 

This revised ACHAR therefore includes the findings from the additional survey, updated heritage 

constraint mapping, and updated recommendations responding in part to the comments received 

from Heritage NSW. 

The SAP Investigation Area & the survey areas 

This report refers to two areas, the SAP Investigation Area and the survey areas. The SAP 

Investigation Area includes 72,211 hectares (ha) and will be studied at a desktop level only. 

Within the SAP Investigation Area are three Sub-Precincts: the Alpine Sub-Precinct, the 

Jindabyne Growth Sub-Precinct, and the Jindabyne Catalyst Sub-Precinct. All development 

related to the Snowy Mountains SAP will be contained within these Sub-Precincts. 

Within the Sub-Precincts are areas referred to in this report as ‘the survey areas’ (approximately 

1741.9 ha) that include areas near Jindabyne and several locations in the Kosciuszko National 

Park (KNP). The survey areas were subject to greater research and survey to produce strategic 

mapping of these areas into zones of high, medium, and low Aboriginal cultural heritage (ACH) 

potential. The strategic mapping does not include the remainder of the SAP Investigation Area. 

Not all landforms within Sub–Precincts are included in the survey areas, however, all landforms 

where development is likely within Sub–Precincts have been, where possible, fully surveyed. Any 

discussion of landforms, archaeological potential, and potentially impacted Aboriginal objects is 

confined to the survey areas and do not include the unsurveyed landforms within Sub-Precincts.  



OzArk Environment & Heritage 

Revised Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report: Snowy Mountains Special Activation Precinct vi 

Strategic mapping to inform the Snowy Mountains SAP Delivery Plan 

An aim of the heritage assessment is to ensure that development associated with the Snowy 

Mountains SAP will be designed to promote the protection and conservation of Aboriginal cultural 

heritage values. 

This heritage study will identify opportunities to conserve significant Aboriginal cultural heritage 

values within the survey areas and to devise strategic mapping to allow planning options to be 

included in the Delivery Plan that follows the objective and structure plans contained in the Master 

Plan.  

In terms of Aboriginal cultural heritage, this level of assessment will allow the heritage values of 

the survey areas to be understood. The survey areas will be able to be mapped for their ACH 

potential for planning purposes and to identify opportunities for the promotion of Aboriginal 

cultural heritage values in the Delivery Plan.  

A central aim of the study will be to also identify areas that should be reserved for conservation. 

Aboriginal people of the SAP Investigation Area 

The SAP Investigation area was traditionally occupied by the Ngarigo group who are neighboured 

by the Wiradjuri (west), Walgalu (northwest), Ngun(n)awal (north), Djirringanj and Yuin (east), 

Jaitmatang (southwest), and the Bidhawal (southeast). 

As noted in the Kosciuszko National Park Plan of Management (NPWS 2006: 83):  

From an Aboriginal perspective land and people are inseparable. The mountains 

provided Aboriginal people with food, shelter, clothing, tools, utensils, and medicine. 

Beyond this the messages underlying the stories of ancestral beings, who shaped the 

plant and animal communities and the landscapes themselves, governed all aspects 

of traditional Aboriginal society. These story lines link people and features of the 

mountains with those of other distant places to this day. Cultural heritage resides as 

much in intangible values, as it does in physical form. Just as people shape 

landscapes, landscapes also shape people. Places within the park have been the 

scenes of innumerable human experiences. Some of these have survived as legends 

or anecdotes, others are remembered within place names, songs, literature, art, 

traditional knowledge, customs, symbolism, or spiritual observance. More still reside 

in the memories of communities, families, and individuals. For many people, these 

human experiences, be they first hand or retold, real or imagined, are what give 

meaning to a place. All of them help shape community and personal perceptions, 

attitudes, values, and identities. 
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Identified cultural values 

The cultural values assessment undertaken by Susan Donaldson (Appendix 3), based on a small 

sample set of interviews with Ngarigo men and women, notes that some in the community have 

a contemporary connection to the landscapes of the area and that there are known tangible 

places connected to ceremonial or historic values present in the SAP Investigation Area such as 

Curiosity Rocks near Jindabyne, Kalkite Mountain, Lubra Rocks, and Porcupine Rocks in the 

KNP, ceremonial grounds at the confluence of Wollondibby Creek and the Snowy River now 

submerged beneath Lake Jindabyne, archaeological features associated with Bullocks Flat and 

the Thredbo Valley in the KNP, and historic burials associated the former Cobbin Creek Station 

to the south of Jindabyne. 

In addition, items of high cultural significance were identified such as the 7,000 year old kangaroo 

tooth necklace found near Cooma in 1991 and currently stored in Canberra at the Mitchell 

Archives. 

Ms Donaldson’s assessment shows that the following cultural values are expressed by some of 

the Aboriginal community: 

 Ancestral connections to the cultural landscape 

 Ongoing spiritual connections to country 

 Past inter-tribal gatherings and communal / ritual use of country 

 Cultural practices associated with the use of natural resources 

 Acknowledging and maintaining the original names for places (Targangal, 
Giandara/Kiandra, Cobaragundra, Carangal, Yarrangobilly, Nangar/Nungar, Coolamine, 
Pulletop/Pullelop, Mullanjandry, Wereboldera Bogong, Cobbera/Cobborra and Orungal) 

 Knowing, using, and acknowledging ancient pathways across the landscape 

 Contemporary cultural connections to archaeological sites (stone artefacts, stone 
arrangements, bora grounds, burials, scarred trees, and axe grinding grooves) 

 Caring for country including working and protecting archaeological sites 

 Remembering and acknowledging past conflicts 

 Remembering and acknowledging historical associations including those associated with 
work (brumby running, snagging logs, building cattle infrastructure, tracking, guiding, 
stock work, wattle bark collection, sheep shearing, station cooks, fruit picking, railway 
construction, track building, forestry, council gangs and domestics) 

 Maintaining cultural connections to the landscape today and into the future. 
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Predictive model for Aboriginal site location 

The predictive model notes 402 Aboriginal sites that have been previously recorded because of 

archaeological surveys within the SAP Investigation Area. Most of these sites are artefact sites; 

although a variety of sites including scarred trees, potential archaeological deposits, stone 

arrangements, and quarries have also been recorded in lesser numbers. 

In terms of the survey areas, there are 11 valid sites in the Jindabyne survey areas (artefact 

scatters between one and five artefacts), and 11 sites in the KNP survey areas (seven low-density 

artefact scatters, one Resource and Gathering site, and three PADs). The Aboriginal Place, 

Curiosity Rocks, is outside of any survey area. 

An analysis of the landforms of the survey areas, and the observed distribution of sites, indicates 

that Aboriginal sites have potential be recorded in all landforms, however, they will be most 

common on elevated landforms within reasonable proximity to water. Recordings of sites 

immediately adjacent to waterways are known but they are in the minority when compared to 

locations out of areas where cool air pools. Artefact sites generally have a low artefact density, 

although sites with a greater artefact density have been recorded in the area.  

Archaeological surveys 

On 1 October 2020, Ben Churcher (OzArk Principal Archaeologist) accompanied Aboriginal 

community members Iris White and Michelle Davidson on a site visit to most of the survey areas 

around Jindabyne, although not all these areas were included in the later survey. 

Over six days in December 2020 all survey areas that were able to be accessed at the time were 

surveyed via full pedestrian survey. This survey was accompanied by Chris Hoskins representing 

the Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council (LALC), or by Iris White and Maria Walker. The survey 

included survey areas around Jindabyne, as well as those in the KNP. All survey was by 

pedestrian transects and conformed to the requirements set out in the Code of Practice for 

Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal objects in NSW. 

On 15 February 2021, Ben Churcher assessed several locations within Jindabyne township that 

were not included in the survey areas in December 2020. As these areas were primarily in built-

up areas, Ben Churcher completed this assessment alone. 

At the request of the Eden LALC, a site visit was arranged for the traditional knowledge holder 

B.J. Cruse, as well as a LALC site officer Serina Maher, to visit the survey areas on 12 and 13 

May 2021. They were accompanied by Ben Churcher. 

Following a recommendation from Heritage NSW, further landforms within the Sub–Precincts 

were surveyed from 21–24 March 2022. This mobilisation was undertaken by three independent 

teams consisting of an archaeologist and a representative from the RAPs. This survey targeted 

all applicable Sub–Precincts in the Jindabyne area where access was possible, and those areas 
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in the Alpine Sub-Precinct where developments associated with the Snowy Mountains SAP are 

likely to occur. For example, the steep hills currently used for the alpine resorts’ ski fields were 

not surveyed. 

Results of the survey 

The survey recorded 12 previously unrecorded sites, one artefact scatter with a moderately dense 

artefact assemblage, five low-density artefact scatters, and six isolated finds. All recorded 

artefacts are representative of other sites in the region and no significant features were recorded 

at any site. Areas of potential archaeological deposits (PADs) were noted associated with two of 

the new site recordings. 

No areas of conservation value have been identified to date in the survey areas; although it is 

noted that test excavation has not taken place, and if test excavation reveals significant sites not 

detected on the surface, then these areas could require conservation. It is also noted that features 

identified as being culturally important to the Aboriginal community are located outside of the 

survey areas and therefore there are no culturally significant features requiring conservation in 

the assessed areas. 

The survey was able to test the predictive model, and based on the visible ground evidence, 

found that the ACH potential was less than was predicted. This lower potential is mostly because 

slopes are steeper than envisioned, waterways are not in topographies that afforded convenient 

camping areas, landforms of low elevation adjacent to waterways are almost non-existent, and 

soils are thinner and more nutrient poor than was possible to know at a desktop level. 

The survey, therefore, allowed a refinement of the ACH potential mapping to be made with areas 

being designated either ‘disturbed lands’ (as defined by Section 58 of the National Parks and 

Wildlife Regulation 2019) or ‘low ACH potential’. Some small areas of ‘moderate’ and ‘high’ ACH 

potential remain. It is noted that ACH potential refers to scientific values only and is used to 

provide an indication of the likely probability of an area containing Aboriginal objects. 

A determination of ‘low ACH potential’ does not mean that the area is devoid of Aboriginal objects, 

rather that Aboriginal objects will not be common and, if Aboriginal objects are present, they will 

likely have a low scientific significance. It is again noted that this assessment is based on surface 

survey and the ACH potential could change if test excavation revealed significant subsurface 

deposits at an area. 

Recommendations 

It is understood that development within the Jindabyne Catalyst Precinct and the Alpine Sub-

Precinct will follow the provisions in the State Environmental Planning Policy (Precincts-Regional) 

2021. 
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Development within the Jindabyne Growth Precinct will be approved under the authority of the 

Snowy River Local Environmental Plan 2013. The Snowy River LEP remains valid for the 

amalgamated Snowy Monaro Regional Council. 

The development controls in each of these documents will be followed in respect to conserving 

and protecting Aboriginal cultural heritage. 

Archaeological test excavation may be desirable to confirm the presence or absence of 

subsurface deposits. If areas near Lees Creek OS-1/Lees Creek OS-4 and at East Jindabyne are 

impacted, test excavation should take place to better understand the nature of the archaeological 

resource. 

It is recommended that an ACHMP be developed to manage Aboriginal cultural heritage in the 

SAP precincts. The ACHMP would be the primary instrument to conserve Aboriginal cultural 

heritage within the precincts, as well providing policies to manage Aboriginal cultural heritage 

should harm to Aboriginal objects be unavoidable. Should harm to Aboriginal objects in any area 

of the Sub-Precincts be likely, an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) must be obtained 

from Heritage NSW before ground disturbing works commence. AHIP applications must be 

supported by an ACHAR and must follow the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation 

requirements for proponents (DECCW 2010b). 

Development controls relating to heritage in the ACHMP will follow the heritage conservation 

objectives set out in Part 4.24 of the Precincts-Regional SEPP.  

In addition, these objectives should include: 

 If development is planned in any landform identified in this report as ‘unsurveyed’, 
Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment should take place following relevant guidelines. 
At a minimum this would include the Due Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of 
Aboriginal Objects in NSW. If the unsurveyed landforms include undisturbed lands, the 
assessment should follow the Code of Practice. This assessment may involve test 
excavation if warranted, and the involvement of the Aboriginal community 

 If development is planned on land in which an Aboriginal object is located, a heritage 
impact assessment should be prepared that assesses the extent to which a proposed 
development would harm Aboriginal objects. If impact to an Aboriginal object is 
unavoidable, an AHIP will be required. Implicit within the AHIP application is that further 
consultation with the Aboriginal community will take place 

 A proposed development in the survey areas should be assessed against the mapped 
zones of archaeological potential. Such provisions will be detailed in the ACHMP: 

o Works within areas defined in Section 8 as ‘disturbed land’ (as defined by 
Section 58 of the National Parks and Wildlife Regulation 2019) can generally 
proceed without further Aboriginal cultural heritage investigation. However, the 
‘disturbed lands’ would require a due diligence assessment to determine if the 
need to undertake test excavation has been completely removed by previous 
development. As Aboriginal objects are still possible in ‘disturbed lands’ any work 
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in these areas should follow an unanticipated finds protocol to manage the 
unlikely event that Aboriginal objects are noted during work. This would include 
a ‘stop work’ provision and the requirement to assess the significance of the find 
with the Aboriginal community1 

o Works within areas defined in Section 8 as ‘ACH low potential’ should be 
assessed at a time when the impacts are known by following the appropriate 
assessment guidelines, currently the Due Diligence Code of Practice for the 
Protection of Aboriginal Objects in NSW. This assessment may involve a visual 
inspection of the impact area, test excavation if warranted, and the involvement 
of the Aboriginal community 

o Works within areas defined in Section 8 as ‘ACH moderate potential’ or ‘ACH 
high potential’ should have an impact assessment undertaken. This assessment 
would include a visual inspection, test excavation if warranted, and participation 
from the Aboriginal community. At the two previously recorded PADs (61-3-0097 
and 61-3-0112) test excavation would be required to determine the nature of the 
subsurface deposits 

o Any Aboriginal objects recorded because of further investigation would be 
managed through the ACHMP. ACHMP provisions will include an assessment of 
significance for any newly recorded Aboriginal objects and further consultation 
with the Aboriginal community about their management. 

The cultural values assessment presented in Appendix 3 includes both non-archaeological and 

archaeological recommendations and these should be referred to. The archaeological 

recommendations set out in Appendix 3 (Section 5.8) state: 

 Aboriginal consultation is a critical element in the protection of Aboriginal heritage. 
Although done with the best of intentions, LALC boundaries stablished under the NSW 
Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 do not recognise the Ngarigo people. Although in Ngarigo 
country, much of the SAP area is within LALCs with offices on the coast, and with strong 
connections to the coast. Since it is unlikely that LALC boundaries will be changed, 
consideration should be given to either renaming the land councils that extend from the 
coast to the highlands to include Ngarigo or form a Ngarigo representative group 

 After decades of investigations in the SAP Investigation Area, the archaeological heritage 
is well researched and well known; however, this is not reflected in any of the populist or 
academic literature. If areas of archaeological significance are to be identified and set 
aside for the future, a detailed synthesis of all the literature should be carried out, from 
which would emerge a new set of questions to guide future investigations. The collated 

 
1 OzArk notes that Heritage NSW in their 2 November 2021 response state: the terms ‘undeveloped’ and ‘disturbed’ are commonly 
used throughout the [ACHAR] to imply that areas are ‘unconstrained’. The fact that an area has not been previously developed in no 
way means that it lacks cultural heritage values or does not contain archaeological deposits (either Aboriginal or historic). As such, it 
would be best for the document to reconsider using such terms as they are misleading. In response OzArk notes the definition of 
‘disturbed land’ in the NPW Act Regulation 2019 and has followed these definitions and the objective, as set out in the Regulations, 
that further assessment of ‘disturbed lands’ is not required. OzArk agrees with Heritage NSW that disturbance may not completely 
remove Aboriginal objects or archaeological deposits and a procedure to manage this will be put in place. However, the disturbance 
will likely mean that the scientific significance of any objects or deposits will have been impacted. 



OzArk Environment & Heritage 

Revised Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report: Snowy Mountains Special Activation Precinct xii 

information could also be useful for production of brochures and interpretive material 
about the Aboriginal heritage of the region 

 The proposed new cultural centre at Jindabyne could be the repository for displays and 
interpretation of regional Aboriginal heritage, including some of the 5,000 artefacts 
excavated from Kunama Ridge estate. Furthermore, it may be feasible for the new cultural 
centre to house the valuable and highly significant kangaroo tooth necklace and other 
grave goods found near Cooma in 1991 

 Avoid and protect all burial grounds (known and yet to be discovered) 

 Ensure archaeological investigations are inclusive of Ngarigo people (who may not be a 
Registered Aboriginal Party [RAP] or members of a LALC) 

 Complete the inventory of the artefact collections held in the old NPW office at Sawpit 
Creek and liaise with Ngarigo people regarding potential repatriation or use of the 
artefacts in displays in a potential cultural centre. 

Based on the wishes of some RAPs, any artefacts that may be moved through activity associated 

with the SAP should be returned to Country in a timely manner. This could involve housing the 

artefacts at a suitable keeping place or reburying the artefacts close to where they originated. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PREAMBLE 
OzArk Environment & Heritage (OzArk) has been engaged by WSP Australia Pty Limited, on 

behalf of the Department of Planning and Environment (DPE) (the proponent) to update and 

revise the existing Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) for the Snowy 

Mountains Special Activation Precinct (SAP).  

The Snowy Mountains SAP is in the Snowy Monaro Regional Council Local Government Area 

(LGA) (Figure 1-1). 

Figure 1-1: Map showing the location of the SAP Investigation Area. 

 

1.2 BACKGROUND 
The ACHAR for the Snowy Mountains SAP was completed in June 2021 and was incorporated 

into the Snowy Mountains SAP Master Plan that went on public exhibition. 

On 2 November 2021, a detailed response to the aims and content of the Snowy Mountains SAP 

Master Plan was provided by Heritage NSW. Among many items, Heritage NSW recommended 

that the areas within Sub-Precincts that had not been surveyed for the original iteration of the 

ACHAR be subject to further investigation so that the archaeological nature of the Sub-Precincts 

could be better understood. 
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OzArk was engaged by WSP Australia Pty Limited in 2022, on behalf of the DPE, to complete 

survey of further landforms across the Sub-Precincts and update the ACHAR with the results. 

This revised ACHAR therefore includes the findings from the additional survey, updated heritage 

constraint mapping, and updated recommendations responding in part to the comments received 

from Heritage NSW. 

1.3 SPECIAL ACTIVATION PRECINCTS 
SAPs are dedicated areas in regional NSW identified by the NSW Government to become thriving 

hubs. The SAP program facilitates job creation and economic development in these areas 

through infrastructure investment, streamlining planning approvals and investor attraction.  

The SAP program adopts a collaborative and integrated whole-of-government approach, bringing 

together the local Council and a range of other relevant state and local agencies.  

SAPs are unique to regional NSW. By focusing on planning and investment, their goal is to 

stimulate economic development and create jobs in line with the competitive advantages and 

economic strengths of a region.  

On 15 November 2019, the NSW Government announced its commitment to investigating the 

Snowy Mountains SAP, to revitalise the Snowy Mountains into a year-round destination and 

Australia’s Alpine Capital, with Jindabyne at its heart. The Snowy Mountains SAP is being 

delivered through the $4.2-billion Snowy Hydro Legacy Fund. 

Different components of each SAP are led by different teams within the NSW Government:  

 The Department of Regional NSW assesses potential locations for inclusion in the 
program and considers government investment for essential infrastructure to service the 
SAPs 

 DPE is responsible for the planning of SAPs. DPE leads the master planning process, 
including community and stakeholder engagement, the technical studies required to 
inform the preparation of a master plan and development of the simplified planning 
framework for each SAP 

 The Regional Growth NSW Development Corporation (RGDC) is responsible for 
delivering and implementing SAPs. This includes attracting investment, providing support 
to businesses, developing enabling infrastructure, and creating strategic partnerships to 
foster education, training, and collaboration opportunities. 

1.4 THE SNOWY MOUNTAINS SAP 
The Snowy Mountains region is one of Australia’s most iconic natural environments. In addition 

to hosting some of Australia’s premier alpine destinations, the Snowy Mountains is home to over 

35,000 people and Australia’s highest peak, Mount Kosciuszko. The traditional custodians of the 

Snowy Mountains are the Ngarigo people, in connection the Wiradjuri (west), Walgalu 
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(northwest), Ngun(n)awal (north), Djirringanj and Yuin (east), Jaitmatang (southwest), and the 

Bidhawal (southeast). 

The Snowy Mountains SAP is intended to promote the following key objectives: 

 To stimulate year-round economic activity and employment by leveraging the region’s 
strong visitor economy to grow a one-season destination into a four-season destination, 
investing in supporting industries, and improving connections to the region from major 
population centres 

 To provide year-round ecotourism opportunities and support the Healthy Parks Healthy 
People movement by leveraging the region’s natural beauty and unique climate while 
protecting Kosciuszko National Park (KNP) 

 To enhance environmental resilience within the region by adopting a climate-positive and 
carbon-negative approach to growth and development and fostering a circular economy 

 To compete with other alpine regions in Australia and around the world by addressing the 
stresses of a highly variable population and investing in the region’s infrastructure and 
services to meet the growing needs of permanent residents, seasonal workers, and 
temporary visitors. 

Priorities for the Snowy Mountains SAP are to capitalise on the unique cultural and environmental 

attributes which attract 1.4 million visitors annually to the region, revitalise the Snowy Mountains 

into a year-round destination, and reaffirm Australia’s Alpine Capital. The revitalisation is to focus 

on year-round adventure and eco-tourism, improving regional transport connectivity, shifting 

towards a carbon neutral region, increasing the lifestyle and wellbeing activities on offer, and 

supporting Jindabyne’s growth as Australia’s national winter sports training base. 

A key objective of the Snowy Mountains SAP is that the future of the Snowy Mountains must 

reflect its past and present with better recognition, integration, and celebration of Ngarigo culture, 

values, and heritage, as well as their ongoing connection to the high country and places of 

physical and spiritual significance. 

1.5 THE SURVEY AREAS 
The SAP Investigation Area encompasses a 72,211 hectare (ha). Within this area are several 

key areas that will be the focus of the heritage study. 

 Jindabyne Sub-Precincts: parcels of land located to the south, west, and east of 
Jindabyne township, as well as areas within the existing town of Jindabyne 

 Alpine Sub-Precinct: areas within the KNP including the Thredbo Alpine Resort, Thredbo 
Rangers Station, Ngarigo Campground, Bullocks Flat Terminal, Island Bend, Guthega 
Alpine Resort, Charlotte Pass Alpine Resort, Perisher Range Alpine Resort including 
Smiggin Holes, Sponars Chalet, Ski Rider Hotel, Kosciusko Tourist Park, and Creel Bay. 

All development related to the Snowy Mountains SAP will be contained within these Sub-

Precincts. 
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Within the Sub-Precincts are areas referred to in this report as ‘the survey areas’ (approximately 

1741.9 ha) that include areas near Jindabyne and several locations in the KNP. The survey areas 

were subject to greater research and survey to produce strategic mapping of these areas into 

zones of high, medium, and low Aboriginal cultural heritage (ACH) potential. The strategic 

mapping does not include the remainder of the SAP Investigation Area. 

Not all landforms within Sub–Precincts are included in the survey areas, however, all landforms 

where development is likely within Sub–Precincts have been, where possible, fully surveyed. Any 

discussion of landforms, archaeological potential, and potentially impacted Aboriginal objects is 

confined to the survey areas and do not include the unsurveyed landforms within Sub-Precincts. 

In the KNP, for example, this meant that only the ‘development area’ shown on the structure plans 

published with the Snowy Mountains SAP Master Plan was surveyed. This meant that only 308 ha 

out of the total area of the Alpine Sub-Precinct (3131.4 ha) was surveyed, or 9.8% of the total 

Alpine Sub-Precinct. 

At the Jindabyne Sub-Precincts, greater survey coverage was achieved, and survey included 

1433.9 ha of the total Sub-Precinct area of 1740.2 ha, or 82% of the total precinct area. The only 

areas not surveyed at Jindabyne were properties where access was not possible, primarily at 

Western Lake Jindabyne A. 

Therefore, in total 1,741.9 ha were subjected to survey out of a total Sub-Precinct area of 

4,871.4 ha, or 36% of the total precinct area. 

The areas within the SAP Investigation Area that are included in the Sub-Precincts are shown on 

Figure 1-2. Regarding the Jindabyne Sub-Precincts, there are a number of individual areas that 

are referred to in this report. These areas are shown on Figure 1-3. 

The Selwyn Snow Resort was also included in the early stages of this investigation but is no 

longer part of the study. 
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Figure 1-2: Map showing the SAP Investigation Area. 
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Figure 1-3: Aerial showing the areas within the Jindabyne Sub-Precincts. 
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2 ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE 

2.1 THE NGARIGO PEOPLE 
The boundaries of the Ngarigo extended from the western slopes of the coastal ranges to the 

eastern side of the Kosciuszko plateau and further north, between the coastal ranges and the 

mountains on the banks of the Murrumbidgee River. The tribal boundaries also included the 

peaks of Mount Kosciuszko and the Snowy ranges. 

These boundaries ebbed and flowed through contact with neighbours, the seasons and periods 

of drought and abundance. It is likely that the Ngarigo people would have interacted with the 

neighbouring groups including the Wiradjuri (west), Walgalu (northwest), Ngun(n)awal (north), 

Djirringanj and Yuin (east), Jaitmatang (southwest), and the Bidhawal (southeast). 

2.2 CONSULTATION FOR THIS STUDY 
Consultation for this study has followed the guidelines established in the Aboriginal cultural 

heritage consultation requirements for proponents (ACHCRs, DECCW 2010b). A full log of all 

consultation with the Aboriginal community is provided on Appendix 1 Figure 1. 

2.2.1 Stage 1  

Stage 1 of the ACHCRs seeks to identify stakeholders who have cultural knowledge of the region 

containing the SAP and who wish to be consulted about the Snowy Mountains SAP. 

On Wednesday 22 July 2020, an advertisement was placed in the Monaro Post requesting 

expressions of interest in being consulted about the SAP (Appendix 1 Figure 2). In addition, the 

following agencies were contacted to identify potential stakeholders for the area: Eden Local 

Aboriginal Land Council (LALC); Bega LALC; Wagonga LALC; Merrimans LALC; Office of The 

Registrar, ALRA; National Native Title Tribunal (NTSCORP); Snowy Monaro Regional Council; 

Snowy Valleys Council; South East Local Land Services (LLS), Riverina LLS; and Heritage NSW 

(Appendix 1 Figure 3).  

Letters were then written to all potential stakeholders asking if they wished to be consulted about 

the Snowy Mountains SAP (Appendix 1 Figure 4). As a result, the groups or individuals listed in 

Table 2-1 registered to be consulted for the SAP. These groups or individuals constitute the 

Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) for the Snowy Mountains SAP. Two of the RAPs requested 

anonymity and will be referred to as ‘Stakeholder 1’ and ‘Stakeholder 2’. 

Table 2-1: Registered Aboriginal Parties. 

RAPs for the Snowy Mountains SAP 

Alice Williams Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  

Stakeholder 1 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  

Freeman & Marx Pty Ltd Stakeholder 2 
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RAPs for the Snowy Mountains SAP 

Merrigarn Indigenous Corporation Merrimans Local Aboriginal Land Council 

Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation Murri Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal Corporation 

Ngarigo and Djiringanj people Ngarigo Elders 

Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation (NNIC) PD Ngunawal Consultancy 

Thoorga Nura Wagonga Local Aboriginal Land Council 

Wolgalu Umbe Traditional Custodians Cooperation  

2.2.2 Stage 2 

The aim of Stage 2 is to provide information about the SAP to the RAPs. An Aboriginal cultural 

Heritage Assessment Methodology document containing project information was sent to all RAPs 

on 25 August 2020 (Appendix 2). 

2.2.3 Stage 3 

The aim of Stage 3 is to acquire information regarding Aboriginal cultural heritage values 

associated with the SAP Investigation Area either through consultation and/or field work. The 

proposed assessment methodology to achieve the aims of Stage 3 was issued to all RAPs for 

their consideration on 25 August 2020 (Appendix 2). 

As archaeological fieldwork is part of this investigation, the assessment methodology also 

establishes the context and methods for the archaeological investigation. 

Another important aspect of Stage 3 is to provide the opportunity for RAPs to present cultural 

information that could either inform the assessment methodology or will be useful in determining 

how impacts associated with the SAP are appropriately managed. The cultural values study 

undertaken by Susan Donaldson (see Section 2.3.1 and Appendix 3) was part of this process. 

The Stage2/3 assessment methodology (Appendix 2) had a closing date for comments of 

22 September 2020 (Appendix 2 Figure 1) and at the close of the comment period (or shortly 

thereafter), the comments shown in Table 2-2 were received. 

As a result of these comments, no change to the assessment methodology was required. 

Table 2-2: Comments arising from the draft assessment methodology. 

Date RAP Comment 

25.8.20 Thoorga Nura Rebecca Hardman (RH, OzArk) received: I have read through the documents and I 
support the methodology. Thank you for forwarding this information 

25.8.20 
Ngarigo Nation 
Indigenous 
Corporation 

Harrison Rochford (OzArk) took phone call from Michelle Francis suggesting inclusion 
of Ngarigo burial sites at subdivision site near Jindabyne 

25.8.20 
Ngarigo Nation 
Indigenous 
Corporation 

Ben Churcher (BC, OzArk) received a call from Michelle Francis. Among other more 
general conversation, Michelle said that eastern side of Lake Jindabyne is important to 
her as this is where there were once burials and the landforms are part of a songline. 
Mentioned a scarred tree that once stood at the Kunama Gallery and that this linked to 
‘Oaks Estate’ (need clarification if this is the Oaks Estate in Queanbeyan). Michelle is 
prepared to meet with BC and a date will be arranged 
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Date RAP Comment 

3.9.20 
Murri Bidgee 
Mullangari Aboriginal 
Corporation  

RH received: I have read the project information and draft methodology for the above 
project, I endorse the recommendations made. 

11.9.20 
Ngarigo Nation 
Indigenous 
Corporation 

BC called Michelle Francis to discuss cultural values. Michelle mentioned burials on 
Cobbin Creek and East Jindabyne that are linked in a ‘circle’ (‘like a Bora Ring’). 
Michelle mentioned fish traps in Cobbin Creek and the historic burial at the back of the 
Leesville Hotel. Michelle also mentioned the importance of the ‘gorge’ at East 
Jindabyne (near the Jindabyne Kunama Gallery). This gorge is associated with water 
and therefore women’s business. Michelle noted that people lived in the area all year 
round redacted and that Curiosity Rocks is a recent ‘invention’ by Iris White and her 
mother and that Michelle’s grandfather and father who lived at Adaminaby never 
mentioned the rocks as a special place. Michelle mentioned the feasting on Bogong 
Moths: the oil was rubbed on to people’s skin so that you could “see them in the dark” 
they shone so brightly. BC arranged to meet Michelle on Wednesday 23 September at 
the National Museum to look at maps etc. 

21.9.20 
Buru Ngunawal 
Aboriginal 
Corporation (BNAC) 

RH received: Thank you for providing this documentation. Our organisation will not be 
participating in this consultation work as it lies outside our Traditional Ancestral 
boundaries. BNAC only work within this boundary in respect to other groups and their 
culture. 
BNAC would like to offer all participants all the best for the consultation process. 

23.9.20 
Ngarigo Nation 
Indigenous 
Corporation 

BC meets with Michelle Francis at the National Museum. Michelle emphasises the 
importance of the High Country to her family (and to all Australians). In the Go 
Jindabyne area, Michelle has special concern for a number of burials, two of which are 
recorded on AHIMS on Cobbin Creek, and another two that Michelle says she will 
disclose the location of once she has checked with her family. Michelle also says that 
the Leesville Hotel site should be registered as an Aboriginal site because of the burial 
there. Michelle also has special concern for the gorge in East Jindabyne (Womens’ 
place, resource area) and Cobbin Creek as a whole (fish traps/camping). Mentioned 
that the scarred tree at the airport site would have been linked ‘like a ring’ with sites at 
East Jindabyne and in the south at Cobbin Creek (the airport component is now 
removed from the study). 

29.9.20 
Yurwang Gundana 
Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

RH received: I'm just touching base to see if the project above has started or will start 
in the near future 

30.9.20 
Yurwang Gundana 
Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

RH received: Thank you, Rebecca, for your response, look forward to being involved in 
the progression of the Project 

1.10.20 Ngarigo Elders 

Iris White and Michelle Davidson accompany BC on a site visit of the survey areas at 
Jindabyne. Iris provided interesting context to her family’s connection to the area, as 
well as the history of the Southern Kosciuszko Memorandum of Understanding group. 
Iris demonstrated the connection between Curiosity Rocks and another location in the 
Kosciuszko National Park while commenting that the landscape is/was marked with 
pathway signs (stone cairns in the north, kurrajong trees in the south). This stressed 
the fact that this landscape was for ‘passing through’ either within Country such as 
pathways along the Thredbo River, or by other groups (Bogong moth feasts). At 
Curiosity Rocks Iris mentioned that ‘not all rock outcrops are important, but you need to 
look at each of them and see how they line up’. Otherwise there were no further 
landscape specific cultural values identified; apart from the more ‘archaeological’: “this 
would have been too exposed for camping”, “they would have loved to be watching the 
kids down here playing in the water”. 

2.2.3.1 Surveys 

On 23 September 2020, Ben Churcher met with Michelle Francis (NNIC) to introduce the project 

and to begin consultation about Michelle’s knowledge of the survey areas. 

On 1 October 2020, Ben Churcher (OzArk Principal Archaeologist) accompanied Aboriginal 

community members Iris White and Michelle Davidson on a site visit to most of the survey areas 

around Jindabyne. This trip was a reconnaissance visit. 

From Wednesday 9 December 2020 to Friday 11 December 2020, formal survey of the Jindabyne 

survey areas was undertaken with the assistance of Chris Hoskins representing the Bega LALC. 

Further survey took place on Saturday 12 December 2020 by Ben Churcher alone. 
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From Monday 14 December to Tuesday 15 December 2020, formal survey of the KNP survey 

areas took place with the assistance of Iris White and Maria Walker. 

At the request of the Eden LALC, a site visit was arranged for the traditional knowledge holder 

B.J. Cruse, as well as a LALC site officer Serina Maher, to visit the survey areas on 12 and 13 

May 2021. They were accompanied by Ben Churcher. 

Following a recommendation from Heritage NSW, further landforms within the Sub–Precincts 

were surveyed from 21–24 March 2022. This mobilisation was undertaken by three independent 

teams consisting of an archaeologist and a representative from the RAPs. This survey targeted 

all applicable Sub–Precincts in the Jindabyne area where access was possible, and those areas 

in the Alpine Sub-Precinct where developments associated with the Snowy Mountains SAP are 

likely to occur. For example, the steep hills currently used for the alpine resorts’ ski fields were 

not surveyed. The survey team were assisted by representatives from the Bega LALC, Konanggo 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Services, John Dixon, and Yurwang Gundana Consultancy Cultural 

Heritage Services. Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation were to attend the survey but were 

unable to be present due to COVID-19 restrictions. 

As a result of the survey, no specific cultural heritage values were identified within any of the 

survey areas by the RAP representatives accompanying the survey, although it is understood 

that the survey areas are within a landscape imbued with meaning for many in the Aboriginal 

community. 

2.2.4 Stage 4: Original ACHAR 

Stage 4 involves the production of a draft ACHAR that is issued to all RAPs for their consideration. 

The ACHAR will document the results of the assessment, outline opportunities for the 

conservation of Aboriginal cultural heritage values and suggest recommendations for the 

management of Aboriginal objects should impacts to these objects be unavoidable. 

A draft of the ACHAR was sent to all RAPs on 7 April 2021 requesting comment and/or additions. 

The closing date for comment was originally 5 May 2021 but this was extended on 22 April 2021 

with a new closing date of 21 May 2021. 

By this date, OzArk received comment from the following groups: 

 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council 

 B.J. Cruse 

 Stakeholder 1 

 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council 

 Stakeholder 2 

 Ngarigo and Djiringanj people 
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 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation. 

The comments received, as well as an OzArk response, are detailed in Table 2-3. 

Table 2-3: RAP responses to the draft ACHAR. 

Organisation Comment OzArk response 

Bega Local Aboriginal 
Land Council 

See Appendix 4 Figure 1. 
Responded 21.5.21 
The comments can be summarised as: 

1. LALC is satisfied with the assessment process 
2. LALC would like to see any artefacts from 

potential future activity associated with the 
Snowy Mountains SAP stay on Country 

3. Following consultation artefacts may be kept in a 
suitable keeping place 

4. LALC supports recommendation for further 
consideration of ‘disturbed lands’ with regard to 
subsurface deposits 

5. LALC supports recommendation for further 
archaeological investigations in ‘low’, ‘moderate’ 
and ‘high’ ACH potential areas. 

OzArk thanks the Bega LALC for their 
participation in the field work and for 
their response to the ACHAR. 
A recommendation will be added stating 
that the final storage/reburial of any 
artefacts related to activities associated 
with the Snowy Mountains SAP should 
be on Country. 
OzArk also notes the Bega LALC’s 
agreement that the potential for 
subsurface deposits be considered in 
areas defined as ‘disturbed lands’. 
OzArk notes the Bega LALC’s support of 
further assessment at the time when 
development is known. 

B.J. Cruse See Appendix 4 Figure 2. 
Responded 17.5.21. 
B.J. Cruse states that it is his understanding is the first 
stage of an overall master plan and that specific 
assessments will be made when actual developments are 
planned. 
Speaking about the tribal area of the Snowy Mountains 
SAP, B.J. Cruse states: “The lands that form part of the 
Snowy Mountains Special Activations Precinct, is part of 
Everyone’s land but Nobody’s land.” and that “First Nation 
People retain full and unchanged; irrefutable sovereign 
rights as a matter of birth.” 
The comments can be summarised as: 

1. B.J. Cruse supports the recommendation that 
further assessments take place when 
developments are known and that some sites 
possibly have a significance that means they 
should be conserved 

2. B.J. Cruse would like to see any artefacts from 
potential future activity associated with the 
Snowy Mountains SAP stay on Country. 
Following consultation artefacts may be kept in a 
suitable keeping place 

3. B.J. Cruse supports the repatriation of the 
Kangaroo tooth necklace 

4. B.J. Cruse recommendations that use of the 
term “Connection to Country “, be disallowed 
and replaced with the term “Continuing 
Connection to Country”. 

5. B.J Cruse recommends test pitting should take 
place in the area near Lees Creek OS-1 should 
it be impacted. 

OzArk thanks the B.J. Cruse for his 
participation in the investigation and for 
his response to the ACHAR. 
B.J. Cruse’s support for the 
recommendation that further 
investigation take place at the time when 
specific developments are known is 
noted. 
A recommendation will be added stating 
that the final storage/reburial of any 
artefacts related to activities associated 
with the Snowy Mountains SAP should 
be on Country. 
B.J. Cruse’s support for the return of the 
Kangaroo tooth necklace is noted. 
B.J. Cruse’s preference, and the 
reasons behind it, to stop referring to 
‘Connection to Country’ is noted. 
A recommendation will be added stating 
that test pitting should take place around 
Lees Creek OS-1 if the area is to be 
impacted by the activities associated 
with the Snowy Mountains SAP. 

Stakeholder 1 Responded on 20.4.21: All good. OzArk thanks Stakeholder 1 for their 
time to review the ACHAR. 

Eden Local Aboriginal 
Land Council 

See Appendix 4 Figure 3. 
Responded on 18.5.21 
Eden LALC state that it is their understanding is the first 
stage of an overall master plan and that specific 
assessments will be made when actual developments are 
planned. 

1. Eden LALC support the recommendation that 
further assessments take place when 
developments are known and that some sites 

OzArk thanks Eden LALC for their 
participation in the investigation and for 
their response to the ACHAR. 
Eden LALC’s support for the 
recommendation that further 
investigation take place at the time when 
specific developments are known is 
noted. 
A recommendation will be added stating 
that the final storage/reburial of any 
artefacts related to activities associated 
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Organisation Comment OzArk response 
possibly have a significance that means they 
should be conserved 

2. Eden LALC would like to see any artefacts from 
potential future activity associated with the 
Snowy Mountains SAP stay on Country. 
Following consultation artefacts may be kept in a 
suitable keeping place 

3. Eden LALC recommends test pitting should take 
place in the area near Lees Creek OS-1 should 
it be impacted. 

with the Snowy Mountains SAP should 
be on Country. 
A recommendation will be added stating 
that test pitting should take place around 
Lees Creek OS-1 if the area is to be 
impacted by the activities associated 
with the Snowy Mountains SAP. 

Stakeholder 2 Responded on 20.4.21: We agree with proposals. OzArk thanks Stakeholder 2 for their 
time to review the ACHAR. 

Ngarigo and Djiringanj 
people 

Responded on 24.4.21 
I am writing to you in relation to the Snowy Mountains 
Special Activation Precinct ACHAR stage 4 report. 
As a descendant of the Ngarigo people I am concerned 
about the impacts this will have on Ngarigo people both 
negative and positive in the outcomes. 
I want to stress to you that all Aboriginal heritage 
contained within our Tribal Language boundary is 
important and held in the highest regard as significant 
were it be in disturbed or un-disturbed land and is the 
Intellectual Cultural Property Rights of the Ngarigo people.  
Recommendations: 
I accept and agree with the recommendations of the 
ACHAR stage 4 report on pages 8 - 10 respectively within 
the report. 
Notes for your information: 
1. That sites that have been identified would almost 
certainly be left by the Ngarigo people who inhabited the 
Monaro and Snowy Mountains region in family clans and 
tribes. 
2. I note that in your report you identify "Yuin" to the east 
of the Ngarigo Tribal Language Boundaries to which in my 
opinion is wrong as a very important language boundary is 
being left out in the Djirringanj tribal language people who 
lived on the coast and had inter-marriage laws and 
customs with the Ngarigo people and are closely related to 
the Ngarigo. The tribal language boundaries of the Ngarigo 
Tribal Language people and the Djirringanj Tribal 
Language people met at the top of the Great Dividing 
Range. 
3. Nations. Our people lived in family clans within their 
Tribal Language boundaries, we did not live as nations. 
4. I want to see the work distributed evenly throughout the 
RAPS and the community and inclusive of Ngarigo people. 
5. I recommend that the land councils who I believe are 
acting outside of their core business to claim and develop 
lands for the benefit of the Aboriginal community must 
consult with descendants of the Ngarigo people within their 
boundaries and offer them the work ahead of none 
descendants.  
I would like to take this opportunity to thank OZARK for the 
opportunity to comment and have my say about my 
Ngarigo lands and waters. 
Thank You 
John Dixon 
Ngarigo/Djirringanj Elder 

OzArk thanks the Ngarigo and Djiringanj 
people for their response to the ACHAR. 
OzArk notes the views of Mr Dixon in 
relation to the importance of Aboriginal 
heritage to his group and that their 
cultural connection is to all land, both 
disturbed and undisturbed. 
OzArk notes that Mr Dixon agrees with 
the recommendations of the ACHAR. 
OzArk agrees that sites in the SAP 
Investigation Area were created by the 
Ngarigo people. 
OzArk has researched Mr Dixon’s 
comment about omitting the Djirringanj 
language group from the introductory 
passages of the ACHAR. OzArk agrees 
with Mr Dixon’s views and the Djirringanj 
have been added to the groups with a 
connection to the region of the SAP 
Investigation Area. 
OzArk notes Mr Dixon’s view on the use 
of the word ‘nations’. This term is not 
used in the ACHAR. 
OzArk will pass on Mr Dixon’s desire to 
see the ACHAR distributed widely in the 
Ngarigo community to DPE. The 
ACHAR will be on public exhibition along 
with the Snowy Mountains Special 
Activation Precinct Master Plan. 
OzArk notes Mr Dixon’s views on the 
role of LALCs in cultural heritage 
fieldwork. 

Ngarigo Nation 
Indigenous 
Corporation 

See Appendix 4 Figure 4. 
Responded 21.5.21 
The NNIC make many pertinent comments about both the 
archaeological investigation, the consultation process, as 
well broader issues associated with Aboriginal community 
engagement in the Snowy Mountains region.  
In part, the NNIC make the following statement: 
The area which is the subject of the study is Ngarigo land, 
it has been for many millennia and will continue to be 

The NNIC have produced a 
comprehensive and thoughtful response 
to both the ACHAR and the cultural 
values study undertaken by Susan 
Donaldson (Appendix 3). 
The reader is encouraged to see the 
NNIC response with regard to broader 
issues associated with the Ngarigo 
community connection to the Snowy 



OzArk Environment & Heritage 

Revised Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report: Snowy Mountains Special Activation Precinct 13 

Organisation Comment OzArk response 
Ngarigo land. This is because the connection between 
Ngarigo people and the land has a physical, psychological, 
spiritual, community, family and cultural connection which 
cannot be extinguished. Like our Dreaming, our 
connection to country lives outside time, it is central to our 
stories and our identity. It is the basis of our core values of 
sharing, caring, compassion, connection, understanding, 
love, respect, self-control, self-reliance, community-based 
decision making, equality and fairness. It is the foundation 
of our resilience, our patience and determination. 
Further, the NNIC state: 
Ngarigo people are the people of the snow, this makes us 
unique in the Australian context. Our country sits at the 
ceiling of the continent, it is the definition of pristine 
wilderness. Together this makes compelling tourism if 
allowed to fully develop. Not only does tourism offer a 
showcase for culture and stories, it is also very good for 
creating employment for both the Indigenous and non-
Indigenous communities.   
The NNIC notes the strengths of the Ngarigo people being: 
Traditional values; Knowledge of country; Connection to 
country; Library of stories; Cultural practices; and 
Contemporary skill sets.  
In contrast the NNIC sees the community’s weaknesses 
being: Divided into family groups; Geographic 
dispersion/division (northern, western, south-eastern, 
southern); Large number of unidentified Ngarigo people 
from stolen identity and stolen generation identities across 
the region, state and country; Loss of knowledge; Loss of 
language; Intergenerational trauma; Widespread denial of 
Ngarigo identity; Unwillingness to Ngarigo come of the 
table; Little education programs on leadership; Poor tribal 
(as opposed to family/clan) leadership; Poor sharing of 
knowledge and resources; Nepotism; Poor policies on 
dealing with identity; and Small numbers of Ngarigo 
currently on country. 
The NNIC see the major opportunities for the Ngarigo 
people being: Protection country; Preservation of sacred 
sites; Presentation of the Ngarigo story; Cultural keeping 
place; Cultural Centre; Education and training Centre; 
Accommodation; Business hub; and Business and 
Employment opportunities e.g. tourism, arts and culture. 

Mountains region including employment 
opportunities in the tourism sector.  
OzArk notes the NNIC view that they 
would prefer the more common 
descriptor of ‘’Ngarigo’ rather than 
‘Monero Ngarigo’. OzArk has changed 
this descriptor to the more common term 
‘Ngarigo’. 
OzArk has changed all consultation 
records to Ngarigo Nation Indigenous 
Corporation rather than Michelle 
Francis. 
OzArk notes the NNIC’s views on the 
investigation behind the Go Jindabyne 
Master Plan, as well as certain 
individuals and the LALCs in the Snowy 
Mountains SAP assessment process. 
OzArk notes the aspects of the Tribal 
Revival framework that the NNIC feel 
are particularly applicable to this project 
including: Developing Ngarigo Lore 
restoration and update program; 
Developing/reintroducing tribal song 
lines; Developing a language restoration 
program; Developing a language usage 
program for tribal members and Ngarigo 
Country residents; Developing dance, 
corroboree, story program; Developing 
art, artisan, artifact program; Developing 
a ‘Caring for Ngarigo Country’ 
framework; Identifying and developing 
protocols for all sacred sites; Developing 
tribal gathering places; and Establishing 
tribal keeping place/s. 
OzArk notes the NNIC’s views on the 
history of the Ngarigo people and the 
need for more integrated consultation 
and identification of claims to Ngarigo 
identity. 
OzArk notes and appreciates the NNIC’s 
views on the mechanisms that could 
help develop Ngarigo tourism ventures 
and Connection to Country initiatives. 
OzArk understands that the NNIC is 
committed to the name Kunama 
Nyamudy for Mt Kosciuszko. 
OzArk understands that the NNIC 
believes that the Kangaroo tooth 
necklace of extreme cultural significance 
to all Ngarigo people and should be 
returned to country as soon as a suitable 
keeping place/s is established. The 
NNIC believe that the concept of 
multiple Keeping places should be 
considered to reflect the structure of the 
Ngarigo tribe and the diversity of 
Ngarigo country. 
OzArk acknowledges that the NNIC 
generally agrees with the cultural 
heritage places, features and items 
identified in the cultural values study 
(Appendix 3) and encourages readers 
to see the additional comments on each 
in their response. 
OzArk encourages readers to see the 
NNIC’s views on dispute resolution, 
employment, tourism, and the 
establishment of a Ngarigo 
base/residence in the Snowy Mountains 
Region. 
OzArk notes that the NNIC feel that the 
consultation process for the Snowy 
Mountains SAP has been scant, non-
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Organisation Comment OzArk response 
inclusive of the different Ngarigo 
communities and hard to defend from a 
financial point of view. OzArk 
appreciates the NNIC’s suggestions on 
how to improve the consultation process 
in the future. 

2.2.5 Stage 4: Revised ACHAR 

This revised ACHAR will be made available on the NSW government planning portal 

(https://pp.planningportal.nsw.gov.au) and RAPs will be encouraged to review the document from 

this source. 

RAPs will also be invited to participate in the delivery planning phase including the preparation of 

the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Management Plan (ACHMP). Any comments on the revised 

ACHAR can be facilitated through the ACHMP preparation. 

2.3 IDENTIFIED SOCIAL VALUES 

2.3.1 The Snowy Mountains SAP cultural values investigation 

While OzArk is running the ACHCR consultation process, the identification of cultural values has 

been assisted by the engagement of Susan Dale Donaldson (BA MAAPD), a professional 

anthropologist who has applied ethnographic and participatory methodologies to investigate the 

tangible and intangible Aboriginal and historic cultural heritage values across the SAP 

Investigation Area.  

A full report of Ms Donaldson’s assessment is included in Appendix 3. 

This assessment into Aboriginal cultural values across the SAP Investigation Area involved a 

review of ethnographic materials and interviewing four Aboriginal knowledge holders associated 

with the area. The aims were to identify areas where future development should not occur due to 

cultural significance; where developments could take place while conserving cultural values; 

determine how cultural heritage can be incorporated into the ‘visitor experience’ of the region; 

and to provide policies to enhance the Aboriginal community’s sense of belonging in the place.  

The assessment focused on the non-material or intangible Aboriginal cultural heritage which is 

best understood as the value or meaning individuals, families or cultural groups give to elements 

across the landscape or the associations they have with them. These places or elements may or 

may not have physical traits, but the associated meaning and value is held within people’s minds, 

and memories and is maintained through continued activities and transmission of knowledge.  

Due to the intersection and inseparability of tangible and intangible Aboriginal cultural values, the 

research method also involved compiling a brief archaeological overview. This was used along 

with the ethnographic review, to develop an understanding of the previously recorded values 

across the SAP Investigation Area for the interview process and to inform the recommendations. 
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The intangible Aboriginal cultural values across the Snowy Mountain SAP identified during this 

assessment relate to a number of important places and themes associated with non-

archaeological cultural values were identified during this brief assessment. These places are 

mainly within the KNP and relate to spiritual and ceremonial connections across the broader 

landscape that may encompass vast areas of culturally significant geographical features. 

In relation to identifying areas where future activity could take place while conserving cultural 

values, the primary development constraint identified during this brief assessment relates to 

archaeological values which are managed through the existing statutory process under the 

National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act) and its 2010 and 2019 regulations. It was noted 

that the management of archaeological values should recognise that not all Ngarigo custodians 

are registered as stakeholders with Heritage NSW and to make efforts to include them in the 

consultation process.  

In relation to the enhancement of the Aboriginal community’s sense of belonging in the place, 

being on Country and being employed in development and nature conservation activities across 

all aspects (beyond and including archaeological site surveys) is a key way to improving 

Aboriginal people’s social, cultural, and economic status. An important element of this would be 

the establishment of a Ngarigo base / residence in the Snowy Mountains Region.  

In relation to identifying how cultural heritage can be incorporated into the ‘visitor experience’, 

cultural signage, place naming and regular ‘welcome to country’ ceremonies are seen as ways to 

improve Aboriginal people’s sense of belonging whilst sharing local culture with visitors. The 

establishment of Aboriginal operated tourism businesses and a cultural centre / keeping place is 

also supported, as is the formation of an annual Snowy Mountains Aboriginal cultural festival to 

acknowledge the unique and complex cultural landscape. The report also concluded that relevant 

authorities could also establish permanent positions for Aboriginal interpretive/community 

liaison/education officers. 

2.3.2 Social values associated with the Go Jindabyne study 

The Go Jindabyne Master Plan was announced in November 2018, to revitalise Jindabyne into 

Australia’s premier alpine destination at the heart of the Snowy Mountains and grow the town into 

a great place to live, work and visit year-round.  

Upon commencement of the project, DPE (then Department of Planning, Industry and 

Environment) commissioned a range of technical studies to develop an evidence base that would 

subsequently inform drafting of the Go Jindabyne Master Plan. The technical studies 

commissioned for the Go Jindabyne Master Plan were conducted between March and July 2019 

by specialist consultants with expertise in a variety of different fields. The Environment and 

Heritage Study was undertaken by the consultant, NGH Environmental (NGH). NGH’s Jindabyne 

study area is within the Jindabyne Sub-Precincts. 
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In May 2019 Aboriginal community workshops for Aboriginal heritage were undertaken over the 

course of a single day at Jindabyne for the Go Jindabyne Master Plan by NGH Environmental 

(NGH). Given the sensitivity of information that may be provided the three Aboriginal community 

groups (Bega LALC, Southern Kosciuszko Aboriginal Working Group, and Ngarigo Nation 

Indigenous Corporation) were invited to attend individual meetings. The aim of the workshops 

was to provide an opportunity for local Aboriginal community members and organisations to 

provide NGH with information they believed to be important to the study and to discuss 

areas/places of heritage value and possible conservation and to capture important people and 

events that may not be as well-known.  

The Southern Kosciuszko Aboriginal Working Group and Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation 

both participated in the community workshops in Jindabyne, however, the Bega LALC where 

unable to attend. Although a phone conversation was held with Graham Moore who had been 

nominated to speak for the Bega LALC, the Bega LALC noted that the timeframe for consultation 

was inadequate.  

The Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation representative Michelle Francis met with NGH 

archaeologists prior to the workshop to discuss the Go Jindabyne project. Over the course of 

conversations held during the initial meeting and at the subsequent workshop, Michelle Francis 

noted that the presence of an Aboriginal burial on Cobbin Creek was an important site that had 

conservation value. While the exact location of the site was not provided the burial was assumed 

by NGH to be the recorded AHIMS sites #62-1-0186 and #62-1-0149. Following recent 

archaeological assessments for subdivision projects2, the East Jindabyne area was also noted to 

have conservation value. No additional cultural or intangible values were identified by the Ngarigo 

Nation Indigenous Corporation other than those already known within the Go Jindabyne study 

area.  

The Southern Kosciuszko Aboriginal Working Group representatives Deanna Davison and Iris 

White participated in the workshop and noted their preference to be the sole Aboriginal group 

consulted with for the Go Jindabyne study. They noted that given the work that had previously 

gone into establishing the Southern Kosciuszko Aboriginal Working Group it was inappropriate to 

consult with other Aboriginal groups for a study over the Jindabyne area. During the workshop 

Deanna Davison and Iris White provided NGH with a number of public documents and stories 

regarding their family connection to the Jindabyne area post European settlement. The Cobbin 

property and Curiosity Rocks were noted to be important areas that had conservation value. 

An overview of the key information obtained from the Aboriginal community during the Go 

Jindabyne workshops is outlined below: 

 
2 For example, Past Traces (2018a, 2018b) and Biosis 2019. 
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 Curiosity Rocks is an important Aboriginal place to the Ngarigo people with both tangible 
and intangible values 

 Ngarigo people have a right to be consulted in relation to their cultural heritage 

 All Aboriginal objects and sites hold cultural importance to the Ngarigo people 

 Ngarigo culture and heritage should be incorporated into the narrative of Jindabyne 

 More research and recognition into key people and events in Aboriginal life of the district 
is required, including in more recent times and the association with early European settlers 

 The Cobbin property, Curiosity Rocks, East Jindabyne, and an Aboriginal burial on Cobbin 
Creek (AHIMS sites #62-1-0186 and #62-1-0149) were noted to be important sites and 
areas that had high conservation value 

 No additional intangible values were identified by the Aboriginal groups other than those 
already known within study area. 

2.3.3 Social values identified with Kosciuszko National Park 

Recent investigations in the Kosciuszko National Park for the Snowy 2.0 project have not added 

to our knowledge of the cultural values of the park except for the generic statement: 

It is noted that Aboriginal heritage sites often have high cultural value to the local 

Aboriginal community given that they provide direct physical and symbolic linkages 

to their ancestral past and to the landscape. The cultural values of the heritage will 

almost certainly differ to the archaeological significance values. (Dibden 2019: 492) 

The 2006 Kosciuszko National Park Plan of Management (NPWS 2006) notes that the park is 

highly significant for descendants of Aboriginal people with traditional and historical links to the 

mountains. This is illustrated by their ongoing sense of belonging and identity, spiritual 

attachments, surviving traditional knowledge, and family stories and memories. Scientific 

evidence indicates a long history of Aboriginal use and occupation of the high country and 

demonstrates successful adaptations to extreme environmental conditions. 

The cultural importance of the high country is expressed in the Kosciuszko National Park Plan of 

Management: 

Living by natural cycles, the land provides our people with life, ceremony, family 

lore/law, and resources, such as tools, plant medicine, plant food, waters, fish, 

animals and insects e.g. the Bogong moth, while the melting of the snow gives life to 

the many creeks and rivers that flow out of the mountains. There are places of spiritual 

and physical significance to our people, and we are committed to working in 

partnership with others to protect, maintain and manage these places. (Kosciuszko 

Aboriginal Working Group, Kosciuszko National Park Plan of Management: xi). 
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Kosciuszko National Park Plan of Management (p. 84) highlights the high cultural significance to 

the descendants of the Aboriginal tribal groups that occupied and visited the high country. In 

particular: 

 The spiritual attachments, surviving traditional knowledge, and family stories and 
memories illustrate the ongoing cultural connection that Aboriginal people have with the 
mountains 

 The country—its resources, cultural places, and pathways—are of special social and 
historic significance to Aboriginal people, with some remembered in oral tradition, some 
documented in nineteenth century records, and others revealed by archaeological 
investigation 

 Aboriginal words and place names provide markers of the presence of Aboriginal people 
across many of the landscapes of the park 

 Aboriginal places within the park have social and historical significance to Aboriginal 
people. They provide a link to a past way of life, a cultural tradition, a spiritual connection, 
and a sense of social identity that is highly valued by many members of the Aboriginal 
community 

 The significance of these places to Aboriginal people encompasses both material and 
non-material aspects 

 The potential educational use of such places is a recognised component of their 
significance 

 The annual Bogong moth gathering was one of the most important Aboriginal cultural and 
social events in south-eastern Australia. The ethnographic evidence, continuing 
Aboriginal knowledge about this event and the places, routes and physical remains of the 
activities associated with it, are of historic, social, and scientific value at a state and 
possibly a national level. 

Waters (2004: 37) identifies a number of social values for the Aboriginal community associated 

with the high country such as that expressed by Ramsey Freeman: 

'Cause up in the high country see you got all your native veg, which is them little red 

tomato things that grow in there, seeds and things like that. You got all your kangaroos 

and emus and possums and things like that. And you've got the Bogong moth in the 

spring, summer. 

Ramsey Freeman (Waters 2004: 62) sums up the social value of the high country for many in the 

Aboriginal community: 

Well I think the Park is very special to Aboriginal people, mainly because they used 

to do all their hunting through there and collect all their food and different other things 

through there. So I think the Park is very significant to the Aboriginal people. You 

know it means a great deal to 'em for some of 'em to be involved in helpin', help 

manage the place. 
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2.4 IDENTIFIED SCIENTIFIC VALUES 
A major purpose of this document is to report the context, methods, and results of the 

archaeological survey and assessment of the scientific values of the SAP Investigation Area that 

are discussed further in Sections 7 to 9. 

The Kosciuszko National Park Plan of Management (NPWS 2006: 85) notes that the surviving 

archaeological resource of the Australian Alps is historically and scientifically significant as it: 

 Provides evidence of a long history of Aboriginal occupation in the high country 

 Demonstrates successful adaptations to environments unique on the Australian mainland 

 Offers opportunities to reveal important new information about the length and nature of 
Aboriginal occupation and use of the mountains 

 Places associated with the European contact period and post-contact Aboriginal life and 
history, including those from the pastoral and mining eras, are of historic and social 
significance to local Aboriginal people. 

Waters (2004: 61) records the views of Rod Mason regarding his interpretation of the scientific 

values of the high country: 

So what I do I never separate anything. Everything cultural here is all interconnected. 

And that goes with sites. So down on the coast we've got all the big middens, down 

on the big giant livin' areas. We don't have middens up here, so that tells you it's not 

a livin' area, it's only a visitin' area, visitin' for huntin', gatherin', ceremonies, disputes, 

settle disputes. So it's a big meeting place. You come here, you settle your 

differences, introduce new members to your neighbouring clans, all the clans come 

together, settle disputes. Then after, when the snow comes back here, they all go 

back home along the rivers to their livin' areas where the giant middens are. It's not 

the other way around. 

Vince Bulgar (Waters 2004: 62) also comments on the scientific values of the high country: 

Oh yeah, there'd be all the surrounding areas. Like on our border line the Yorta Yorta 

people, they're down the other side of the Murray. And then here in the west and the 

north there's Wiradjuri. And then you have Ngunawal people come, and even people 

from the coast. They had pathways right up the Snowy. I went down the Snowy River 

and today the grindstones are still there. Stone axes and grindstones are still on the 

Snowy River where they camped, like at their campsites. 

These, and other interview responses in Waters 2004, illustrate the importance of scientific values 

to the Aboriginal community and how the archaeological recordings of the area provide meaning 

and connection for the local community. 
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2.5 IDENTIFIED AESTHETIC VALUES 
The Kosciuszko National Park Plan of Management notes that the aesthetic qualities of the park 

are exceptional, diverse, and seasonally changeable. The beauty of the place stems from a mix 

of topographic features including steep-sided river valleys, gently undulating hills, and flat-floored 

valleys. These landscapes are clothed in a visual mosaic of different vegetation communities 

including the pastel cloak of eucalypt forests, straw-coloured grasslands, and fields of alpine 

wildflowers. These same scenes take on a very different guise in winter when blanketed by snow. 

These aesthetic values related to the high country are undoubtedly of importance to Aboriginal 

and non-Aboriginal people alike. 

The aesthetic values of the Jindabyne area as it relates to cultural significance is less precisely 

known. However the visual linkages between places such as Curiosity Rocks with places within 

the KNP indicate that the aesthetic values of the SAP Investigation Area are intertwined. 

2.6 IDENTIFIED HISTORIC VALUES 
Waters 2004 presents a comprehensive examination of the historic connections of the Aboriginal 

community to the region of the SAP Investigation Area. 

In particular, Waters 2004 documents the removal of the Aboriginal community from their 

ancestral lands and the Connection to Country that remains through their historical ties to the 

SAP Investigation Area. 

But like I said people should be more aware that there are Ngarigo people, Monaro 

Ngarigo people surviving. There's hundreds, thousands of us, not just a few. People 

say, 'oh there's no Ngarigo people left'. But there are. It's just that they were driven 

off that land and moved down to the coast and taken away by the ... stolen 

generations... But they're all coming back together now and they want to be, want that 

recognition. Deanna Walker Davison (Waters 2004: 18) 
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3 THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 

3.1 DATE OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 
The fieldwork component of this assessment was undertaken by OzArk between 9–15 December 

2020. In addition, site visits and targeted survey also took place on 1 October 2020, 15 February 

2021, and from 12–13 May 2021. 

A second mobilisation of survey was undertaken within the Sub–Precincts from 21–24 March 

2022. This mobilisation was undertaken by three independent teams consisting of an 

archaeologist and a representative from the RAPs. 

3.1.1 October 2020 site visit 

On 1 October 2020, Ben Churcher (OzArk Principal Archaeologist) accompanied Aboriginal 

community members Iris White and Michelle Davidson on a site visit to most of the survey areas 

around Jindabyne. This allowed the landscape characteristics of the Jindabyne area to be 

discussed and served as a reconnaissance trip for the current survey. 

3.1.2 December 2020 survey 

From Wednesday 9 December 2020 to Friday 11 December 2020, formal survey of the Jindabyne 

survey areas was undertaken with the assistance of Chris Hoskins representing the Bega LALC. 

Further survey took place on Saturday 12 December 2020 by Ben Churcher alone. 

From Monday 14 December to Tuesday 15 December 2020, formal survey of the KNP survey 

areas took place with the assistance of Iris White and Maria Walker. 

Areas surveyed in December 2020 included the Jindabyne Catalyst Sub-Precinct (Sports and 

Education, Southern Connector Road, and part of Western Lake Jindabyne B) and the Jindabyne 

Growth Sub-Precinct (Jindabyne Town Centre and West Jindabyne West [part]). 

In the KNP, the December 2020 survey was completed at the Thredbo, Perisher, Charlotte Pass, 

and Guthega alpine villages, the Thredbo Ranger Station, Island Bend, and the Bullocks Flat 

Terminal. 

3.1.3 February 2021 survey 

The formal survey of areas within Jindabyne township that were not assessed during the 

December 2020 survey were assessed on 15 February 2021. This survey was undertaken by 

Ben Churcher alone. 
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3.1.4 May 2021 site visit 

At the request of the Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council (LALC), a site visit was arranged for the 

traditional knowledge holder BJ Cruse, as well as a LALC site officer Serina Maher, to visit the 

survey areas on 12 and 13 May 2021. They were accompanied by Ben Churcher. 

3.1.5 March 2022 survey 

This survey targeted all applicable Sub–Precincts in the Jindabyne area where access was 

possible, and those areas in the Alpine Sub-Precinct where developments associated with the 

Snowy Mountains SAP are likely to occur. For example, the steep hills currently used for the 

alpine resorts’ ski fields were not surveyed. 

The areas not able to be accessed during the March 2022 survey include the Western Lake 

Jindabyne A (Jindabyne Catalyst Precinct) and a small portion of Barry Way South (Jindabyne 

Growth Precinct).  

Areas surveyed in March 2022 included the Jindabyne Catalyst Sub-Precinct (Mountain Bike and 

Adventure Park and the Jindabyne Foreshore) and the Jindabyne Growth Sub-Precinct (East 

Jindabyne, West Jindabyne [part], Jindabyne Aerodrome, Leesville, and Barry Way South). 

In the KNP, the March 2022 survey was completed at Ngarigo Campground, Sponars Chalet, the 

Ski Rider Hotel, Kosciusko Tourist Park, and Creel Bay. 

3.2 OZARK INVOLVEMENT 

3.2.1 Field assessment 

The fieldwork component of the heritage assessment was undertaken by: 

 Fieldwork Director: Ben Churcher (OzArk Principal Archaeologist, BA(Hons) Dip Ed) 

 Stephanie Rusden (OzArk Senior Archaeologist, BS University of Wollongong, BA 
University of New England) 

 Harrison Rochford (OzArk archaeologist, B. Liberal Studies [Hons], M. Phil. [Arts and 
Social Science]). 

3.2.2 Reporting 

The reporting component of the heritage assessment was undertaken by: 

 Report author: Ben Churcher 

 Contributor: Taylor Foster (OzArk Archaeologist [former]) 

 Reviewer: Dr Jodie Benton (OzArk Director). 
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3.3 RELEVANT LEGISLATION 
Cultural heritage is managed by several state and national Acts. Baseline principles for the 

conservation of heritage places and relics can be found in the Burra Charter (Burra Charter 2013). 

The Burra Charter has become the standard of best practice in the conservation of heritage 

places in Australia, and heritage organisations and local government authorities have 

incorporated the inherent principles and logic into guidelines and other conservation planning 

documents. The Burra Charter generally advocates a cautious approach to changing places of 

heritage significance. This conservative notion embodies the basic premise behind legislation 

designed to protect our heritage, which operates primarily at a state level.  

Several Acts of parliament provide for the protection of heritage at various levels of government. 

3.3.1 State legislation 

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) 

The EP&A Act sets out the laws under which planning in NSW takes place. The main parts of the 

EP&A Act that relate to development assessment and approval are Part 4 (Development 

Assessment) and Part 5 (Environmental Assessment). The DPE is responsible for administering 

the Act. 

Environmental planning instruments are statutory plans made under Part 3 of the EP&A Act that 

guide development and land use. These plans include State Environmental Planning Policies 

(SEPPs) and Local Environmental Plans (LEPs). 

SEPPs can specify planning controls for certain areas and/or types of development. SEPPs can 

also identify: 

 The development assessment system that applies to developments (e.g. whether a 
development is state significant) 

 The type of environmental assessment that is required (e.g. whether an environmental 
impact statement is required). 

National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act) 

The NPW Act provides for the protection of Aboriginal objects (sites, objects, and cultural 

material) and Aboriginal places. Under the Act (Part 6), an Aboriginal object is defined as: any 

deposit, object, or material evidence (not being a handicraft for sale) relating to indigenous and 

non-European habitation of the area that comprises NSW, being habitation both prior to and 

concurrent with the occupation of that area by persons of European extraction and includes 

Aboriginal remains. 
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An Aboriginal place is defined under the NPW Act as an area which has been declared by the 

Minister administering the Act as a place of special significance for Aboriginal culture. It may or 

may not contain physical Aboriginal objects. 

It is an offence under Section 86 of the NPW Act to ‘harm or desecrate an object the person 

knows is an Aboriginal object’. It is also a strict liability offence to ‘harm an Aboriginal object’ or 

to ‘harm or desecrate an Aboriginal place’, whether knowingly or unknowingly. Section 87 of the 

Act provides a series of defences against the offences listed in Section 86, such as: 

 The harm was authorised by and conducted in accordance with the requirements of an 
Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) under Section 90 of the Act; 

 The defendant exercised ‘due diligence’ to determine whether the action would harm an 
Aboriginal object; or 

 The harm to the Aboriginal object occurred during the undertaking of a ‘low impact activity’ 
(as defined in the regulations). 

Under Section 89A of the Act, it is a requirement to notify the Secretary of the Department of 

Premier and Cabinet of the location of an Aboriginal object. Identified Aboriginal items and sites 

are registered on Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) that is 

administered by Heritage NSW. 

3.3.1.1 State Environmental Planning Policy (Precincts—Regional) 2021 

Introduced on 1 March 2022, the Precincts-Regional SEPP consolidates four SEPPs including 

the State Environmental Planning Policy (Activation Precincts) 2020 and will help streamline 

legislation. 

The Precincts-Regional SEPP facilitates a planning framework for SAPs in regional NSW, 

streamlining planning processes and guiding the delivery of the precincts. 

Chapter 3 of the Precincts-Regional SEPP identifies the Jindabyne Catalyst Sub-Precinct and 

provides zoning and land use controls. Chapter 3 also identifies exempt and complying 

development pathways and Part 3.2 sets out that a Delivery Plan for each Activation Precinct will, 

in part, identify any areas of environmental significance including heritage items or places. 

Chapter 4 of the Precincts-Regional SEPP aims to protect and enhance the natural environment 

of the alpine resorts, in the context of KNP, by ensuring that development in those resorts is 

managed in a way that has regard to the principles of ecologically sustainable development 

(including the conservation and restoration of ecological processes, natural systems and 

biodiversity). 

Division 2 (4.24[7]) notes that the consent authority must, before granting consent under this 

must: 
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(a) consider the effect of the proposed development on the heritage significance of the heritage 

item and, if the heritage item comprises land, any Aboriginal object known or reasonably likely 

to be located on the land 

(b) notify the local Aboriginal communities (in such way as it thinks appropriate) about the 

application and take into consideration any response received within 28 days after the notice 

is sent. 

Heritage items within the Alpine Sub-Precinct are contained in Schedule 3 of the Precincts-

Regional SEPP. No Aboriginal places are currently listed in Schedule 3. 

3.3.1.2 Snowy River LEP 2013  

The Snowy River Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 2013 (still current although the former Snowy 

River Council is now merged with the Snowy Monaro Regional Council) was adopted by the 

Minister of Planning and Infrastructure on 13 December 2013. The Snowy River LEP 2013 has 

been prepared in accordance with the State Government’s Standard Instrument LEP and 

generally transfers the provisions in the current LEPs into the Standard Instrument LEP template. 

The LEP 2013 includes new standard land use zones and planning controls for a range of issues 

including (but not limited to) subdivision, heritage, environmental controls, scenic protection, and 

eco-tourism. The Snowy River LEP 2013 also includes new Urban Release Areas in Jindabyne 

and Berridale that implement parts of the Jindabyne Growth Strategy and the Berridale Village 

Plan. 

The LEP identifies and protects heritage conservation areas and listed buildings/items, identifies 

environmentally sensitive land, and prescribes land use practices. Heritage items (if any) are 

listed and described in Schedule 5. Heritage conservation areas are shown on the Heritage Map 

as well as being described in Schedule 5.  

Clause 5.10 of the LEP provides stipulations how heritage is to be conserved. The objectives of 

Clause 1 are particularly pertinent to this report and are as follows: 

a) To conserve the environmental heritage of Snowy River 

b) To conserve the heritage significance of heritage items and heritage conservation 

areas, including associated fabric, settings, and views 

c) To conserve archaeological sites 

d) To conserve Aboriginal objects and Aboriginal places of heritage significance. 

The consent authority may, before granting consent to any development on the following land, 

require a heritage management document to be prepared that assesses the extent to which the 

carrying out of the proposed development would affect the heritage significance of the heritage 

item or heritage conservation area concerned: 
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a) On land on which a heritage item is located, or 

b) On land that is within a heritage conservation area, or 

c) On land that is within the vicinity of land referred to in paragraph (a) or (b). 

Section 5.10 of the LEP also sets out instances where development consent is not required: 

(a)  the applicant has notified the consent authority of the proposed development and the 

consent authority has advised the applicant in writing before any work is carried out 

that it is satisfied that the proposed development: 

(i)  is of a minor nature or is for the maintenance of the heritage item, Aboriginal 

object, Aboriginal place of heritage significance or archaeological site or a 

building, work, relic, tree, or place within the heritage conservation area, and 

(ii)  would not adversely affect the heritage significance of the heritage item, 

Aboriginal object, Aboriginal place, archaeological site or heritage conservation 

area. 

3.3.2 Commonwealth legislation 

Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) 

The EPBC Act, administered by the Commonwealth Department of Climate Change, Energy, the 

Environment and Water, provides a framework to protect nationally significant flora, fauna, 

ecological communities, and heritage places. The EPBC Act establishes both a National Heritage 

List and Commonwealth Heritage List of protected places. These lists may include Aboriginal 

cultural sites or sites in which Aboriginal people have interests. The assessment and permitting 

processes of the EPBC Act are triggered when a proposed activity or development could 

potentially have an impact on one of the matters of national environment significance listed by 

the Act. Ministerial approval is required under the EPBC Act for proposals involving significant 

impacts to national/commonwealth heritage places. 

Other 

The Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984 is aimed at the protection 

from injury and desecration of areas and objects that are of significance to Aboriginal Australians. 

This legislation has usually been invoked in emergency and conflicted situations. 

3.3.3 Legislative requirements applicable to the Snowy Mountains SAP 

3.3.3.1 Development controls 

Development within the Jindabyne Catalyst Precinct will follow the Precincts-Regional SEPP. The 

Precincts-Regional SEPP requires that a Master Plan and Delivery Plan be finalised before 

development starts. When preparing an application for development, an applicant must complete 
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a strategic merit assessment step to get an Activation Precinct Certificate from the RGDC. This 

requirement will ensure development is consistent with the vision for the precincts, and in line 

with planning controls. 

Development within the Jindabyne Growth Precinct will be approved under the authority of the 

Snowy River LEP 2013 established under Division 3.2 of the EP&A Act. The Snowy River LEP 

remains valid for the amalgamated Snowy Monaro Regional Council. 

Development within the Jindabyne Catalyst Precinct is governed by the Precincts-Regional SEPP 

established under Division 3.3 of the EP&A Act. 

Development within the Alpine Sub-Precinct is governed by the Precincts-Regional SEPP that 

incorporates the now redundant State Environmental Planning Policy (Kosciuszko National Park-

Alpine Resorts) 2007. 

3.3.3.2 Heritage controls 

Beyond the heritage controls identified in the Precincts-Regional SEPP or the Snowy River LEP 

2013, any Aboriginal objects within the survey areas are afforded legislative protection under the 

NPW Act.  

It is noted that the KNP survey areas fall the curtilage of the nationally listed Australian Alps 

National Parks and Reserves (ID 105891) and the nationally listed Snowy Mountains Scheme 

(ID 105919). However, there are no identified Aboriginal heritage places associated with these 

listings within the study areas, and as such, the heritage provisions of the EPBC Act and other 

Commonwealth Acts do not apply. 

3.4 ASSESSMENT APPROACH 
The current assessment follows the Code of Practice for the Investigation of Aboriginal Objects 

in New South Wales (Code of Practice; DECCW 2010) 

Field assessment and reporting followed the Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on 

Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH 2011) 

Aboriginal community consultation has followed the ACHCRs (DEWCC 2010b). 

3.5 PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES  
The purpose of the current study is to identify and assess heritage constraints relevant to the 

proposed works.  

3.5.1 Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment objectives 

The current assessment will apply the Code of Practice, the Guide and the ACHCRs in the 

completion of an Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment to meet the following objectives: 
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Objective One:  Undertake background research on the study area to formulate a 

predicative model for site location within the SAP Investigation Area 

Objective Two:  Identify and record Aboriginal cultural heritage values within the survey 

areas. This includes intangible cultural values, Aboriginal objects, and any 

landforms likely to contain further archaeological deposits 

Objective Three:  Categorise the survey areas into zones of ACH potential to assist in the 

design of the Snowy Mountains Delivery Plan 

Objective Four:  Recommend generalised management measures for each zone of ACH 

potential as specific impacts are not yet known. 

3.6 REPORT COMPLIANCE WITH THE CODE OF PRACTICE 
The Code of Practice establishes requirements that should be followed by all archaeological 

investigations where harm to Aboriginal objects may be possible. Table 3-1 tabulates the 

compliance of this report with the requirements established by the Code of Practice. 

Table 3-1: Report compliance with the Code of Practice. 

Code of Practice Requirement Context of the Requirement Concordance in this report 

Requirement 1 Review previous archaeological work See subsections below 

Requirement 1a  Previous archaeological work Section 5 

Requirement 1b AHIMS searches Section 5.3.1. The AHIMS data was 
supplied as a spatial data by AHIMS on 
10 June 2020.  

Requirement 2 Review the landscape context Section 4 

Requirement 3 Summarise and discuss the local and 
regional character of Aboriginal land use 
and its material traces 

Section 5.2 

Requirement 4 Predict the nature and distribution of 
evidence 

See subsections below 

Requirement 4a Predictive model Section 6 

Requirement 4b Predictive model results Section 6.6 

Requirement 5 Archaeological survey See subsections below 

Requirement 5a Survey sampling strategy Section 7.1 and Appendix 2 

Requirement 5b Survey requirements This Requirement was fulfilled during the 
undertaking of the survey 

Requirement 5c Survey units Section 4.3 and Section 4.3.2 

Requirement 6 Site definition Section 6.7 

Requirement 7 Site recording See subsections below 

Requirement 7a  Information to be recorded Section 7.1 

Requirement 7b Scales for photography All artefact photographs employed a 
centimetre scale bar. 

Requirement 8 Location information and geographic 
reporting 

See subsections below 

Requirement 8a Geospatial information All artefact locations were logged using 
a non-differential handheld GPS. 

Requirement 8b Datum and grid coordinates All coordinates are provided in GDA 
Zone 55. 



OzArk Environment & Heritage 

Revised Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report: Snowy Mountains Special Activation Precinct 29 

Code of Practice Requirement Context of the Requirement Concordance in this report 

Requirement 9 Record survey coverage data Section 7.1 

Requirement 10 Analyse survey coverage Section 7.4 

Requirement 11 Archaeological Report content and 
format 

This report adheres to this Requirement. 

Requirement 12 Records OzArk undertakes to maintain all survey 
records for at least five years. 

Requirement 13 Notifying OEH and reporting See subsections below 

Requirement 13a Notification of breaches Not applicable 

Requirement 13b Provision of information Not applicable 

Requirement 14 Test excavation which is not excluded 
from the definition of harm 

Not applicable as test excavation was 
not part of the investigation. 
Requirements 15–17 are therefore 
omitted. 
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4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONTEXT 

An understanding of the environmental contexts of a study area is requisite in any Aboriginal 

archaeological investigation (DECCW 2010). It is a particularly important consideration in the 

development and implementation of survey strategies for the detection of archaeological sites. In 

addition, natural geomorphic processes of erosion and/or deposition, as well as humanly 

activated landscape processes, influence the degree to which these material culture remains are 

retained in the landscape as archaeological sites; and the degree to which they are preserved, 

revealed and/or conserved in present environmental settings. 

4.1 ALPINE AREAS 
The Australian Alps encompass a wide range of ecosystems, from the ‘snow country’ to river 

valleys extending inland and to the coast as low as 200 metres (m). The variable altitude, terrain, 

soils, and climate result in a diverse but rich flora. There are hundreds of species, some found 

nowhere else in the world (Crabb 2003). The various types of forests—the open wet and dry 

forests, the mountain ash forests and the sub-alpine woodlands—are dominated by Eucalyptus 

species, notably the Alpine Ash (E. delegatensis) and Snow Gum (E. pauciflora). There are also 

shrublands, tussock grasslands, bogs, and herb fields. 

The alpine resort areas are positioned over Mowamba Granodiorite, a Late Silurian granite 

derived from sedimentary deposits that dominates the alpine regions of the KNP. The generally 

northeast–southwest trending valleys of the region, such as the Thredbo River valley, the Snowy 

River valley and many of their tributaries are the result of faulting and uplift occurring over fault 

lines over the past 40 million years. Within the granite, quartz veins and inclusions are common 

and the quartz within the granite of the Snowy Mountains is largely of sufficient quality to be used 

to manufacture stone artefacts (Barber 2014: 5). Thus, the geology of the area would be 

conducive for supplying raw materials for stone tool manufacture.  

Soils in the alpine areas are generally formed from the decomposing granite and are therefore 

gravely. The montane environment has, however, produced an A-Horizon of rich humic soil that 

varies in depth. Colluvial lithosols are also present on the slopes. These soils are widespread 

within the montane and tableland zones of the Snowy Mountains region. On lower slopes, soil 

profiles are usually duplex, with two distinct horizons. On the steeper upper slopes, soils have a 

more gradational profile, with friable loam topsoil gradually merging into clay with depth. Rounded 

boulders of weathered rock are commonly present in the soil profile as 'floaters' and on the 

surface and range in size from 10–20 centimetres (cm) to 100 cm or more across. 

Portions of the survey areas within the KNP are associated with the relatively flat valley of the 

Thredbo River (Figure 4-1). While the slopes would have been transited for ceremonial purposes 
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by traditional Aboriginal people, it was the flat valley floor that was most used in the past (Iris 

White pers. comm. 1.10.20). 

Prior to historic disturbance of the landscape, the most common plant food that may have been 

eaten within the area would have been Microseris scapigera (Yam daisy). There are other edible 

plant foods within the montane, sub-alpine and alpine vegetation communities, although they are 

not well studied or recorded (Barber 2014: 6). 

The alpine environment is subject to snowfalls and frequent frost during the cooler months, which 

would affect the habitability of the area. At Thredbo Village, located in the Thredbo River Valley, 

the coldest month is July with a mean maximum temperature of 5.5 degrees and a mean minimum 

of -3.6 degrees. The warmest month is January with a mean maximum of 21.6 degrees and a 

mean minimum of 7.4 degrees. The mean annual precipitation is 1,771 millimetres (mm), the bulk 

of which falls in September, with the driest month being February (Bureau of Meteorology). 

Rainfall arises from frontal activity and orographic uplift and the prevailing weather comes from 

the west.  

The harsh winter conditions within the alpine region would most likely have prevented Aboriginal 

people from accessing the region during winter. The short summer months can also provide 

sudden changes in weather, but this would have been the most obvious period of the year to visit 

the alpine country. Shelter could be sought during a summer cold snap from the numerous granite 

rock tors that occur scattered throughout the region but there are no rock shelters of significant 

size to provide year-round habitation in extreme conditions. People would have also used refuge 

areas such as Lobs Hole Ravine during periods of cold weather or during winter (Julie Dibden 

pers comm 3.9.20). 

Figure 4-1: Views of the alpine landscape within the KNP survey areas. 

  
1. A view of the relatively flat Thredbo River valley 

floor at the Thredbo Rangers Station. 

2. Snow gums and thick alpine heath at Charlotte 

Pass Alpine Resort. 
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4.2 JINDABYNE AND SURROUNDS 

Jindabyne is located at an elevation above sea level (asl) of approximately 860 m (below the 

dam) to 1260 m asl (west of Leesville). The landscape at Jindabyne consists of undulating low 

hills and gently to moderately inclined slopes on granites. The soils are susceptible to sheet and 

gully erosion and have poor drainage. 

The geology of the Jindabyne area consists of Silurian I - type granites estimated to be between 

419 to 443 million years old. Common minerals which occur within these granites are quartz, 

feldspar, and biotite. Quartz is a common raw material exploited by Aboriginal people in the 

creation of lithic artefacts and it is likely that this will be reflected in artefact assemblages within 

the area (Biosis 2017: 16). 

Lake Jindabyne (the flooded Snowy River valley) is located immediately to the north of Jindabyne 

and receives flow from three primary tributaries, the Snowy River, the Thredbo River and 

Eucumbene River. The lake is artificial and is an important component of the Snowy Mountains 

Scheme as well as providing opportunities for water sports, general tourism, and leisure activities. 

There are no important wetlands mapped in the Jindabyne district and the nearest Ramsar 

wetland is Blue Lake in KNP, approximately 23 km to the west. 

The Bureau of Meteorology does not have climate statistics for Jindabyne. Instead, the statistics 

for Cooma will be used as the two towns are at a similar altitude. At Cooma, the coldest month is 

July with a mean maximum temperature of 10.3 degrees and a mean minimum of -2 degrees. 

The warmest month is January with a mean maximum of 26.8 degrees and a mean minimum of 

10.9 degrees. The mean annual precipitation is 528 mm, the bulk of which falls in November, with 

the driest month being May (Bureau of Meteorology).  

It is possible that low temperatures and associated snowfall experienced at Jindabyne would 

have resulted in seasonal occupation of the area; although members of the Aboriginal community 

believe that the Jindabyne area was inhabited year-round (Iris White pers comm 1.10.20). This 

is corroborated by the fact that archaeological evidence shows that Aboriginal people were at 

least visiting the south-eastern highlands (Birrigai Shelter, Tidbinbilla Nature Reserve) at the 

height of the last glaciation when temperatures were seven degrees colder than today (when 

living in Canberra would have been like living at the top of Mount Kosciuszko today) (Flood 1996: 

34–35). 

The wider region of Jindabyne contains geology, flora and fauna that would have provided useful 

resources to the Aboriginal inhabitants. Quartz is present in large quantities throughout the region 

and would have provided the predominant rock resources for stone tool manufacture. Previous 
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studies have identified quartz as a primary rock material in the Jindabyne region, with silcrete and 

river pebbles also found in archaeological assemblages (Biosis 2017: 17).  

The wider region also includes distinct ecological zones, including snow gum and black sallee 

woodland, as well as yellow box and Blackely's red gum open forest. Each ecological zone hosts 

a different array of floral and faunal species, many of which would have been utilised according 

to seasonal availability. Aboriginal inhabitants of the region would have had access to a wide 

range of avian and terrestrial fauna in the forest and woodland zones. Animal resources would 

have included kangaroos, wallabies, emus, snakes, wombats, brush-tail possum, sugar gliders, 

frogs, bats, and various birds and lizards. Nearby water sources such as the Snowy River could 

have given access to fish, freshwater mussels, and yabbies.  

Fauna identified in the areas would have provided important food sources, and additionally, would 

have provided products used for tool making and fashioning of a myriad of utilitarian and 

ceremonial items. For example, tail sinews are known to have been used to make fastening cord, 

while ‘bone points’, which would have functioned as awls or piercers, were once part of the 

material culture of the area. Animals such as Brush-tailed Possums were highly prized for their 

fur, with possum skin cloaks worn fastened over one shoulder and under the other in some areas 

of Australia. Kangaroo teeth were incorporated into decorative items, such as head bands.  

Flora in the survey areas would have also provided a number of resources for use by Aboriginal 

inhabitants of the area. The bark from trees such as yellow box, red gum, and red stringybark 

would have been used to fashion tools and implements such as coolamons and canoes. They 

would also have been used in the construction of shelters, and in the case of red stringybark, 

could also be used to manufacture string and rope. 

Figure 4-2: Views of the landscape within the Jindabyne survey areas. 

  
1. A view of rock outcrops and steep gradient 

landforms to the south of Lake Jindabyne. 

2. View of gentler gradient landforms that do exist 

between steeper landforms. 
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4.3 LANDFORMS 
The landforms discussed here are within the defined survey areas (Section 1.5). The survey 

areas are defined as those areas where survey was able to be undertaken. For example, large 

portions of the Western Lake Jindabyne A were unable to be surveyed and are not included in 

the ‘survey areas’. Further, portions of the Alpine Sub-Precinct outside of the existing areas of 

built infrastructure (such as neighbouring steep hills) were not surveyed and are, likewise, not 

included in the ‘survey areas’. 

4.3.1 KNP survey areas 

The proposed survey areas in the KNP are more restricted in size when compared to those 

associated with the Jindabyne region. In general, although not exclusively, the survey areas cover 

landforms that have been previously modified by development, primarily ski resort infrastructure. 

The nomenclature for the survey units used in this study are: 

 Survey Unit 1: Drainage. The channel and immediate back areas of waterways with 
permanent or semi-permanent water supply. 

 Survey Unit 2: Creek flats. Generally flat landforms adjacent to waterways. 

 Survey Unit 3: Slopes. Generally consist of slopes with a gradient of greater than 10 
degrees. 

 Survey Unit 4: Elevated undulating. Landforms not directly associated with waterways. 
Can have moderate to steep gradient slopes in places but is generally best characterised 
as ‘rolling hills’. 

 Survey Unit 5: Crests. Distinct high points in the landscape. Can be isolated as in ‘the 
crest of a hill’ or elongated as in ‘a hill ridge’. 

 Survey Unit 6: Modified. Landforms where earthmoving has removed any former evidence 
of the original topography. 

A summary of survey units of the KNP study areas is provided in Table 4-14. 

4.3.1.1 Thredbo Alpine Resort 

The survey areas at the Thredbo Alpine resort consist of five areas along the Thredbo River valley 

termed here Areas A–E (Figure 4-3). The landform characteristics for each area are detailed in 

Table 4-1. The Thredbo survey areas are within a general landform of a V-shaped valley on either 

side of the Thredbo River. While there are small areas of flatter land adjacent to the river, these 

are very limited in their extent. The slopes to the south of the river are generally steeper than 

those immediately to the north (Figure 4-4). Table 4-2 summarises the survey units used in this 

study for the Thredbo Alpine Village.  
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Figure 4-3: Aerial showing the Thredbo survey area. 

 

Figure 4-4: DEM showing the Thredbo survey area. 
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Table 4-1: Landform characteristics at the Thredbo Alpine Resort. 

Area Landform description 

Area A Occupied by the current golf course and Crackenback Ridge precinct. Modified landforms with remnant 
vegetation in areas. Low gradient slopes in general. 

Area B Steep slopes in its entirety. Central portion of Thredbo village. 

Area C Generally low gradient slopes. Occupied by the Woodbridge precinct. 

Area D Mostly occupied by a car park. Remnant landforms have steep slopes. 

Area E Very steep slopes in its entirety. 

Table 4-2: Survey units at the Thredbo Alpine Resort. 

Survey Unit Size (approximate) ha 

Survey Unit 1: Drainage 5.8 

Survey Unit 2: Creek flats 8.9 

Survey Unit 3: Slopes 49.5 

Survey Unit 6: Modified 8.3 

Total 72.5 

4.3.1.2 Thredbo Ranger Station 

The survey area is located on the southern bank of the Thredbo River and includes the river flats 

immediately adjacent to the river and the lower and mid-slope landforms to the south. The slope 

gradient is generally moderate within the survey area, although the landforms become steeper 

further to the south beyond the Alpine Way (Figure 4-5). The landform characteristics for the 

survey areas are detailed in Table 4-3. 

Figure 4-5: Aerial showing the Thredbo Ranger Station survey area. 
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Table 4-3: Landform characteristics at the Thredbo Ranger Station. 

Survey unit Landform description Size (approximate) ha 

Survey Unit 1: Drainage Survey area only contains a small portion of the immediate 
banks of Thredbo River. 0.3 

Survey Unit 2: Creek flats This survey unit consists of cleared, flat landforms along the 
bank of the Thredbo River 1 

Survey Unit 3: Slopes Within the survey area the slopes tend to be gradual–moderate 
and are mostly treed. 4.2 

Total  5.5 

4.3.1.3 Ngarigo Campground 

The Ngarigo Campground is an existing campground located across creek flats on the southern 

side of the Thredbo River. Most of the survey area consists of the creek flats where camping 

amenities are located with small areas of moderately steep slopes to the southeast (Figure 4-6). 

Table 4-4 shows the survey units within the Ngarigo campground survey area. 

Figure 4-6: Aerial showing the Ngarigo Campground. 

 

Table 4-4: Landform characteristics at the Ngarigo Campground survey area. 

Survey unit Landform description Size (approximate) ha 

Survey Unit 1: Drainage Survey area only contains a small portion of the immediate 
banks of Thredbo River. 1.1 

Survey Unit 2: Creek flats This survey unit consists of cleared, flat landforms along the 
bank of the Thredbo River 3.8 
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Survey unit Landform description Size (approximate) ha 

Survey Unit 3: Slopes Within the survey area the slopes tend to be gradual–moderate 
and are mostly treed. 3.6 

Total  8.5 

4.3.1.4 Bullocks Flat 

As the name implies, the Bullocks Flat survey area was originally a flatter area within the wider 

landscape. 

However, the 13.4 ha survey area is now within a modified landform for use as a car park 

(Figure 4-7). Even patches of vegetation that have been retained are within modified landforms. 

Figure 4-7: Aerial showing the Bullocks Flat survey area. 

 

4.3.1.5 Island Bend 

The Island Bend survey area is in a generally more level landscape overlooking the Snowy River 

that is located to the north but separated from the survey area by steep slopes. As the terrain at 

this location was flatter, the area was used during the construction phase of the Snowy Mountains 

Scheme as a workers’ camp and as an airfield. The airfield remains extant, while the benching 

and cuts created for the workers’ camp are manifest across much of the survey area (Figure 4-8). 

The landform characteristics for the survey area are detailed in Table 4-5. 
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Figure 4-8: Aerial showing the Island Bend survey area. 

 

Table 4-5: Landform characteristics at Island Bend. 

Survey unit Landform description Size (approximate) ha 

Survey Unit 1: Drainage An ephemeral/swampy waterway is located at the centre of the 
survey area. 2 

Survey Unit 2: Creek flats To the south of the waterway the landforms are generally flat. 11.3 

Survey Unit 3: Slopes 
The northeast of the survey area contains generally sloping 
landforms, mostly with a moderate gradient but with some 
steeper slopes. 

20.6 

Survey Unit 6: Modified In the south of the survey area is an existing airstrip that has 
involved modification of the original landforms 4.4 

Total  38.3 

4.3.1.6 Guthega Alpine Resort 

The Guthega survey area is in a generally sloping landscape overlooking the Snowy River that is 

located to the north. Some areas of landform modification are present, primarily benching into the 

sloping landform to allow the construction of roads and buildings associated with the small resort. 

(Figure 4-9). The landform characteristics for the survey area are detailed in Table 4-6. 

Table 4-6: Landform characteristics at Guthega. 

Survey unit Landform description Size (approximate) ha 

Survey Unit 3: Slopes 
Survey area a sloping landform of moderate gradient with 
small areas of modified landforms associated with the small 
alpine resort. 

14.7 
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Figure 4-9: Aerial showing the Guthega survey area. 

 

4.3.1.7 Perisher Village 

The Perisher survey area is in a generally more level landscape that has been utilised for the 

alpine resort lodges, central facilities, and car parking. Portions of unmodified, sloping landforms 

are present in the survey area, along with small portions of drainage and creek flat landforms 

(Figure 4-8). The landform characteristics for the survey area are detailed in Table 4-7. 

Table 4-7: Landform characteristics at the Perisher Alpine Resort. 

Survey unit Landform description Size (approximate) ha 

Survey Unit 1: Drainage Central waterway that has a braided channel morphology near 
Kosciusko Road.  3.6 

Survey Unit 2: Creek flats Narrow flat landforms adjacent to the waterway 5 

Survey Unit 3: Slopes Gentle to moderate slopes variously impacted by ski lodge 
construction. Patches of original vegetation remain. 56.1 

Survey Unit 4: Elevated 
undulating 

Confined to the proposed Pipers Gap car park the landform is 
reasonably flat but distant to waterways. Heath and shrub 
vegetation dominate. 

4.3 

Survey Unit 6: Modified 
Although other survey units are also modified through building 
construction, the area denoted as modified consists of the 
existing car park and ski tube terminal. 

7.6 

Total  76.6 



OzArk Environment & Heritage 

Revised Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report: Snowy Mountains Special Activation Precinct 41 

Figure 4-10: Aerial showing the Perisher and Smiggin Holes survey areas. 

 

4.3.1.8 Smiggin Holes 

The relatively small area within the Smiggin Holes survey area is dominated by slopes with a 

moderate gradient on either side of a narrow valley. The valley floor has been extensively 

modified by roads, car parks, and the workshop/snow plough area for the resort (Figure 4-11). 

The landform characteristics for the survey area are detailed in Table 4-8. 

Table 4-8: Landform characteristics at the Smiggin Holes Alpine Resort. 

Survey unit Landform description Size (approximate) ha 

Survey Unit 3: Slopes Gentle to moderate slopes variously impacted by ski lodge 
construction. Patches of original vegetation remain. 14 

Survey Unit 6: Modified 
Although other survey units are also modified through building 
construction, the area denoted as modified consists of the 
existing car park and ski tube terminal. 

3.4 

Total  17.4 
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Figure 4-11: Aerial showing the Smiggin Holes survey area. 

 

4.3.1.9 Charlotte Pass Alpine Resort 

The survey area at the Charlotte Pass Alpine Resort includes the small resort and a buffer around 

the existing buildings. Generally, the survey area consists of base slopes, although a small 

amount of flat land is located to the northeast of the resort area (Figure 4-12). The landform 

characteristics for the survey area are detailed in Table 4-9. 

Table 4-9: Landform characteristics at Charlotte Pass. 

Survey unit Landform description Size (approximate) ha 

Survey Unit 1: Drainage A small creek is centrally located within the survey area. This 
creek provides at least a semi-permanent water supply. 0.4 

Survey Unit 2: Creek flats The northern portion of the village area is a flat, swampy 
landform. 1.5 

Survey Unit 3: Slopes 

Slope landforms contain modified landforms associated with 
the alpine resort and ski sport infrastructure. The survey area 
also includes the access road that is entirely within sloping 
landforms. 

9.4 

Total  11.3 
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Figure 4-12: Aerial showing the Charlotte Pass survey area. 

 

4.3.1.10 Sponars Chalet 

The survey area at the Sponars Chalet includes the small resort that is generally in low gradient 

undulating landforms distant to waterways. There are moderately steep slopes in the west of the 

survey area (Figure 4-12). The landform characteristics for the survey area are detailed in 

Table 4-10. 

Table 4-10: Landform characteristics at Sponars Chalet. 

Survey unit Landform description Size (approximate) ha 

Survey Unit 3: Slopes 

A small portion of slope landforms are in the west of the 
survey area. These slopes have a moderate gradient and 
contain some original plantings (pine) from the Hotel 
Kosciusko. 

0.5 

Survey Unit 4: Elevated 
undulating 

Most of the survey area consists of flat to gently sloping land. 
The flat platform where the Hotel Kosciusko was located is 
probably artificial. Previously disturbed by the building of the 
Hotel Kosciusko and amenities such as the tennis court. 

2.5 

Total  3 
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Figure 4-13: Aerial showing Sponars Chalet survey area. 

 

4.3.1.11 Ski Rider Hotel 

The survey area at the Ski Rider Hotel includes the small resort that occupies a possibly artificial 

flat landform above steep slopes. At the base of the slopes to the west are sewage treatment 

infrastructure (Figure 4-14). The landform characteristics for the survey area are detailed in 

Table 4-11. 

Table 4-11: Landform characteristics at the Ski Rider Hotel survey area. 

Survey unit Landform description Size (approximate) ha 

Survey Unit 3: Slopes The slope landforms are very steep at the Ski Rider Hotel 
survey area. The slopes are densely vegetated. 1.8 

Survey Unit 4: Elevated 
undulating 

Most of the survey area consists of flat to gently sloping land. 
The flat platform where the Ski Rider Hotel is located is 
probably artificial. Previously disturbed by the building of the 
hotel and associated facilities. 

1.5 

Survey Unit 6: Modified Includes landforms impacted by the construction of sewage 
treatment ponds. 0.5 

Total  3.8 
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Figure 4-14: Aerial showing the Ski Rider Hotel survey area. 

 

4.3.1.12 Kosciusko Tourist Park 

The survey area at the Kosciusko Tourist Park is predominantly an undulating landform with low 

gradient slopes. A small area of creek flat associated with Sawpit Creek is in the north of the 

survey area (Figure 4-15). The landform characteristics for the survey area are detailed in 

Table 4-12. 

Table 4-12: Landform characteristics at the Kosciusko Tourist Park survey area. 

Survey unit Landform description Size (approximate) ha 

Survey Unit 2: Creek flats The creek flat is largely cleared of upper stratum vegetation 
and is currently used as a day use picnic area. 0.5 

Survey Unit 4: Elevated 
undulating 

The remainder of the study area is variously relatively flat or 
undulating with low gradient slopes. This landform contains 
the current camping ground, as well as an abandoned 
camping ground in the south. 

13.5 

Total  14 
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Figure 4-15: Aerial showing the Kosciusko Tourist Park survey area. 

 

4.3.1.13 Creel Bay 

The survey area at Creel Bay is predominantly a sloping landform with generally moderate 

gradient slopes, although these can be steep in places. There are two defined crest landforms 

within an elevated undulating landform (Figure 4-16). It is in the crest and elevated undulating 

landforms where a number of National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) cottages and houses 

have been constructed. The landform characteristics for the survey area are detailed in 

Table 4-13. 

Table 4-13: Landform characteristics at the Creel Bay survey area. 

Survey unit Landform description Size (approximate) ha 

Survey Unit 3: Slopes 

Creel Bay would have once been a promontory overlooking 
the Snowy River and the slopes that would have descended 
towards the river, now partially flooded by the artificial waters 
of Lake Jindabyne. 

15.9 

Survey Unit 4: Elevated 
undulating 

The top of the former promontory is relatively flat although 
undulating. 7.8 

Survey Unit 5: Crests 

There are two crests in the survey area, a long east–west 
crest that would have descended towards the Snowy River, 
and a smaller, more isolated crest at the high point of the 
promontory. 

5.3 

Total  29 



OzArk Environment & Heritage 

Revised Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report: Snowy Mountains Special Activation Precinct 47 

Figure 4-16: Aerial showing the Creel Bay survey area. 

 

4.3.1.14 Summary 

In total, the survey areas in the KNP comprise 308 ha with most (61.8%) being sloping landforms 

with a gradient of more than 10 degrees (Survey Unit 3). Of the non-disturbed land, creek flats 

and elevated undulating landforms constitute the largest landform units (10.4% and 9.6% 

respectively). Modified landforms consist of 12.2% of landforms but these only account for the 

major areas of modified landforms and further isolated areas are found throughout the other 

survey units. Drainage and crest landforms are only represented at a low proportion of the total 

(Table 4-14). 

Table 4-14: Survey Units at the KNP survey areas. 

 Landform description Size (approximate) ha % of KNP survey 
areas 

Survey Unit 1 (Drainage) Includes the drainage channel and its 
immediate banks. Limited areas within the 
survey area. 

13.2 4.3 

Survey Unit 2 (Creek flats) Includes the flat landforms between creeks 
and slopes. Very limited areas within the 
survey area and all associated with the 
Thredbo River, Perisher Creek, or a small 
area at Charlotte Pass. 

32 10.4 

Survey Unit 3 (Slopes) Dominant landform type among the non-
modified landform types. All slopes are 
over 10 degrees and many much steeper. 

190.3 61.8 
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 Landform description Size (approximate) ha % of KNP survey 
areas 

Survey Unit 4 (Elevated, 
undulating) 

Very limited areas within the survey area 
that does not include extensive portions of 
elevated landforms. 

29.6 9.6 

Survey Unit 5 (Crests) As the survey areas are mostly confined to 
valley landforms, crest landforms are not 
commonly represented in the KNP survey 
areas. 

5.3 1.7 

Survey Unit 6 (Modified) Landforms that have been modified by 
development to the point where they satisfy 
the criteria for ‘disturbed lands’ in the Due 
Diligence Code of Practice for the 
Protection of Aboriginal Objects in NSW 
guidelines in that clear and observable 
changes have been made to the ground 
surface. Further, more isolated incidences 
of ‘disturbed lands’ exist in the other survey 
units, primarily where lodges, other 
buildings, and roads have been 
constructed. 

37.6 12.2 

Total  308 100 

4.3.2 Jindabyne survey areas 

The landforms surrounding Jindabyne can generally be characterised as sloping and distant to 

water. The elevated landforms today provide expansive views over Lake Jindabyne and give the 

impression that water was closer than it was prior to the 1960s. The primary source of water in 

the past was the Snowy River that once flowed in the valley now submerged beneath Lake 

Jindabyne. Several major tributaries flowed into the Snowy River from the west such as 

Wollondibby Creek, Widows Creek, Lees Creek, and Cobbin Creek (Figure 4-17).  

In very general terms, the current eastern shoreline of Lake Jindabyne is closer to the former 

course of the Snowy River than the western shoreline. For example, survey areas at East 

Jindabyne are approximately 1.5 km east of the former course of the Snowy River, while areas 

such as Rabbits Corner in Western Lake Jindabyne are 3 km west of the former course. Areas 

along the Jindabyne Foreshore are as close as 300 m to the east of the former course. 

Lees Creek and Widows Creek are the larger waterways within the survey area. Lees Creek has 

a limited catchment and would have been a minor tributary to the Snowy River that flows through 

generally hilly country. Widows Creek has a larger catchment, although it remains a minor 

tributary that flowed to the Snowy River 2 km east from the current ‘mouth’ of the creek at Lake 

Jindabyne. Widows Creek flows through hilly country and is incised at the base of a narrow valley. 

Drainage lines with greater cultural significance, such as Wollondibby Creek that is associated 

with ceremonies at its confluence with the Snowy River (Appendix 3) and with Curiosity Rocks 

(Section 2.2.5), is located 40 m west of the Mountain Bike and Adventure Park at its closest 

point.  

Cobbin Creek is identified as a place of heritage significance to the Ngarigo people. There are 

known and further potential burials along Cobbin Creek to the south of Jindabyne that have been 
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a contentious matter between Aboriginal stakeholders and developers in the recent past. The 

creek is located at the very north of the Barry Way South (eastern portion) but is outside of the 

SAP precinct. 

While the region is generally well watered, the survey areas only contain a limited number of 

landforms associated with permanent water sources. 

Figure 4-17: Major drainage in the Jindabyne survey area. 
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The Jindabyne survey areas are generally cleared and sloping with frequent rock outcrops. 

Figure 4-18 shows a digital elevation model (DEM) of the terrain in the west of the survey areas 

at Jindabyne. These survey areas consist of very few flat areas, no waterways apart from a small 

portion of Widows Creek, steep to moderate slopes, and landforms almost entirely cleared of 

mature vegetation, although patches of regrowth are now present. Before the flooding of Lake 

Jindabyne, most of the survey areas would have been mid-slope landforms between the higher 

crests to the west and the lower slopes adjacent to the Snowy River to the east. 

Figure 4-19 shows the terrain eastern portion of the Jindabyne survey areas. This area is 

elevated and undulating with incised valleys for Lees Creek and its tributaries. Generally, the 

landforms in this area are cleared of standing timber, distant to water, and with frequent rock 

outcrops. 

Figure 4-20 presents a view over the Mountain Bike and Adventure Park towards the town of 

Jindabyne. This illustrates the elevated nature of the landforms in the southwest compared to the 

lower altitude landforms around Jindabyne and the Cobbin Creek Valley. These landforms have 

also been extensively cleared of upper stratum vegetation, although more is retained in the 

steeper country to the west of the Jindabyne survey areas. 

Figure 4-21 shows the landscape at East Jindabyne and illustrates that most of the survey area 

consists of a broad, relatively flat bench in otherwise sloping landforms. This bench would have 

overlooked the Snowy River which was located 1.5 km to the west. However, steep slopes (that 

appear even more exaggerated in the DEM) would have separated the bench landform from the 

former valley floor. In the south of the East Jindabyne survey area is an unnamed waterway that 

has a very limited catchment. Near the survey areas, this waterway is in a steep, rocky ravine. 
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Figure 4-18: DEM of the western portion of the Jindabyne survey areas.  

 

Figure 4-19: DEM of the south-eastern portion of the Jindabyne survey areas.  
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Figure 4-20: DEM of the south-western portion of the Jindabyne survey areas.  

 

Figure 4-21: DEM of the eastern portion of the Jindabyne survey areas.  
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An investigation of the landform types allows the survey area to be divided into six survey units. 

These survey units are described in Table 4-15 and shown on Figure 4-22 and Figure 4-23 (they 

also accord with the survey united defined in the KNP, Section 4.3.1).  

These landform-based survey units are dominated by slopes (43.8%) and elevated, undulating 

landforms (24.8%). A large portion of the survey area has been defined as ‘disturbed land’ 

(38.7%) (Table 4-15). Modified landforms, because the survey areas include the township of 

Jindabyne, are 9.6% of the total, although further, smaller modified landforms are present 

throughout the other survey units. There are small areas of drainage and creek flats (4.7% 

combined) reinforcing the observation that waterways within the survey areas tend to be minor 

and best classified as semi-permanent. Conversely, 82.5% of the survey areas consist of either 

steep or gradual slopes in elevated locations away from direct association with waterways. 

Table 4-15: Survey Units at the Jindabyne survey areas. 

Survey unit Landform description Size (approximate) ha % of Jindabyne 
survey areas 

Survey Unit 1 (Drainage) 

Includes the drainage channel and its 
immediate banks. Limited areas within the 
survey area apart from Lees Creek and its 
tributaries. 

46 3.2 

Survey Unit 2 (Creek flats) 

Includes the flat landforms between creeks 
and slopes. Limited areas within the survey 
area apart from some areas associated 
with Lees Creek and its tributaries. 

21.3 1.5 

Survey Unit 3 (Slopes) Dominant landform type. All slopes are 
over 10 degrees and many much steeper. 627.5 43.8 

Survey Unit 4 (Elevated, 
undulating) 

Substantial portions of the survey area are 
elevated undulating landforms that are 
essentially a mid-slope bench in the larger 
topographic system that slopes from west 
to east. 

555.5 38.7 

Survey Unit 5 (Crests) 

Limited areas within the survey area. Tend 
to be rocky and contain the few remaining 
examples of older growth vegetation (in 
places). 

46.2 3.2 

Survey Unit 6 (Modified) 

Landforms that have been modified by 
development to the point where they satisfy 
the criteria for ‘disturbed lands’ in the Due 
Diligence Code of Practice for the 
Protection of Aboriginal Objects in NSW 
guidelines. 

137.4 9.6 

Total  1433.9 100 
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Figure 4-22: Jindabyne area showing the survey units (west). 
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Figure 4-23: Jindabyne area showing the survey units (east). 
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4.4 HISTORIC LAND USE 

4.4.1 Alpine areas 

The Kosciusko State Park Trust was formed under the Kosciusko State Park Act of 1944 (now 

repealed). The Act vested the Trust with the care, control, and management of the Kosciusko 

(now Kosciuszko) State Park; an area of 526,000 hectares (ha). Prior to this in 1906 the Snowy 

Mountain National Chase had been established as a recreational reserve This area was 

subsequently extended in the 1920s. 

The main thrust of the Trust's policy was initially the maintenance of the park's natural 

environment. However, following an amendment of the Kosciusko State Park Act in 1952, the 

Trust was permitted to grant leases of land within the park for the purpose of "creation thereon of 

accommodation hostels or accommodation houses". The amendment in its removal of prohibition 

on private holdings on leasehold properties within the park opened the way for the development 

of ski accommodation which characterised the period of the mid-1950s to 1960s. 

The Perisher Valley area was the first of the ski resorts to take advantage of the 1952 amendment 

of the Kosciusko State Park Act. The first lodge (Snow Revellers' Ski Club) being built in that 

year. Subsequent development was principally in the form of ski club lodges and by the mid-

1950s Perisher was considered the main centre for these clubs.  

The impetus for the development push into the Thredbo Valley was the Snowy Mountains Hydro-

Electric Authority's (SMHEA) construction in 1954 of a road along the valley floor to provide the 

Authority's principal route to the western side of the mountain range. 

Individuals such as Tony Sponar (a SMHEA hydrographer) and later Geoffrey Hughes were skiing 

in the area in the early 1950s and aware of SMHEA's activities and potential of the valley. It was 

their view that an area west of Friday Flat offered development potential, providing descents of 

760 vertical metres, sheltered south facing slopes, and parking and access areas to the slopes. 

As a result, the areas of flat land at both Thredbo (Friday Flat) and at Perisher were utilised for 

buildings, parking, amenities and, at Thredbo, a golf course. The steep slopes have had ski runs 

cleared and have been impacted by the construction of chair lifts, amenities, and infrastructure. 

The result is that this land use has resulted in high localised impacts in an environment that is 

largely unmodified due to it being in the KNP. However, even those areas within the KNP have 

suffered from frequent bush fires that have removed mature trees (possibly containing cultural 

scarring) and have allowed an increased erosional regime to occur which may have dispersed or 

removed artefact sites. It is also likely in the survey areas within the alpine resorts that sites such 

as stone arrangements, had they existed, have also become disturbed. 
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4.4.2 Jindabyne 

Much of the Jindabyne area has been cleared and grazed in the past with the area containing 

tracks, houses, sheds and other buildings, fences, dams, plantings, and infrastructure such as 

transmission lines. Impact from burrowing rabbits is also evident and would have been more so 

in the past.  

In 1949 the Snowy Mountains Scheme commenced which resulted in an influx of European 

workers to the Jindabyne area. Following completion of the Snowy Mountains Scheme the people 

of Jindabyne were moved to the current location of Jindabyne township and Jindabyne valley, 

with the original town of Jindabyne, was flooded in 1967. 

The current town of Jindabyne has been occupied since the 1960s. In recent years urban 

expansion has been occurring, primarily to the south and east of the original town centre. The 

new housing areas are a mixture of estates and larger rural residential blocks that generally 

impact the ground surface significantly. 

The cumulative impact of historic land use at Jindabyne has resulted in a modified landscape that 

has been cleared and impacted by British farming techniques leading to soil loss and the 

introduction of pest animals such as rabbits (Figure 4-24). Together, these impacts can disperse 

or remove archaeological sites. For example, sites such as scarred trees and stone arrangements 

are often destroyed by agricultural activities, while the soil loss resulting from vegetation clearing 

and soil compaction by hard hooved animals may disperse or remove sites such as artefact 

scatters (or at least move artefacts to a secondary location; often a local waterway). 

Figure 4-24: Views of Jindabyne showing the modified landscape. 

  
1. A view of the Jindabyne landscape looking towards 

the town and East Jindabyne. 

2. A view of the Jindabyne landscape to the south of 

the town. 
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5 ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT 

5.1 PREAMBLE 
The Snowy Mountains region is home to the Ngarigo people, the tribal homeland stretches from 

the western slopes of the coastal ranges to the eastern side of the Kosciusko plateau and further 

north. Included in the Ngarigo land is the peak of Mount Kosciusko and the Snowy Ranges.  

Colonial settlers accessed the region in 1823, and between the late 1830s to 1957 the Monaro 

highland region was grazing by cattle and sheep. The original town of Jindabyne was settled in 

the 1840s on the banks of the Snowy River where the main river crossing took place. A bridge 

was constructed over the river in 1893, contributing to the success of the town.  

In 1949 the Snowy Mountains Scheme was introduced which consisted of plans to dam and divert 

water from the Snowy River. By 1964 the dam had created Lake Jindabyne and the township 

relocated to where it is today. The old town disappeared under Lake Jindabyne in 1967. Although 

losing much of its built heritage, Jindabyne, as we know it today, was rebuilt and has continued 

to steadily grow leveraging its tourist and agricultural offerings. 

5.2 REGIONAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT 

5.2.1 Introduction 

The Aboriginal occupation of Australia begins prior to 40,000 BP (years before present) and 

possibly earlier than 50,000 BP. Dates exceeding 20,000 years occur in almost all parts of 

Australia resulting in the expectation that most areas should have a Pleistocene (>12,000 BP) 

occupational signature. However, such dates remain relatively rare due to a range of factors, both 

behavioural and post-depositional. These factors include a possible low density of occupation in 

the Pleistocene period, poor preservation of archaeological materials (particularly dateable 

organic materials) and significant coastline change over the past 18,000 years. 

Many archaeological investigations have taken place in the SAP Investigation Area over previous 

years. The area has been identified as one rich in archaeological sites, some of which will be 

discussed in the coming section to establish a background context in forming a predictive model 

for the likelihood of locating Aboriginal objects, and the likely places of such objects may be 

located within the survey areas. 

5.2.2 Previous assessments within or near the SAP Investigation Area 

5.2.2.1 Jindabyne and surrounds 

Go Jindabyne Master Plan 

Using landform and hydrological variables, NGH mapped the archaeological sensitivity for the Go 

Jindabyne study area. The results of the NGH predictive mapping are reproduced on Figure 5-1. 
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NGH (2019) acknowledged that there are other variables, unable to be mapped, that relate to 

social, religious, and other intangible cultural behaviours. Societal taboos, attitudes, and inhibitors 

as well as an individual’s comfort and familiarity with certain places and landscapes can also 

influence people’s actions and the way in which they move and use space, consequently 

influencing the archaeological record. While the NGH model can be used to confirm the presence 

and sometime absence of human activity, it may not be able to explain what other features of a 

landscape may have been important. 

NGH (2019) also note that in a region where cold air drainage is a significant environmental factor 

during winter there should, theoretically, be a patterning of winter occupation sites within the past 

tree lines rather than in the lower and colder valley floors. However, due to extensive clearing of 

trees in the Jindabyne area, NGH found it difficult to determine using satellite imagery where the 

tree line would have been prior to British settlement. In summer, however, it is expected that 

occupation would not have been limited to higher ground within the tree line and occupation sites 

would have expanded into the valley flats associated with creek lines. Thus, the archaeological 

evidence of the area is therefore likely to occur in a variety of ecotones and landscapes. 



OzArk Environment & Heritage 

Revised Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report: Snowy Mountains Special Activation Precinct 60 

Figure 5-1: Mapping of archaeological sensitivity for the Go Jindabyne Plan (NGH Environmental 
2019 Figure 6-2). 
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Highview Subdivision, Jindabyne 

An Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment was undertaken for Lot 23 DP 1227047, Jindabyne 

regarding the proposed development of a subdivision, inclusive of infrastructure such as the 

installation of water, power and sewerage and the construction of roads (CHMA 2018). The 

investigation resulted in the identification of three new sites and two previously recorded sites. 

Upon further test excavation, 436 stone artefacts were recovered with maximum of 263 artefacts 

recovered from a single pit. The landforms where artefacts were located comprised a small 

shoulder along a ridge, the basal slopes of the ridgeline and terrace above Lees Creek, a broad 

spur crest adjacent to Lees Creek and two flat shoulders of open spur crests. Most artefacts 

recovered were flakes, followed by flaked pieces. Quartz made up most of the artefacts recorded. 

However, silcrete, quartzite, basalt and chert artefacts were also recorded. 

Alpine Sands, East Jindabyne 

An Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment was undertaken at Alpine Sands, East Jindabyne in 

relation to a proposed residential development located at Lot 32 DP1215502 Kunama Drive, East 

Jindabyne (Past Traces 2018a). Two sites were previously recorded within the study area, and a 

further three were identified. A survey and subsurface testing concluded that the study area 

contained two low density Aboriginal sites and a large surface scatter of artefacts holding regional 

significance, on the lower slopes and near Lake Jindabyne. A total of three artefacts were 

recovered from two of the nine excavated test pits. The artefacts consisted of two silcrete and 

one quartz flake. There are an additional 39 sites within a one kilometre (km) radius of the project 

area. The surrounding sites consist of one scarred tree, ten isolated finds, one area of potential 

archaeological deposit and twenty-six small artefact scatters. The report identifies that the 

artefacts are located on a variety of landforms concentrated on ridge crests and creek contexts. 

Stage 2, Kunama Ridge 

Archaeological survey and testing were conducted in relation to the proposed Stage 2 of Kunama 

Ridge, East Jindabyne NSW (Biosis 2019). Artefact deposits were found confined to the flat crest 

landform unit, with a total of 165 recorded. Artefacts did not extend down to the mid and lower 

slopes. It is believed that this is due to the site not being used for long term occupation, but rather 

a temporary camp site used while traversing the landscape between for permanent locations. 

Quartz and silcrete materials were recorded, the majority of which were angular fragments 

(>50%), followed by flakes. Two quartzite and one silcrete knapping floors were also located. All 

the raw materials located can be locally sourced within the Snowy Mountains but were believed 

to have been obtained away from the identified sites. 

Following the testing a salvage excavation was conducted. During this time 4,925 Aboriginal 

artefacts were recovered from ~102 square metres. Most artefacts were angular fragments (43%) 
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and complete flakes (23%). While quartz was the prominent raw material during the testing, 

silcrete made up most of the artefact materials during the salvage excavation (80%).  

Lower Thredbo Valley Shared Path 

An Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment was undertaken for the proposed Lower Thredbo 

Valley Shared Path from Bullocks Flat to Curiosity Rocks in the Snowy Mountains, NSW (Fuller 

& Lance 1988, Feary and Niemoeller 2015). The project plan proposed extending and modifying 

the pre-existing shared path on the western shore of Lake Jindabyne.  

In the preliminary 1988 assessment, a total of 26 Aboriginal sites were recorded, all comprising 

of stone artefacts. Of the 26 sites, 19 were isolated finds, six were artefact scatters and one was 

a possible quarry site. Most artefacts were flakes, and the dominant raw material was quartz, 

present at 22 of the 26 sites. Silcrete, porphyry and chert were also recorded. The artefacts were 

located on side slopes and lower to mid foot slopes, except for four sites identified along the 

shores of Lake Jindabyne. 

In the subsequent 2015 assessment, 10 isolated finds or small artefact scatters were recorded 

on gentle spurs or flat areas above the river, where bare ground was exposed. Numerous 

artefacts were recorded along the Pallaibo Track (from the Sawpit Creek picnic area to the 

Thredbo River picnic area) and one artefact was recorded in the vicinity of the proposed bridge 

at the Gaden Hatchery grounds. The section along the Pallaibo Track was noted as ‘interesting’. 

Although most of these sites (91%) are isolated artefacts and almost entirely comprised of quartz 

flaked artefacts, the density of sites per kilometre (7.8) calculated through this section is almost 

10 times higher than further up the Thredbo Valley where, on average only 0.7 sites were 

recorded per kilometre. It was noted that several additional factors may have also influenced 

these calculations including the proposed route of the track and the levels of visibility and 

exposure. The visibility and exposure were noted as being considerably lower further up the 

Thredbo Valley than along the Pallaibo Track. 

5.2.2.2 Thredbo Alpine Resort 

Thredbo to Bullocks Flat Multi-Use Track 

An Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment was conducted on the proposed development of the 

multi-use trail between Thredbo and Bullocks Flat within the KNP (Heritage Solutions 2008). The 

proposed trail covered 16 km. During assessment 21 Aboriginal artefact sites were identified. 

This included 11 flaked stone artefact scatters, an isolated find and one grinding groove. Two 

potential archaeological deposits (PADs) were also identified. Most of the artefacts were made of 

quartz and were recorded on gentle slopes. Chert and silcrete artefacts were also recorded. The 

grinding groove was located on a large flat outcrop of granite within a pebble bed on the banks 

of the Thredbo River. 
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5.2.2.3 Perisher Range Alpine Resort 

Smiggin Holes, Kosciuszko National Park 

An Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment was undertaken at Smiggin Holes in the KNP, 

regarding the proposed upgrading and installation of snowmaking infrastructure (Barber 2015). 

Subsurface testing was required at the level ridge crest of Mount Piper, which had been 

previously recognised as significant. From 25 test pits, 13 contained stone artefacts. A total of 51 

artefacts were recovered as a result. All artefacts were made of quartz except for one, which was 

made from silcrete. Most artefacts were flakes or portions of flakes. The report concluded that 

evidence is indicative less of long-term site occupation and rather that the area was utilized in 

passing. The artefacts are present along the entire ridge, mainly on an exposed bench on the 

northern side of the ridge.  

Perisher Range Resorts Area 

An Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment was conducted for the Perisher Range Resorts Area 

(NPWS 2000). 33 artefacts were recorded from testing which occurred across seven pit locations. 

Only one artefact was located from pits located along treeless valley floor contexts. This particular 

artefact was located on a partially elevated spur line crest, within a partially sheltered context. 

Artefacts were nearly always found in locally sheltered contexts, close to and often in the lee side 

of boulders. Artefacts were more likely to be in woodland or scattered woodland characterised by 

a grassland or herb field understory. Distance from water does not appear to be a significant site 

location determinant. Most of the artefacts recorded were quartz (93.9%) and two black volcanic 

flakes are the only non-quartz artefacts in the assemblage. Flakes dominated the artefact 

assemblage. 

5.2.2.4 Recent work outside of the SAP Investigation Area 

Snowy 2.0 Exploratory Works 

An Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment was conducted for the Snowy 2.0 Exploratory Works, 

located at the Lobs Holes Ravine site, NSW (Dibden 2018). During the testing, 2,306 lithic 

artefacts were retrieved from 180 test squares. Artefacts were primarily flaking debitage made 

from a range of raw materials dominated by locally acquired tuff and quartz. Survey units 3, 5, 8, 

11 and 12 were river flats. Survey units 6 and 10 are crest landforms. Survey units 6, 10 and 12 

recorded moderate- to high-artefact density, suggesting relatively high intensity levels of 

occupation. Survey units 3, 8 and 11, all flat landforms, had relatively low artefact densities.  

Snowy 2.0 Main Works 

An Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment was conducted for the Snowy 2.0 Main Works located 

in the KNP (Dibden 2019). 29 Aboriginal object sites were already known to be present in the 

survey area and an additional 306 sites were recorded during the field survey. From 654 test 
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squares, 3,394 stone artefacts were retrieved, the majority of which were quartz, though a notable 

range of chert was also present. The highest density of artefact scatters is apparent in lower 

altitude, broad river valleys. Artefacts were also recorded along crests in moderate quantities, 

while very little were recorded on slopes.  

5.3 LOCAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT 

5.3.1 Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System 

AHIMS register records 403 sites within the SAP Investigation Area (Figure 5-2). Of these, nine 

sites have been destroyed under permit, 10 have been partially destroyed under permit, and one 

site has been declared ‘not a site’. The remaining 383 sites remain intact within the landscape. 

Not including the one location determined to be ‘not a site’, the remaining 402 sites have a variety 

of site types, but most sites (87 per cent) are artefact sites, with the remaining 13 per cent of sites 

being split among nine different site types (Table 5-1). 

Figure 5-3 to Figure 5-4 provide detail of the AHIMS recordings in relation to the survey areas 

within the SAP Investigation Area. 

Table 5-1: AHIMS sites in the SAP Investigation Area by site type. 

Site type Number in SAP Investigation Area 

Artefact site (scatter/isolated find) 351 

Modified tree 16 

Potential archaeological deposit (PAD) 15 

Burial 8 

Stone arrangement 4 

Quarry 3 

Grinding groove 2 

Resource and Gathering 1 

Ceremonial ring 1 

Shell 1 

In terms of the survey areas, there are eighteen previously recorded sites in the Jindabyne survey 

areas, two of which have been destroyed under permit. All sites are artefact sites and they have 

been recorded in: 

 Jindabyne Catalyst Precinct: 11 sites currently valid sites 

 Jindabyne Growth Precinct: five currently valid sites. 

One site (62-1-0174) plots to a highly modified landform in central Jindabyne. Given its site name, 

Thredbo Terrace 1, the AHIMS coordinates are clearly wrong, and this site is actually located 

closer to Thredbo. This site will not be discussed further.  

The Aboriginal Place, Curiosity Rocks, is outside of any survey area.  
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In the KNP there are 60 sites in the Alpine Sub-Precinct. These sites are mostly artefact (n=47) 

and potential archaeological deposit (PAD) sites (n=9), although a Resource and Gathering site 

(n=1), a Shell site (n=1), and Stone Quarry sites (n=2) have also been recorded. 

The distribution of AHIMS sites indicates that many sites have been recorded associated with 

development proposals, particularly around Jindabyne, but also to a lesser extent associated with 

the village areas within KNP, such as at the Thredbo and Perisher Alpine Resorts. There is also 

a notable cluster of sites along the Thredbo River at the junction of the steep escarpment to the 

north and the lower gradient landforms to the south. 

Generally, the distribution of previously recorded sites within the SAP Investigation Area is not 

closely associated with waterways. If a buffer of 200 m is made around named rivers and 100 m 

for named creeks, only 86 sites (or 21 per cent of the total site number) fall within these buffers. 

Therefore, the most likely explanation for the observed distribution of sites is that occupation near 

waterways was not preferred in these alpine regions and that occupation on elevated landforms 

such as crests, within reach of water, was more common. 
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Figure 5-2: Aerial showing all AHIMS sites within the SAP Investigation Area. 
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Figure 5-3: Aerial showing AHIMS sites associated with the Alpine Sub-Precinct. 
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Figure 5-4: Aerial showing AHIMS sites associated with the Jindabyne Precincts. 
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5.3.2 Go Jindabyne field survey 

NGH ground-truthed the AHIMS location of several sites of potential cultural significance that 

plotted within the Go Jindabyne study area. These sites were a Bora Ground and axe grinding 

groove complex, a carved tree, and a scarred tree (62-1-0018, 62-1-0023, 62-1-0067 

respectively). Following fieldwork by NGH, it was confirmed that the features do not occur at the 

registered GPS location or are not Aboriginal cultural heritage items. 

In addition, the fieldwork also intended to assess the reliability of the heritage constraints map 

developed by NGH. Targeted fieldwork where access to public land was possible confirmed the 

high archaeological potential of East Jindabyne, and Curiosity Rocks and the associated 

foreshore. Survey along the lake foreshore between the boat ramp and Curiosity Rocks confirmed 

an extensive and continuous scatter of artefacts, often eroding from in situ archaeological 

deposits. At East Jindabyne, four previously unrecorded sites were located all along spur lines 

leading down to the now submerged Snowy River, confirming the site modelling developed by 

NGH for the Go Jindabyne study.  

Additional survey along the foreshore from Widows Creek to approximately 400 meters east of 

the Jindabyne Sailing club determined that the area previously mapped by NGH as having a high 

heritage constraint was amended to moderate because of the steep slopes and lack of suitable 

camping locations. It was noted that Sue Feary (2018) had recorded artefact sites where Widows 

Creek joins the current shore of Lake Jindabyne and this suggested moderate potential, rather 

than low. 

A site inspection by NGH to the west of the current Leesville Industrial estate identified a single 

quartz artefact within an area of heavily disturbed earth stockpiling. The location of the stockpile 

adjacent to Lees Creek was, however, considered to have heritage constraints. Visibility was very 

restricted due to vegetation and NGH concluded that further investigation was warranted.  

5.3.3 Statutory listings 

Curiosity Rocks was gazetted in 2016 as an Aboriginal Place and is protected by the NPW Act. 

Its significance is derived from, but is not limited to, it being in sight of Kalkite Mountain and 

adjacent to a camping area and ceremonial grounds situated along the traditional travel pathways 

up the Snowy River to the Mt Twynam area. The place is rich in stone resources and sites 

providing widespread evidence of long occupation and use of area by Ngarigo ancestors. The 

area holds a deep spiritual connection for these ancestors to the Ngarigo lands and waters, the 

knowledge of which continues to be passed down across generations through the stories of the 

elders to the community of today. 



OzArk Environment & Heritage 

Revised Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report: Snowy Mountains Special Activation Precinct 70 

5.4 ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT: CONCLUSION 
The extensive and long-running archaeological investigations surrounding the survey area as 

summarised in Section 2.2 and 2.3 indicate that: 

• Stone artefact sites (isolated finds and artefact scatters) are the most recorded site types 

in the area and that other site types, such as grinding grooves and burials, are rarer, 

however, it is important to note they have been located 

• The predominant raw materials used for stone artefact manufacture are locally sourced 

quartz, silcrete and chert 

• Sites tend to be associated with gentle sloping landforms, flatter valley areas, crest 

landforms, or close to water 

• Sites tend to be associated with naturally occurring shelter such as rock outcrops. 
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6 PREDICTIVE MODEL FOR ABORIGINAL SITE LOCATION 

Across Australia, numerous archaeological studies in widely varying environmental zones and 

contexts have demonstrated a high correlation between the permanence of a water source and 

the permanence and/or complexity of Aboriginal occupation. Site location is also affected by the 

availability of and/or accessibility to a range of other natural resources including: plant and animal 

foods; stone and ochre resources and rockshelters; as well as by their general proximity to other 

sites/places of cultural/mythological significance. Consequently, sites tend to be found along 

permanent and ephemeral water sources, along access or trade routes or in areas that have 

good flora/fauna resources and appropriate shelter.  

In formulating a predictive model for Aboriginal archaeological site location within any landscape 

it is also necessary to consider post-depositional influences on Aboriginal material culture. In all 

but the best preservation conditions very little of the organic material culture remains of ancestral 

Aboriginal communities survives to the present. Generally, it is the more durable materials such 

as stone artefacts, stone hearths, shells, and some bones that remain preserved in the current 

landscape. Even these, however, may not be found in their original depositional context since 

these may be subject to either (a) the effects of wind and water erosion/transport—both over 

short- and long-time scales—or (b) the historical impacts associated with the introduction of 

European farming practices including grazing and cropping, land degradation, and farm related 

infrastructure. Scarred trees, due to their nature, may survive for up to several hundred years but 

rarely beyond.  

6.1 ASDST MAPPING 
Heritage NSW (DECCW 2010c) have produced a series of ‘pre-1750’ predictive models termed 

the Aboriginal Sites Decision Support Tool (ASDST) which combines data derived from AHIMS 

with a series of spatial variables that describe the landscape such as elevation, geology, and 

proximity to water. The ASDST outputs GIS raster layers composed of one hectare cells that 

predict the likelihood of Aboriginal sites (e.g. mounds, artefacts, modified trees, grinding grooves, 

burials, and hearths) occurring in the landscape prior to British settlement. These models do not 

account for land use disturbance in the intervening period, or local conditions leading to 

differential preservation of features. However, the ASDST includes an ‘accumulated impacts’ 

model that indicates impacts of post-colonial settlement land-use and its impact upon Aboriginal 

site features in the landscape. In combination, these models are used to predict the likelihood of 

encountering different Aboriginal site types prior to British settlement, and how the distribution of 

Aboriginal sites are likely to have been affected since this time.  

According to the pre-1750 models shown on Figure 6-1: 
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 There is a moderate–high potential for Aboriginal sites to be located across the SAP 
Investigation Area. There is a marginally increased likelihood of recording Aboriginal sites 
in the lower elevation areas to the northeast of Jindabyne 

 Artefact sites are likely to be recorded across the SAP Investigation Area, except in 
landforms with steep gradients. More level plateaux landforms, or lower elevation 
landforms have an increased likelihood of recording artefact sites 

 Due to both the environmental conditions, as well as past logging activity, there is a 
generally low likelihood of recording scarred trees in the SAP Investigation Area apart 
from the lower elevation landforms to the northeast of Jindabyne 

 The ASDST accumulated impacts model indicates low levels of disturbance in those areas 
equating to the KNP (apart from isolated disturbances in the village areas). The lower 
elevation landforms around Jindabyne have increased disturbances due to agricultural 
activity. 

Figure 6-1: ASDST modelling for the SAP Investigation Area. 

 
1. ASDST modelling for the likelihood of all archaeological features being recorded in the SAP Investigation 

Area. 
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2. ASDST modelling for the likelihood of artefact sites being recorded in the SAP Investigation Area. 

 
3. ASDST modelling for the likelihood of scarred trees being recorded in the SAP Investigation Area. 
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4. ASDST modelling showing accumulated impacts in the SAP Investigation Area. 

6.2 SETTLEMENT STRATEGIES 
Results of previous archaeological surveys in the SAP Investigation Area indicate that the area 

contains a widespread distribution of archaeological material, most of which are stone artefacts. 

It is, however, expected that stone artefact density (and possibly the nature of the material) will 

vary significantly across the area.  

There are not enough sites currently identified in alpine regions to assist in understanding 

patterns of Pleistocene highland usage, but it is suggested that the drivers of highland occupation 

in south-eastern Australia were very different between the Pleistocene and Holocene (NGH 

Environmental 2019: 98). In the Holocene, occupation of these areas has been strongly 

associated with ethnographic evidence of Bogong moth hunting as part of feasts and ceremonies; 

although Bogong moths could not have been a highland resource prior to the present climatic 

conditions of the Holocene making the Pleistocene resources that attracted occupation elusive. 

Flood’s 1973 work for her PhD thesis, culminating in the book The Moth Hunters (Flood 1980), 

proposed five archaeological site types for this region: 

• Large lowland base camps – open artefact scatters containing over 1,500 artefacts 
that may extend over several kilometres 
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• Medium sized lowland camps 

• Valley camps at altitudes between 745–1,160 m asl 

• High summer camps at elevations of 1,160–1,525 m asl 

• Camp sites above 1,525 m asl (the snow line). 

This model revolved around both seasonal resource availability (e.g. Bogong moths) and 

seasonal movement through the landscape, with lowland areas occupied during the winter 

months and the alpine areas occupied during summer (Flood 1980). 

More recent research has found evidence of high-altitude human occupation that does not fit well 

within Flood’s original model. Significant numbers of stone artefact scatters have been recorded 

at intermediate altitudes between 300 and 2000 m asl that had not previously been included in 

archaeological research. This research proposes a broad-spectrum model of highland occupation 

based on seasonally scheduled movement throughout a range of economically exploitable 

environments (NGH Environmental 2019: 99). 

For example, the small collection of stone artefacts and archaeological faunal remains from 

Unit III of the Y259 deposit on the Yarrangobilly Plateau, dating to the period 9700-9120 cal. BP, 

provides a snapshot of occupation above 1000 m asl in the southeast Australian Alps (Alpin et 

al. 2010). The small archaeological assemblage recovered to date provides only scant clues as 

to what might have drawn people on to the Yarrangobilly Plateau during the early Holocene. The 

component of the faunal assemblage that can be attributed to human activity suggests 

opportunistic hunting activity, without the strong focus on a particular species seen in the ice age 

assemblages from southwest Tasmania. While the assemblage includes the remains of red-

necked wallabies, the preferred prey species of late-Pleistocene Tasmanians, there are 

approximately equal numbers of other prey taxa, including rock wallabies, possums, and a 

bandicoot. This broader range of prey items is probably due in part to the more diverse local 

fauna compared with that available to the Tasmanian hunters. Nevertheless, some prey 

selectivity is also apparent in the Y259 assemblage, with a clear preference for medium-sized to 

large mammals over the numerous small vertebrates that occurred locally around the site. 

Recent work on the Snowy 2.0 Exploratory Works identified that Lobs Holes Ravine 

(approximately 581 m asl) was utilised for relatively intensive Aboriginal occupation (Dibden 2018, 

NGH Environmental 2019: 99). The valley would have provided protection from poor weather 

conditions and supplied resources such as firewood, water, and lithic material. Artefacts 

recovered from the subsurface testing program indicated that area has a continuous distributions 

of stone artefacts rather than individual site locales, although considerable differences in artefact 

densities were noted across landforms. The highest density of artefacts was located on elevated 

crest landforms with lower densities on flats. The lower densities on flats were noted to likely be 

due to the flats retaining water and being boggy prior to modern modification of the landscape. 
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In the alpine areas, investigations for developments for the snow sport and tourist industry have 

recorded sites in highland areas, but not at the density that sites have been recorded at lower 

altitudes around Jindabyne. The implication suggests that areas around Jindabyne probably 

supported settlement year-round, with more short-term occupation at higher altitudes. 

Heritage NSW acknowledge in their 2 November 2021 letter that the Jindabyne area is part of a 

rich Aboriginal cultural landscape that is only in the early process of being fully understood. 

Heritage NSW note that development within recent decades has spurred on numerous 

assessments that have begun to contribute to an understanding of the traditional Aboriginal 

occupation of this area. In recent years, an increase of Aboriginal sites being exposed by the 

falling levels of Lake Jindabyne have been noted (along the Jindabyne foreshore and at Curiosity 

Rocks Aboriginal Place). Heritage NSW suggests that these recent investigations illustrate the 

potential for significant archaeological deposits along the lake shore.  

OzArk understands that archaeological investigations in the Jindabyne area have shown that the 

occupation was more intensive and complex than many thought possible several decades ago. 

However, caution needs to be taken when interpreting recordings around the ‘lake shore’. As 

today’s lake’s edge is an arbitrary line on the original hillslopes and is without any topographic 

relevance to ancient occupation, any artefacts recorded associated with the lake shore are highly 

likely to be displaced objects. Additionally, many of the recordings are for basic quartz artefacts 

where there is often some room for misinterpretation, and it must be accepted that some of the 

recordings are not bona fide Aboriginal objects. The lake shore visually provides what seems like 

a fixed topographic feature, but it does not follow that it has any bearing on past settlement in the 

region. For example, in their predictive modelling for Go Jindabyne, NGH Environmental define 

the lake shore as having ‘high’ potential for Aboriginal objects (see Figure 5-1). However, 

because the lake shore would not have dictated settlement strategies before the 1960s, NGH 

Environmental’s high potential designation of this landform feature must be treated with caution. 

Recordings of artefacts along the spur leading to Curiosity Rocks are more feasible but the 

artefacts are associated with the use of Curiosity Rocks rather than the current level of the lake. 

Curiosity Rocks was once a feature within the narrow valley for Wollondibby Creek that joined 

the Snowy River about 2 km east of the rocks. These rocks may have a marker for people 

travelling from the Snowy River towards the alpine regions (pers. comm. Iris White) and 

concentrations of artefacts around such a feature could be expected. 

6.3 PAST LAND USE 
Past land use can remove or disperse Aboriginal sites, although given that the environment of 

the SAP Investigation Area does not encourage intensive agriculture such as cropping, and 

because large areas are within the KNP, the level of disturbance is generally lower than many 

parts of NSW. 
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However, in the areas where developments are planned, disturbances have been higher than 

surrounding areas. The alpine resort areas, for example, have been heavily modified by 

construction of buildings, roads, and ski facilities, while the Jindabyne area has been modified by 

urban development and the creation of Lake Jindabyne that has submerged large portions of the 

Snowy River. 

Therefore, within urban areas, either at Jindabyne or at the alpine resorts, sites are expected to 

have been disturbed, if not removed altogether. Areas around Jindabyne, although impacted by 

agriculture, primarily vegetation clearance and long-term grazing, have potential to contain intact 

archaeological sites, while landforms outside of the developed areas at the KNP have a high 

potential for undisturbed sites, should they be present. 

6.4 PREVIOUSLY RECORDED SITES 
The results of past archaeological investigations near the survey area indicates that the most 

common site type will be artefact scatters, followed by scarred trees and PADs (Table 5-1). 

Previous investigations indicate that the most common artefact to be recorded will be an 

unmodified silcrete or quartz flake, with other raw materials and formal tool types being rare or 

non-existent at most sites. 

Sites will generally have a low artefact density, and based on the chronological dating undertaken, 

will probably date to within the past 5,000 years. 

The gazettal of Curiosity Rocks as an Aboriginal Place highlights the significance of that area and 

the SAP Investigation Area in particular. 

6.5 LANDFORM MODELLING 
The landforms which were predicted to contain relatively high artefact densities are flats and 

gentle slopes situated above the flood zone. However, a location near major permanent or semi-

permanent streams and rivers (i.e. within 200 m) does not seem so important as the well-watered 

nature of the landscape allowed settlement near smaller waterways. Flats and elevated ground 

near the confluence of major streams are of high sensitivity, while ridge crests which possess flat 

or gentle gradients also possess high archaeological sensitivity. Slopes with higher gradients 

(<10 degrees) are considered to have lower archaeological sensitivity. Therefore, 

archaeologically sensitive landforms within the SAP Investigation Area are likely to include: 

 Elevated land situated within 200 m of major streams or reliable water sources. This 
‘200 m to waters model’ will be tested during fieldwork. Recent excavations at Kunama 
Ridge, containing relatively intact knapping events, showed the site appears to be just 
over 200 m from any waterway and is located nearer smaller waterways (Biosis 2019) 

 Elevated land situated near the confluence of major streams 

 Any elevated and reasonably flat landforms located in valley contexts  
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 Ridge and spur crests which possess flat or gentle gradients situated within reasonable 
proximity (within 500 m) to sources of reliable water 

 Small scale micro-topographic features of low gradient or benches on otherwise steep 
landforms 

 Relatively flat or low gradient landforms 

 Relatively flat, well-drained ground within alpine woodland and scattered open woodland 

 Land which contains large boulders or rock outcrops providing shelter 

 Land which contains outcrops of stone suitable for artefact manufacture. 

The examination of the local archaeological context indicates that the greatest determinant of site 

location in the alpine region is that sites are in flat or gentle gradients commonly in crest 

landforms, but also on flat valley floors near waterways.  

To summarise the effect of landform modelling on the survey areas, the following observations 

are made: 

 Jindabyne area. Has extensive areas of lower gradient landforms, although as these are 
often within private property, few AHIMS sites are recorded in these landforms. 
Conversely, there is a concentration of AHIMS sites around the township of Jindabyne 
and the new development areas at East Jindabyne. Another notable concentration of sites 
has been recorded around Curiosity Rocks to the northwest of Jindabyne township. 
Therefore, the distribution of sites around Jindabyne is largely the result of development 
driven studies and is not a true reflection of site distribution in the area. Most of these 
sites, with some notable exceptions, have a very low artefact density. There is little 
evidence of an association between the drainage buffers and site location but as these 
landforms are largely in private property this association has never been tested. It is also 
noted that the archaeology of the Jindabyne area has been under-assessed previously 
based on old predictive modelling and is only now being properly assessed. Therefore, 
the lack of previous survey effort and test excavations may also be a factor in skewing the 
observed distribution of sites in the Jindabyne area. 

 Thredbo Alpine Resort. Despite a large amount of assessment related to the installation 
of snow industry infrastructure, recorded sites are generally associated with the flatter 
landforms in the south of the Thredbo area (which is also associated with the Thredbo 
River). Twelve sites have been recorded in this area, all artefact sites. Seven of these 
sites are associated with the flatter, valley floor within this area. 

 Thredbo Rangers Station. Although no sites have been recorded in the survey area, 
nearby sites are associated with the river flats adjacent to the Thredbo River. 

 Ngarigo Campground. Although no sites have been recorded in the survey area, nearby 
sites are associated with the river flats adjacent to the Thredbo River. 

 Bullocks Flat Terminal. Most of this area is lower gradient terrain and 15 sites have been 
recorded in association with this landform type. There is a weak association between site 
recordings and the drainage buffer at the north of the area. All sites, except one, are 
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artefact sites of between one and 18 artefacts, along with a shell site that has also been 
recorded. 

 Island Bend. No sites have been previously recorded in the vicinity of Island Bend. This 
may be due to the historic disturbances that have taken place in this area, or due to the 
lack of survey effort. 

 Guthega. Two sites, a PAD and an isolated find, have been recorded in the sloping 
landforms. As the area has been previously assessed, this indicates that these sloping 
landforms are poor preservers of archaeological evidence. 

 Perisher Range Alpine Resort. Nineteen sites have been recorded in this area that 
includes Smiggin Holes, but not the two sites recorded near Guthega noted above. Eleven 
of the sites are artefact sites ranging from one to 12 artefacts and eight are PADs. The 
distribution of recorded sites is dependent on where areas have been surveyed for more 
recent developments such as snow making facilities. Therefore, most sites have been 
recorded on the slopes to the north of the village with only four sites having been recorded 
in the gentler gradients around the village. Generally sites are represented at a low 
artefact density. 

 Charlotte Pass Alpine Resort. Steep slopes dominate this area and the few sites that have 
been recorded are associated with a walking track to the west of the area (three artefact 
sites of between two and nine artefacts, and a stone quarry). No sites have been recorded 
to date in the level landforms in the centre-east of the area where the Charlotte Pass 
resort buildings are located. 

 Sponars Chalet. No sites have been recorded within this area that has been heavily 
disturbed by development for over one hundred years. 

 Ski Rider Hotel. No sites have been recorded within this area that has been heavily 
disturbed by development of the hotel. 

 Kosciusko Tourist Park. One artefact site has been recorded in the current campground. 
Generally the landform of the campground would have been conducive for occupation by 
Aboriginal people, but evidence of this activity may have been removed during the 
development of the campground and the preceding timber milling works that took place 
at this location. 

 Creel Bay. The area occupies what would have been a promontory overlooking the 
confluence of the Snowy and Thredbo Rivers. Previous archaeological investigations 
suggest that elevated landforms such as this near a major confluence of waterways would 
be a high potential area for past Aboriginal occupation. Five sites have been previously 
recorded, four low density artefact scatters and an Aboriginal Resource and Gathering 
site. 

6.6 CONCLUSION 
The review of factors associated with predicting the location, type and density of occupation sites 

has made the following observations: 

 While the ASDST modelling (Section 6.1) indicates that there has only been low–
moderate accumulated impacts within the SAP Investigation Area, those portions of the 
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SAP Investigation Area that have been cleared and subjected to long-term grazing, such 
as landforms around Jindabyne, are likely to have been disturbed to the extent that certain 
site types, such as artefact scatters, may have become dispersed, if not removed from 
the landscape as a result of soil loss and/or waterway bank degradation. However, it is 
also the case that grazing has been at a low intensity in the area and there remains the 
possibility for some integrity to artefact sites should they be recorded 

 The more elevated landforms in the SAP Investigation Area are less disturbed. However, 
the portions of these landforms that are included in alpine resort areas are limited when 
compared to the broader SAP Investigation Area and have been subjected to a higher 
degree of modification from development. This lowers the opportunity for the survey of 
the areas within the KNP to record intact archaeological sites 

 Artefact sites, including both scatters and isolated finds, will be the most common site type 
recorded in the survey areas. Observed distribution of this site type indicates that artefact 
sites can be recorded in all landforms but that they will be most frequent in lower gradient 
landforms. It is also noted that the extent of a surface manifestation does not necessarily 
correlate to the nature and extent of the subsurface component at the site 

 Should artefacts be recorded, they will likely be made from silcrete with lesser numbers 
of quartz, basalt, crystal quartz, quartzite, rhyolite, and chert. Artefact types will likely be 
unmodified flakes at a low artefact density although some high-density sites may 
sometimes be recorded 

 Other site types such as stone arrangements and scarred trees will only be rarely 
recorded based on the findings within the SAP Investigation Area. However, should areas 
of mature vegetation remain in the specific areas, scarred trees may be recorded 

 Although burials have been recorded in the SAP Investigation Area, it is predicted that the 
recording of burials will be very rare as it is generally a rare site type (comprising eight per 
cent of site recordings in the SAP Investigation Area). In addition, disturbances from 
agriculture and development in the area will make this a rare site type. 

Regarding the areas at a higher elevation, Navin Officer (2000: 27) offer the following predictive 
model for the Perisher Range area: 

 Surface site recordings are likely to be small in area, low in artefact density, with less than 
30 recorded artefacts 

 Artefact assemblages are typically dominated by quartz with a minimal percentage of 
silcrete and other materials. This probably reflects predominantly local procurement and 
working of stone materials 

 Artefacts typically include small flakes with a small percentage displaying backing and 
other forms of retouch. Variously modified alluvial pebbles also occur 

 Sites can occur at any elevation, though most previous work has suggested that higher 
site densities and larger sites will occur below the tree-line 

 Sites are likely to occur close to exploitable food resources, notably moth aestivation 
localities and/or grassland and herbfield communities which supported tuber producing 
plants 
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 Sites are most likely to occur on relatively flat, well drained ground or on ridge and spurline 
crests 

 Sites are most likely to occur within micro-topographic contexts which afford shelter from 
prevailing winds and bad weather, in some cases utilising the down-slope side of granite 
tars, or woodland cover 

 Sites are likely to occur along topographic features (such as major ridgelines, saddles, 
and valleys) which afforded through-access or travel routes along relatively moderate 
gradients and terrain 

 Sites are unlikely to occur within cold air drainage basins, notably within the treeless zone 
of valley floor topographies 

 Sites are unlikely to occur within terrain characterised by a dense heathy understorey. 

Navin Officer (2000) also found that small scale features were more likely to influence site location 

than broad scale features and concluded that small sites of less than 15 artefacts per square 

metre would be the most common site type and would be found across the landscape including 

above the alpine zone (>1850 m asl).  

The larger sites (<15 artefacts/m2) would be found in optimal topographic locations such as crests 

of ridges and major spurlines. They represent more major campsites and are to be found on the 

basal valley slopes with an increase in artefact density correlated to decreasing altitude (Navin 

Officer 2000: 41). 

Julie Dibden (2019: 75–79) in formulating a predictive model for the Snowy 2.0 project within the 

KNP makes the following observations: 

 Stone artefacts will be widely distributed across the landscape in a virtual continuum, with 
significant variations in density in relation to different environmental factors. Artefact 
density and site complexity is expected to be greater near reliable water and the 
confluence of a number of different resource zones. Actual stone tools such as 
deliberately formed artefacts (such as scrapers, backed blades or adzes) or pieces which 
possess evidence of use, generally occur in low frequencies. The detection of artefact 
scatters depends on ground surface factors and whether the potential archaeological 
bearing soil profile is visible. Prior ground disturbance, vegetation cover and 
sediment/gravel deposition can act to obscure artefact scatter presence.  

 Grinding grooves are mostly located on sandstone exposures and are the result of the 
manufacture and maintenance of ground edge tools. Such tools were generally made of 
stone; however, bone and shell were also ground to fine points. The location of sites with 
grinding grooves is dependent on the presence of a suitable rock surface; generally a fine-
grained homogeneous sandstone and a water source. Grinding groove sites may have 
provided a physical and conceptual reference to the ancestral past and activities of 
previous generations. Given the general absence of sandstone exposures in the Snowy 
2.0 activity areas, this site type is unlikely to be present. However, given the requirement 
to maintain ground edged implements, portable whetstones which satisfy this need may 
well be found. 
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 Burial/interment sites have been recorded within the wider region. On the Monaro and in 
the Snowy Mountains, human remains have been found buried in excavated ground 
contexts, in limestone caves and deposited in standing hollow trees. Aboriginal burials are 
rarely encountered during field survey. They were not expected to be found in the Snowy 
2.0 project area, but the potential was not discounted. 

 Rock shelter sites consist of any form of rock overhang that contains artefacts, 
archaeological deposit and/or art. Common archaeological features of rock shelter sites 
are: surface artefacts, archaeological deposit including stone artefacts, shell, bone and 
charcoal, rock drawings, paintings and stencils, engraved imagery and grinding grooves. 
Rock shelters may form where boulders are arranged in such a way as to provide shelter 
or protection, such as a rock shelter recorded at Tantangara Dam (AHIMS 57-7-0276). 

 Scarred and carved trees result from the removal of bark from trees by Aboriginal people 
for either domestic or ceremonial purposes. These site types can occur anywhere that 
trees of sufficient age are present, however, in an Aboriginal land use context would most 
likely have been situated on flat or low gradient landforms in areas suitable for either 
habitation and/or ceremonial purposes. Bark removal by European people through the 
entire historic period and by natural processes such as fire blistering and branch fall, make 
the identification of scarring from a causal point of view very difficult. Accordingly, given 
the propensity for trees to bear scarring from natural causes their positive identification is 
impossible unless culturally specific variables such as stone hatchet cut marks or incised 
designs are evident and rigorous criteria in regard to tree species/age/size and its specific 
characteristics in regard to regrowth is adopted. The likelihood of trees bearing cultural 
scarring remaining extant and in situ in the Snowy 2.0 study area was predicted to be low 
given events such as land clearance and bushfires and that the potential for scarred trees 
to be present in the Snowy 2.0 project area was considered possible but unlikely. 

 A lithic quarry is the location of an exploited stone source. Sites will only be located where 
exposures of a stone type suitable for use in artefact manufacture occur. These sites will 
commonly have evidence of exploitation including extraction and preliminary flaking 
preparation. The presence of these site types is dependent on the surface exposure of 
suitable stone. Quarries are a rare site type in this region; however, numerous quartz 
quarries have been recorded on the Monaro. 

 Burbung and ceremonial sites are places which were used for ritual and ceremonial 
purposes. Possibly the most significant ceremonial practices were those concerned with 
initiation and other rites of passage such as those associated with death. Sites associated 
with these ceremonies are burbung grounds and burial sites. Additionally, secret rituals 
were undertaken by individuals such as clever men. These rituals were commonly 
undertaken in ‘natural’ locations such as water holes. In addition to site specific types and 
locales, Aboriginal people invested the landscape with meaning and significance; this is 
commonly referred to as a sacred geography. Natural features are those physical places 
which are intimately associated with spirits or the dwelling/activity places of certain 
mythical beings. While many places in the high country are known in respect of their 
sacredness, none were reported for the Snowy 2.0 project area. 

6.7 PREDICTIVE MODEL FOR THE SURVEY AREA 
The archaeological studies undertaken in the vicinity of survey area provide an insight into the 

nature and distribution of archaeological sites within the area. However, the location of sites can 
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only reflect what has been identified, usually because of infrastructure/development-driven 

projects, thus presenting the site data as clustered or on linear alignments. Generally, sites have 

been recorded in proximity to a recognised water source, in locations that have been subject to 

reduced landform disturbance, and on gentle, elevated landforms. However, landform 

disturbance may also explain why Aboriginal objects become revealed on the ground surface, 

such as within modified and disturbed landforms.  

Based on knowledge of the environmental contexts of the survey area and a desktop review of 

the known local and regional archaeological record, the following predictions are made 

concerning the probability of those site types being recorded: 

Isolated finds may be indicative of the random loss or deliberate discard of a single artefact, the 

remnant of a now dispersed and disturbed artefact scatter, or an otherwise obscured or sub-

surface artefact scatter. They may occur anywhere within the landscape but are more likely to 

occur in topographies where open artefact scatters typically occur.  

 As isolated finds can occur anywhere, particularly within disturbed contexts, it is predicted 
that this site type is likely to be recorded within the survey areas. It is noted in Section 5.3 
that isolated finds are commonly recorded within the SAP Investigation Area. 

Open artefact scatters are here defined as two or more artefacts, not located within a rock shelter, 

and located no more than 50 m away from any other constituent artefact. This site type may occur 

almost anywhere that Aboriginal people have travelled and may be associated with hunting and 

gathering activities, short- or long-term camps, and the manufacture and maintenance of stone 

tools. Artefact scatters typically consist of surface scatters or sub-surface distributions of flaked 

stone discarded during the manufacture of tools but may also include other artefactual rock types 

such as hearth and anvil stones. Less commonly, artefact scatters may include archaeological 

stratigraphic features such as hearths and artefact concentrations which relate to activity areas. 

Artefact density can vary considerably between and across individual sites. Small ground 

exposures revealing low-density scatters may be indicative of background scatter rather than a 

spatially or temporally distinct artefact assemblage. These sites are classed as 'open', that is, 

occurring on the land surface unprotected by rock overhangs, and are sometimes referred to as 

'open camp sites'.  

Artefact scatters are most likely to occur on level or low gradient contexts, along the crests of 

ridgelines and spurs, and elevated areas fringing watercourses or wetlands. Larger sites may be 

expected in loose association with permanent water sources. 

Topographies which afford effective through-access across, and relative to, the surrounding 

landscape, such as the open basal valley slopes and the valleys of creeks, will tend to contain 

more and larger sites, mostly camp sites evidenced by open artefact scatters.  
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 Stone artefact distributions of variable artefact densities are of the most common 
Aboriginal site recorded within the region (see Section 5.2). Across the SAP Investigation 
Area, a widespread distribution of artefacts in variable density is expected across virtually 
all landform units with gradients less than 10 degrees, apart from in areas which have 
been substantially impacted by recent land use. 

Aboriginal scarred trees contain evidence of the removal of bark (and sometimes wood) in the 

past by Aboriginal people, in the form of a scar. Bark was removed from trees for a wide range of 

reasons. It was a raw material used in the manufacture of various tools, vessels, and commodities 

such as string, water containers, roofing for shelters, shields and canoes. Bark was also removed 

as a consequence of gathering food, such as collecting wood boring grubs or creating footholds 

to climb a tree for possum hunting. Due to the multiplicity of uses and the continuous process of 

occlusion (or healing) following removal, it is difficult to accurately determine the intended purpose 

for any particular example of bark removal. Scarred trees may occur anywhere old growth trees 

survive. The identification of scars as Aboriginal cultural heritage items can be problematical 

because some forms of natural trauma and European bark extraction create similar scars. Many 

remaining scarred trees probably date to the historic period when bark was removed by Aboriginal 

people for both their own purposes and for roofing on early European houses. Consequently, the 

distinction between European and Aboriginal scarred trees may not be clear. 

 16 scarred trees have been identified within the SAP Investigation Area, confirming the 
prediction of a low potential to record this site type where mature native vegetation 
remains. It is noted that this is a relatively rare site type in the region given previous 
disturbances, principally vegetation clearance and the lack of suitable trees above a 
certain altitude. 

Quarry sites and stone procurement sites typically consist of exposures of stone material where 

evidence for human collection, extraction and/or preliminary processing has survived. Typically, 

these involve the extraction of siliceous or fine grained igneous and meta-sedimentary rock types 

for the manufacture of artefacts. The presence of quarry/extraction sites is dependent on the 

availability of suitable rock formations. 

 There is a low to moderate potential for stone arrangements to occur within the SAP 
Investigation Area. However, the areas where the heritage investigation will take place 
have generally higher levels of disturbance and a lowered ability for the survival of stone 
arrangements. 

Grinding grooves are most likely to occur on flat outcrops of coarse-grained sandstone in the 

vicinity of water sources, however, grinding grooves have been recorded on fine-grained granite 

outcrops. 

 This site type is less commonly occurring within the survey area; however, two grinding 
grooves have been previously recorded (Table 5-1). In the scenario that suitable rock 
exposures are present in the survey areas, this site type may be present. 
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Rock shelters were utilised in the past for both habitation and ceremonial purposes. The term 

‘rock shelter site’ refers to rock shelters/rock overhangs that contain evidence such as stone 

artefacts and/or bones and/or plant remains (from meals eaten at the site) and/or hearths 

(fireplaces). Most rock shelter sites are secular in nature, however, those that also contain rock 

art or engravings are often believed to be non-secular in nature. The term ‘rock art site’ generally 

refers to Aboriginal ochre paintings or ochre or charcoal drawings located on a rock slab 

(generally in a sheltered place like the floor of a cave or rock shelter), boulder, cliff-face, cave or 

rock shelter wall or roof, or wall of a rock overhang. Most rock art sites are found in positions that 

are sheltered from the elements. This observation, however, is probably biased to some extent, 

as rock art would not preserve well in open positions. Rock art sites are generally believed to be 

non-secular in nature. 

 This site type has not been recorded previously within the survey areas and the potential 
of this site type being identified is considered low as suitable geological formations are 
absent. 

Burials are generally found in soft sediments such as aeolian sand, alluvial silts and rock shelter 

deposits. In valley floor and plains contexts, burials may occur in locally elevated topographies 

rather than poorly drained sedimentary contexts. Burials are also known to have occurred on 

rocky hilltops in some limited areas. Burials are generally only visible where there has been some 

disturbance of sub-surface sediments or where some erosional process has exposed them.  

 While not previously identified within the survey areas, burial sites have been identified 
within the vicinity. The potential for burial sites to occur within the SAP Investigation Area 
is assessed as low but cannot not be discounted. However, within areas where more 
recent disturbances are higher, the probability of recording burials will be very low. 

Bora/Ceremonial sites are places which have ceremonial or spiritual connections. Ceremonial 

sites may comprise of natural landscapes or have archaeological material. Bora sites are 

ceremonial sites which consist of a cleared area and earthen rings. 

 This site type does not necessarily follow landform predictability and are more likely to be 
identified by local Aboriginal people, rather than through archaeological evidence. These 
sites are generally identified through consultation with the Aboriginal community. 
Aboriginal stakeholders are likely to disclose a number of associations with the SAP 
Investigation Area of contemporary historical significance. Sites of traditional significance 
that are not already known are not anticipated to be widespread; but this determination 
will have to be elaborated during community consultation (see Appendix 3). 

7 SURVEY RESULTS 

7.1 SAMPLING STRATEGY AND FIELD METHODS 
Standard archaeological field survey and recording methods were employed in this study (Burke 

& Smith 2004). 
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The field survey constituted full compliance with the Code of Practice in that all landform types 

were assessed, and their archaeological potential was ascertained. However, in the KNP the 

survey areas were confined to areas where it is likely that developments associated with the 

Snowy Mountains SAP will be located. For example, this meant that only the ‘development area’ 

shown on the structure plans published with the Snowy Mountains Master Plan was surveyed. 

This meant that only 308 ha out of the total area of the Alpine Sub-Precinct (3131.4 ha) was 

surveyed, or 9.8% of the total Alpine Sub-Precinct. The landforms not surveyed tended to be 

sloping and thickly vegetated where systematic survey would be all but impossible, and as 

development was not planned for these landforms, they were not included in the survey. 

At the Jindabyne Sub-Precincts, greater survey coverage was achieved, and survey included 

1433.9 ha of the total Sub-Precinct area of 1740.2 ha, or 82% of the total precinct area. The only 

areas not surveyed at Jindabyne were properties where access was not possible, primarily at 

Western Lake Jindabyne A. 

Therefore, in total 1,741.9 ha were subjected to survey out of a total Sub-Precinct area of 

4,871.4 ha, or 36% of the total precinct area. 

Survey consisted of pedestrian transects undertaken by OzArk archaeologists and up to two RAP 

representatives, except on 15 February 2021 when Ben Churcher conducted the survey alone as 

this survey was confined to the built-up area of Jindabyne town.  

The survey transects within the Jindabyne survey areas are shown on Figure 7-1. This figure 

does not show the transects within the survey areas within Jindabyne town and while all areas 

were assessed their small size does not allow meaningful mapping at the scale presented on 

Figure 7-1. Due to their restricted size, the survey effort within the KNP survey areas is not 

mapped as all portions of the survey areas were included in the survey. 

The survey aimed to sample all landforms in the survey areas according to the designated survey 

units (Table 4-14 and Table 4-15). 

7.1.1 Dates of the survey 

The fieldwork component of this assessment was undertaken by OzArk between 9–15 December 

2020. In addition, site visits and targeted survey also took place on 1 October 2020, 15 February 

2021, and from 12 to 13 May 2021. A second mobilisation between 21–24 March 2022 was 

undertaken by three independent teams consisting of an archaeologist and a representative from 

the RAPs. 

See Section 3.1 for further details. 
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7.2 PROJECT CONSTRAINTS 
As noted in Section 7.1, the survey consisted of pedestrian transects undertaken by an OzArk 

archaeologist with one or two RAP representatives. There were no impediments to the survey 

apart from low ground surface visibility away from cleared areas in the KNP survey areas. In the 

Jindabyne survey areas, ground surface visibility was greater and was not such a constraint, 

however, ground surface visibility was generally low due to thick grasses. 

Areas where access was not approved were not surveyed. This included areas within the 

Jindabyne Sub-Precincts, most notably Western Lake Jindabyne A, and some smaller individual 

Lots where access was not approved. 



OzArk Environment & Heritage 

Revised Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report: Snowy Mountains Special Activation Precinct 88 

Figure 7-1: Survey effort in the Jindabyne survey areas. 
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7.3 SURVEY UNITS 
Prior to the survey, six survey units were designated based on landform (Section 4.3). In turn, 

the survey units were used to model archaeological potential within the survey areas prior to the 

survey commencing. At the time of survey, the model of archaeological potential presented in the 

predictive model was tested by a systematic assessment of each survey unit to determine its 

actual archaeological potential. 

The survey units used in this investigation are shown on Table 7-1. This tabulation shows that 

outside of the modified landforms, the most frequently represented landform is slopes (46.9%). 

As they are well-represented in the Jindabyne survey areas, elevated, undulating landforms 

constitute 33.6% of all landforms. Other landforms, such as drainage, creek flats, and crests are 

present although not extensively. 

Ten per cent of the survey areas are modified landforms as the survey areas contain a large area 

within the Jindabyne township, the Sports and Education Centre, and areas within the alpine 

resort areas.  

Figure 7-2 shows views of the survey units in the Jindabyne survey areas and Figure 7-3 shows 

views of the survey units at the KNP survey areas. 

Table 7-1: Survey units across all survey areas. 

Survey Unit Landform description Size (approximate) ha % 

Survey Unit 1 (Drainage) 
Includes drainage channels and their 
immediate banks. Limited areas within the 
survey areas. 

59.2 3.4 

Survey Unit 2 (Creek flats) 
Includes the flat landforms between creeks 
and slopes. Very limited areas within the 
survey areas. 

53.3 3.1 

Survey Unit 3 (Slopes) 
Dominant landform type among the non-
modified landform types. All slopes are 
over 10 degrees and many much steeper. 

817.8 46.9 

Survey Unit 4 (Elevated, 
undulating) 

More common in the Jindabyne survey 
areas than the KNP survey areas, this 
landform is elevated and generally distant 
to water. 

585.1 33.6 

Survey Unit 5 (Crests) 
Not present in the KNP survey areas, this 
landform type has a limited extent in the 
Jindabyne survey areas. 

51.5 3.0 

Survey Unit 6 (Modified) 

Landforms that have been modified by 
development to the point where they satisfy 
the criteria for ‘disturbed lands’ in the Due 
Diligence Code of Practice for the 
Protection of Aboriginal Objects in NSW 
guidelines. Generally includes built up 
areas within the Jindabyne township and 
the alpine resort areas. 

175 10.0 

Total  1741.9 100.0 
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Figure 7-2: Views of the Survey Units within the Jindabyne survey areas. 

  
1. Survey Unit 1: Drainage. Widows Creek valley at 

the north of the Mountain Bike and Adventure 

Park. 

2. Survey Unit 1: Drainage. View of unnamed 

waterway at the Mountain Bike and Adventure 

Park. 

  
3. Survey Unit 2: Creek Flats. Creek flats associated 

with Lees Creek in the southern connector area. 

4. Survey Unit 2: Creek Flats. Creek flats associated 

with Lees Creek in the Leesville area. 

  
5. Survey Unit 3: Slopes. Steep slopes at Western 

Lake Jindabyne B. 

6. Survey Unit 3: Slopes. Steep slopes within the 

West Jindabyne area. 
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7. Survey Unit 4: Elevated, undulating. Landform to 

the northwest of the Sports and Education Centre. 

8. Survey Unit 4: Elevated, undulating. Landform in 

the West Jindabyne area. 

  
9. Survey Unit 5: Crests. View of an isolated crest to 

the south of Lake Jindabyne. 

10. Survey Unit 5: Crests. View of a rocky crest 

overlooking Cobbin Creek in the north of Barry 

Way South (east). 

  
11. Survey Unit 6: Modified. View of modified 

landforms at the Sports and Education Centre. 

12. Survey Unit 6: Modified. View of modified 

landforms at Jindabyne township. 
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Figure 7-3: Views of the Survey Units within the KNP survey areas. 

  
1. Survey Unit 1: Drainage. The Thredbo River at the 

Thredbo Rangers Station. 

2. Survey Unit 1: Drainage. Minor waterway at the 

Charlotte Pass Alpine Resort. 

  
3. Survey Unit 2: Creek Flats. Creek flats associated 

the Thredbo River at the Thredbo Rangers Station. 

4. Survey Unit 2: Creek Flats. Creek flats at Charlotte 

Pass Alpine Resort. 

  
5. Survey Unit 3: Slopes. Slopes at the Guthega 

Alpine Resort. 

6. Survey Unit 3: Slopes. Steep slopes on the eastern 

bank of the Thredbo River at the Thredbo Alpine 

Resort. 
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7. Survey Unit 4: Elevated, undulating. Landform at 

the Perisher Range Alpine Resort. 

8. Survey Unit 4: Elevated, undulating. Landform at 

Island Bend. 

  
9. Survey Unit 6: Modified. View of modified 

landforms at Bullocks Flat Terminal. 

10. Survey Unit 6: Modified. View of modified 

landforms at the Perisher village. 

7.4 EFFECTIVE SURVEY COVERAGE 
Two of the key factors influencing the effectiveness of archaeological survey are ground surface 

visibility (GSV) and ground surface exposure (GSE). These factors are quantified to ensure that 

the survey data provides adequate evidence for the evaluation of the archaeological materials 

across the landscape. For the purposes of the current assessment, these terms are used in 

accordance with the definitions provided in the Code of Practice. 

GSV is defined as: 

… the amount of bare ground (or visibility) on the exposures which might reveal artefacts 

or other archaeological materials. It is important to note that visibility, on its own, is not a 

reliable indicator of the detectability of buried archaeological material. Things like 

vegetation, plant or leaf litter, loose sand, stone ground or introduced materials will affect 

the visibility. Put another way, visibility refers to ‘what conceals’ (DECCW 2010: 39).  

  



OzArk Environment & Heritage 

Revised Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report: Snowy Mountains Special Activation Precinct 94 

GSE is defined as: 

… different to visibility because it estimates the area with a likelihood of revealing buried 

artefacts or deposits rather than just being an observation of the amount of bare ground. 

It is the percentage of land for which erosion and exposure was sufficient to reveal 

archaeological evidence on the surface of the ground. Put another way, exposure refers 

to ‘what reveals’ (DECCW 2010: 37). 

Table 7-2 calculates the effective survey coverage within the survey areas. While it is a 

requirement in the Code of Practice to represent effective survey coverage in this manner, the 

resulting figures are often misleading, particularly for large study areas where there is 

considerable variation in GSE/GSV within a single survey unit. For example, on slope landforms 

(Survey Unit 3) in the KNP survey areas, there was generally no GSE or GSV. However, on slope 

landforms in the Jindabyne survey areas there was greater visibility afforded by animal tracks 

and small bare patches in the grass.  

Additionally, the accurate determination of the percentage of GSE and GSV when in the field is 

very subjective and often over-estimated. Across the large survey areas, a conservative 

estimation of GSE and GSV is provided here while observing that this is an observed average 

across a survey unit. 

Table 7-2 shows that generally GSV and GSE were low across the survey areas equating to a 

low effective survey coverage. These figures are lowered by the extremely low visibility in the 

KNP survey areas, but even at the Jindabyne survey areas, seasonally wet conditions meant that 

there was an abundance of ground cover across most landforms. 

The issue of the lack of GSE/GSV in the field is commonly faced by surveyors. While surveyors 

will always bias their inspection to areas affording GSE such as along tracks and around gates 

etc., the archaeological potential of a landform is also determined by the landform type (is it 

sloping, degrading, distant to water?) and by likely soil depths (is bedrock outcropping, are soil 

profiles afforded in creek banks/road cuttings?). Therefore, to confine ‘survey efficacy’ to the 

frequency of GSE and the amount of GSV alone is not a true reflection of the range of 

determinations that are made in the field when assessing an area’s archaeological potential. 

Table 7-2: Effective survey coverage within the study area. 

Survey 
Unit Landform 

Survey 
Unit Area 

(ha) 
Visibility 

% 
Exposure 

% 

Effective Coverage 
Area (ha) (= Survey 
Unit Area x Visibility 

% x Exposure %) 

Effective Coverage % 
(= Effective Coverage 

Area / Survey Unit 
Area x 100) 

Survey 
Unit 1 Drainage 59.2 10 80 4.7 8 

Survey 
Unit 2 Creek flats 53.3 5 50 1.3 2.5 

Survey 
Unit 3 Slopes 817.8 5 40 16.4 2 



OzArk Environment & Heritage 

Revised Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report: Snowy Mountains Special Activation Precinct 95 

Survey 
Unit Landform 

Survey 
Unit Area 

(ha) 
Visibility 

% 
Exposure 

% 

Effective Coverage 
Area (ha) (= Survey 
Unit Area x Visibility 

% x Exposure %) 

Effective Coverage % 
(= Effective Coverage 

Area / Survey Unit 
Area x 100) 

Survey 
Unit 4 

Elevated, 
undulating 585.1 10 70 41.0 7 

Survey 
Unit 5 Crests 51.5 10 90 4.6 9 

Survey 
Unit 6 Modified 175 N/A N/A Sample surveyed N/A 

Table 7-3 demonstrates that although the survey efficacy within Survey Unit 2 was low at 2.5%, 

this did not hamper the recording of sites; generally, because the available exposures were in the 

most archaeologically sensitive areas (i.e. basal slopes near waterways).  

The remaining survey units recorded a low density of artefacts. While the effective survey 

coverage within these survey units was low, the results accord with the predictive model that 

sloping landforms distant to water would not be likely to contain Aboriginal objects. Therefore, the 

low incidence of recordings in these landforms is only partially due to the low ground surface 

visibility and partly due to the nature of the landforms that do not have high archaeological 

potential.  

One site was recorded in an area mapped as ‘modified’. This site was recorded on an earthen 

batter near a car parking area in an area that has been completely modified by earthworks. It is 

possible that the artefacts may have originated from the general area as the landform prior to 

modification was probably similar to Survey Unit 4. 

As noted above, the low ‘survey efficacy’ shown in Table 7-2 did not hamper the recording of 

Aboriginal objects due to areas of exposure being targeted and more intensive survey effort being 

expended on landforms likely to have archaeological potential. 

Table 7-3: Effective survey coverage and incidences of site recording. 

Landform 
Landform 
area (ha) 

Area Effectively 
Surveyed (ha) (= 

Effective Coverage 
Area) 

% of Landform 
Effectively Surveyed (= 

Area Effectively 
Surveyed / Landform x 

100) 
Number of 

Sites 

Number of 
Artefacts or 

Features 

Survey Unit 1 59.2 4.7 8 0 0 

Survey Unit 2 53.3 1.3 2.5 2 36+ 

Survey Unit 3 817.8 16.4 2 4 8 

Survey Unit 4 585.1 41.0 7 1 1 

Survey Unit 5 51.5 4.6 9 2 2 

Survey Unit 6 175 Sample surveyed Sample surveyed 1 7 

In summary, the surveyors felt that sufficient GSE and GSV existed to not only characterise the 

archaeological potential of each survey unit but also to have confidence that should any 

significant site (i.e. stone arrangements, high density artefact scatters) exist within the survey 
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areas that it would have been noted. While the low GSV may have obscured single artefacts or 

low-density artefact scatters, the survey was able to conclude that the landforms within the survey 

areas, apart from some small portions, are unlikely to contain significant sites. This was confirmed 

by small, but frequent, views of the ground surface, but also because of the nature of the 

landforms (sloping or elevated and distant to water), past land use (vegetation clearing and long-

term grazing outside the KNP), and the types of soil (generally nutrient poor and thin granite 

derived soils). Taken together, the landforms of the survey areas were able to be adequately 

assessed at a landform level while it is accepted that at a micro level that some isolated 

incidences of Aboriginal objects may not have been recorded. 

7.5 BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE SURVEY AREAS 

There is great variety of landforms, current vegetation, and past land use within the survey areas. 

These range from areas within the KNP where there has been little previous disturbance apart 

from past forestry and low intensity grazing activities, to areas within the alpine villages and the 

town of Jindabyne where the ground surface has been extensively modified.  

Large portions of the survey areas can be characterised as sloping landforms often subject to low 

intensity grazing. These slopes are either gradual or moderate, although steep slopes are also 

present. Outcropping granite is also a common feature. 

As noted in Section 7.4, ground surface visibility was low across most survey areas. In the KNP 

lower stratum heath vegetation completely obscured the ground surface, while in the Jindabyne 

survey areas, the fields were covered in a thick grass cover that stopped views of the ground 

surface over large areas. 

Most landforms within the survey areas were distant to waterways and the only waterways 

present are minor. While these waterways were flowing at the time of the surveys, they would be 

best described as an unreliable water supply when compared to nearby waterways such as the 

Thredbo and Snowy Rivers that are outside of the survey areas. 

Soils are predominantly granite derived and are therefore erodible and of low fertility. The soils’ 

low fertility indicates that the resources of the area would have also been limited and only able to 

support smaller populations of people over the longer-term. 

Figure 7-4 presents photographs of the various survey areas to provide an overview of the types 

of topography, vegetation and land use included in the survey. 
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Figure 7-4: Views of a selection of the survey areas. 

  
1. A view of a cleared, sloping block at the Thredbo 

Alpine Resort Village where potential 

development could take place. The photo does not 

accurately capture the steepness of this terrain. 

2. View over the central areas of the Perisher 
Ranges Alpine Resort. The large car park seen 

here could potentially be developed under the 

Snowy SAP Master Plan. 

  
3. View of the Ngarigo Campground located on 

level creek flats near the Thredbo River.  

4. A view of regrowth vegetation at the Kosciuszko 
Tourist Park that indicates that the entire area 

was cleared in the past and probably grazed. 

  
5. View of the rocky terrain and immature vegetation 

surrounding the Ski Rider Hotel. 
6. A view of central Smiggin Holes showing the 

central car park. 
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7. View of Sponars Chalet showing the landform 

modification due to construction of resort buildings. 

8. A typical view of landforms within the Mountain 
Bike and Adventure Park. 

  
9. View of the elevated undulating landforms within 

the West Jindabyne area. 

10. View of the generally step terrain within Western 
Lake Jindabyne B. 

  

11. View of the steep hills surrounding the Jindabyne 
Aerodrome. 

12. The landforms at Barry Way (west) tend to be 

flatter, and consequently, more cleared of trees 

and more intensively occupied. 
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13. The landforms at Barry Way (east) are undulating 

with low gradient slopes. The area has been 

almost completely cleared of old growth trees 

except for a few scattered examples. 

14. View of the extensively cleared landforms around 

the historic Leesville Inn. 

  
15. View across the Sports and Education Centre 

showing the high degree of modification within the 

central area of buildings and exotic plantings. 

16. The urban area of Jindabyne township has been 

heavily modified by residential development. 

  
17. Typical view of the Jindabyne Foreshore showing 

the high water level of Lake Jindabyne during the 

2022 survey. 

18. View of the cleared, relatively flat landforms at 

East Jindabyne (west). 
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The following brief observations are made on each of the survey areas: 

Alpine Sub-Precinct 

 Thredbo Alpine Village: Although located on either side of the Thredbo River, the survey 
area is highly modified from earthmoving, building construction, and other infrastructure 
such as roads. The development areas shown in the Master Plan are confined either to 
modified landforms (car parks) or a steep cleared block to the south of the village. None 
of these areas has potential for significant Aboriginal objects or archaeological deposits. 
The survey area only included the village area and not the ski slopes to the north of the 
village. 

 Thredbo Ranger Station: The survey area contains a building (the Ranger Station), a lay 
down/parking area, and was the site of one of the region’s early chair lifts (no longer in 
evidence). These items are located on the footslopes above the creek flats that have been 
cleared of upper stratum vegetation. Elsewhere on the slopes within this survey area, the 
vegetation is very thick and there is zero GSV although some exposure is afforded along 
the Thredbo Valley Track that traverses the survey area. There is a low potential for 
significant Aboriginal objects or archaeological deposits, although the creek flats would 
have a slightly raised potential when compared to the sloping landforms. 

 Ngarigo Campground: The survey area contains an existing campground with minimal 
facilities. However, roads, parking bays, and an amenities block have been constructed 
on the creek flats adjacent to the Thredbo River. The creek flats that have been previously 
cleared of upper stratum vegetation, although in more recent years, trees have been 
allowed to re-establish. Elsewhere on the slopes within this survey area, the vegetation is 
very thick and there is zero GSV although some exposure is afforded along the Thredbo 
Valley Track that traverses the survey area. There is a low potential for significant 
Aboriginal objects or archaeological deposits, although the creek flats would have a 
slightly raised potential when compared to the sloping landforms. 

 Bullocks Flat Terminal: The development area identified in the Master Plan is restricted to 
the large car parking area associated with the Ski Tube terminal. This landform has been 
modified by earthmoving to create the level car park and no areas of original ground 
surface were noted. Given the high degree of modification associated with the car park 
and Ski Tube terminal, there is a low potential for significant Aboriginal objects or 
archaeological deposits to be present. The survey area only included the car parking/Ski 
Tube terminal area and not the landforms surrounding this area. 

 Creel Bay: The survey area occupies part of what would have been a promontory 
overlooking the confluence of the Snowy and Thredbo Rivers. The central portion of the 
survey area is a crest landform with moderate to steep flanking slopes that would have 
descended to the now-flooded course of the rivers. The area has been extensively utilised 
by the NPWS for accommodation buildings and workshops that have caused localised 
modification. Elsewhere, there are a few, scattered mature trees, although the bulk do not 
appear to be very old, and this indicates that most of the survey area would have been 
cleared in the past and subjected to low intensity grazing. There is potential for low-density 
artefact scatters or isolated finds along the crest and ridge landforms in this survey area, 
while there is a low potential for significant Aboriginal objects or archaeological deposits 
on the sloping landforms. The survey area only included the central area of the Creel Bay 
area where the Master Plan identifies that development may be possible. It did not include 
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landforms in the northeast of the area (largely occupied by a large NPWS workshop) or 
the western portions of the area. 

 Kosciuszko Tourist Park: This area is currently used as a campground and a further, now-
abandoned, camping area is in the south. Roads, parking bays, amenities blocks, and 
cabins have been constructed on the elevated landforms overlooking Sawpit Creek while 
the remainder of the survey area is covered in regrowth vegetation. This indicates that 
most of the survey area would have been cleared in the past and subjected to low intensity 
grazing. There is low GSV in the treed portions of the site with greater GSV around the 
current camping area. There is potential for low-density artefact scatters or isolated finds 
along the elevated, undulating landforms in this survey area, while there is a low potential 
for significant Aboriginal objects or archaeological deposits within areas currently or 
formerly used as a camping ground. 

 Ski Rider Hotel: This small survey area is mostly occupied by modified landforms that now 
contain the hotel and adjacent dormitory buildings. There are steep slopes included in the 
survey area that appear undisturbed and support a full range of upper stratum vegetation. 
There is no GSV in these landforms. To the west, in what would have been a drainage 
gully, is the hotel’s sewage treatment ponds that have heavily modified this landform. 
Given the widespread nature of landform modification in the survey area, there is a low 
potential for significant Aboriginal objects or archaeological deposits across the survey 
area. 

 Sponars Chalet: This small survey area is mostly occupied by modified landforms that 
now contain the chalet, the footprint of the former Hotel Kosciusko, tennis court, and 
access roads. These features have been cut into the surrounding hill slope and natural 
ground surface is very rare in the survey area. Given the widespread nature of landform 
modification in the survey area, there is a low potential for significant Aboriginal objects 
or archaeological deposits across the survey area. 

 Smiggin Holes: The small alpine village of Smiggin Holes is located on either side of a 
broad valley. The valley floor is completely modified by car parking or workshop/snow 
plough facilities. The areas where development is proposed in the Master Plan include a 
small, grassed area at the north of the village area which appears to have been previously 
modified by earthworks. The remaining development areas are within existing building 
sites. Given the widespread nature of landform modification in the survey area, there is a 
low potential for significant Aboriginal objects or archaeological deposits across the survey 
area. The survey area only included the village area and not the ski slopes to the 
northwest of the village. 

 Pipers Gap: The Master Plan identifies a potential car parking area at Pipers Gap at the 
location of a former lodge that has been demolished. While the former site of the lodge is 
disturbed and clearly visible in the field, landforms around this area that are also part of 
the survey area consist of thick heath vegetation with zero GSV. Given the disturbances 
and the location of the survey area away from reliable water sources, it is unlikely that 
significant Aboriginal objects or archaeological deposits are present within the survey 
area. 

 Perisher Range Alpine Resort: The development areas identified in the Master Plan are 
confined to the existing village area that includes exiting lodges and landforms 
immediately adjacent to them. As the existing nature of the village is isolated lodges with 
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more unmodified landforms in between, there is the possibility for low-density artefact 
scatters or isolated finds to be located within the landforms in this survey area, although 
there is a low potential for significant Aboriginal objects or archaeological deposits in the 
modified landforms associated with existing buildings, car parks, and other facilities. The 
survey area only included the village area and not the ski slopes to the north of the village. 

 Charlotte Pass: The village is located on the footslopes overlooking a broad, boggy, 
alluvial valley. The small village retains mature upper stratum vegetation between the 
existing buildings and rock outcrops are frequent. Proposed development areas noted in 
the Master Plan are restricted to landforms already modified by existing buildings. Given 
the small size of this survey area and the existing disturbances from the village and 
associated ski sport infrastructure, it is unlikely that significant Aboriginal objects or 
archaeological deposits are present. The survey area only included the village area and 
access road and not the landforms surrounding the village. 

Jindabyne Sub-Precincts 

 Mountain Bike and Adventure Park: This large survey area consists entirely of elevated 
landforms with moderate to steep slopes. There are some waterways in this area although 
they tend to be minor and in V-shaped valleys. The exception is Widows Creek in the east 
of the area which has a more developed valley topography, although the creek is minor 
and without any fluvial features such as terraces. The area has been cleared for low 
intensity grazing although stands of mature trees have been retained in scattered pockets 
or on steep hill slopes. The survey concentrated on the northern portion of this area that 
is identified in the Master Plan as being where the proposed mountain bike facilities will 
be located. However, the southern portion was inspected, but less intensively. Overall, 
there was low GSV across the area although there were infrequent exposures associated 
with farm tracks, animal tracks, and erosion scalds. It is likely that the area may contain 
low-density artefact scatters or isolated finds, however, given the sloping nature of the 
terrain, significant Aboriginal objects or archaeological deposits are not expected. The 
probability of recording Aboriginal objects increases along Widows Creek, as well as along 
the drainage system in the northern-central portion of the area. 

 Barry Way South: This area is divided into two portions: west and east.  

The western portion has steep hill slopes in the west but most of the area then becomes elevated, 

undulating landforms with a gentle gradient. These landforms are occupied by a number of private 

dwellings where there are localised impacts from building construction, dams, and roads. There 

was very low GSV across these landforms due to thick grass cover. Given the distance to water 

across most of the area, it is unlikely that significant Aboriginal objects or archaeological deposits 

are present, although low-density artefact scatters or isolated finds may be recorded. 

The eastern portion contains large areas modified by the construction of extensive 

accommodation facilities (The Station). This includes buildings, sports ovals, and other 

infrastructure. Elsewhere the landforms are elevated and undulating, often with moderate 

gradient slopes. The landforms are cleared and devoted to low intensity grazing. In the north is a 

rocky crest overlooking Cobbin Creek where some more-mature upper stratum vegetation has 

been retained. Given the distance to water across most of the area and the landform modification 
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associated with The Station, it is unlikely that significant Aboriginal objects or archaeological 

deposits are present. The exception is in the northern portion adjacent to Cobbin Creek where 

low-density artefact scatters or isolated finds may be recorded. There is also a low potential for 

subsurface deposits in this area although the frequent outcropping rock indicates that soil depths 

are probably shallow.  

 Leesville: The survey area at Leesville consists of three non-contiguous areas: the site of 
the Leesville Hotel, an area to the west of the existing industrial estate, and landforms to 
the east/northeast of the industrial estate. Other landforms in this area, mostly consisting 
of steep slopes, are not included in the survey area. The survey area consists of slopes 
to the west and creek flats associated with Lees Creek to the east. Areas around the 
historic Leesville Hotel and the area to the east of the industrial estate have been cleared 
and consist of flat landforms where there was very little GSV. In sloping landforms to the 
west of the industrial estate, tree cover remains, although this tends to be regrowth. There 
are localised disturbances scattered around this area and GSV tended to be low due to 
thick grass cover. The block to the northeast of the industrial estate is generally flat and 
scattered trees are present. Based on the results of the survey, it is assessed that it is 
unlikely that significant Aboriginal objects or archaeological deposits are present; 
however, contact period Aboriginal objects may be present around the site of the Leesville 
Hotel. 

 Sports and Education Centre: The only largely unmodified landforms in this area are in 
the south where the landforms are sloping or undulating. GSV was generally low in this 
area due to thick grass cover, although there were sizeable exposures associated with 
scattered impacts associated with the Sports and Education Centre. In the north are 
extensive modifications from the construction of the Sports and Education Centre, new 
developments such as the BMX track, an out of use golf course, and dwellings. Lees 
Creek flows through the area although most of its banks have been modified by 
earthmoving and the installation of services. Given the landform modifications noted, there 
is a very low potential for the northern portions to contain significant Aboriginal objects or 
archaeological deposits. While low-density artefact scatters and isolated finds may be 
present in the southern portion, this is a low likelihood given the distance of the landform 
to water. 

 Jindabyne Aerodrome: The existing aerodrome is within a broad valley flanked to the north 
and south by sloping landforms that are steeper in the south than the north. The runway 
of the aerodrome, along with associated buildings, is a modified landscape. The sloping 
landforms are mostly cleared or support regrowth vegetation. There are no waterways in 
this area. Based on the results of the survey, it is assessed that it is unlikely that significant 
Aboriginal objects or archaeological deposits are present in this area outside of the 
modified landforms. 

 West Jindabyne: This area is entirely comprised of slopes, crests, and elevated, 
undulating landforms distant to water sources. The area is mostly cleared and rock 
outcrops are frequent. Where there are trees, these tend to be regrowth. The slopes 
overlooking Lake Jindabyne in the north can be steep. GSV was generally low across the 
area due to thick grass cover, although there were infrequent exposures caused by farm 
tracks, animal tracks, and areas of exposure around granite outcrops caused by water 
wash erosion. There are no reliable water sources within this area although a portion of 
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the area in the northwest is located along a crest that overlooks Widows Creek. While 
low-density artefact scatters and isolated finds may be present across this area, given the 
distance to water and the generally sloping terrain, there is a low potential for the area to 
contain significant Aboriginal objects or archaeological deposits. 

 Southern Connector Road: The western half of this proposed road corridor is in the West 
Jindabyne area (see above). The eastern half is adjacent to Lees Creek where the 
associated creek flats have a high potential to record Aboriginal objects. A number of sites 
have been recorded in this area and it is expected that undisturbed portions of the creek 
flats could contain subsurface archaeological deposits. 

 Western Lake Jindabyne B: This area generally contains steep slopes, frequent rock 
outcrops, and regrowth vegetation in places. There are no reliable water sources in or 
near this area. GSV was generally low across the area due to thick grasses, although 
sufficient exposures were present across the area either caused by erosion or from the 
area’s use for low intensity grazing (tracks etc.). Given the distance to water and the 
generally sloping terrain, there is a low potential for the area to contain significant 
Aboriginal objects or archaeological deposits. 

 Jindabyne Foreshore: Due to high water levels in Lake Jindabyne when this area was 
surveyed in 2022, much of the northern perimeter of the foreshore was inundated. 
Generally this area consists of gentle slopes or relatively flat terrain that would have once 
been part of the hill topography descending to the now inundated Snowy River. In the 
east/south, the foreshore is within more steeply sloping landforms as this area is close to 
the narrow valley of the Snowy River where the Jindabyne Dam was built. In the west, 
much of the foreshore is parkland and a consistent grass cover lowered the GSV. In the 
east, portions of the foreshore area were inaccessible as there was either no dry land 
between residential houses and the lake or access was restricted by Snowy Hydro. An 
exception was around Lees Creek where it flows into Lake Jindabyne in a landscape 
generally consisting of moderately steep hills. In the portions of the foreshore west of 
Jindabyne township there is a low potential for the area to contain significant Aboriginal 
objects or archaeological deposits, although displaced, isolated finds may be present. To 
the east/south of Jindabyne township, only the area around Lees Creek has potential to 
contain low-density artefact scatters and isolated finds. 

 Jindabyne township: This area is entirely within modified landforms and the potential for 
significant Aboriginal objects or archaeological deposits is extremely low. 

 East Jindabyne: This area is divided into two portions: west and east.  

The western portion is almost entirely cleared and consists of a relatively flat bench within 

otherwise sloping terrain. In the south of the area is a waterway within a narrow V-shaped valley. 

GSV was generally low across the area due to thick grass cover, however, a number of unformed 

tracks cross the area affording exposures that gave some GSV. Given the level nature of the 

landform and its proximity to the original course of the Snowy River, as well as previous findings 

in nearby, similar, landforms, there is a high potential that the area could contain subsurface 

archaeological deposits and further low-density artefact scatters and isolated finds. 
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The eastern portion consists of an undulating landform with gentle gradients. GSV was very low 

across the area due to thick grasses and weeds. There is a waterway in the northeast of the area 

that had water at the time of the survey. Given the previous findings in nearby, similar, landforms, 

there is a high potential that the area could contain subsurface archaeological deposits and 

further low-density artefact scatters and isolated finds. 

7.6 ABORIGINAL SITES RECORDED 
Table 7-4 summarises the Aboriginal cultural heritage sites recorded during the survey of the 

survey areas. The location of the newly recorded sites is shown on Figure 7-5 to Figure 7-10 

and further details on each site follows. 

Table 7-4: Aboriginal cultural heritage sites recorded during the survey. 

AHIMS Id Site name GDA Zone 55 
East 

GDA Zone 55 
North Site type Survey 

Unit Landform 

62-1-0381 Lees Creek OS-1 645324 5966977 Artefact scatter 2 Creek flat 

62-1-0382 Lees Creek OS-2 645048 5966850 Artefact scatter 3 Slopes 

62-1-0384 Lees Creek OS-3 645422 5967036 Artefact scatter 3 Slopes 

62-1-0383 Lees Creek IF-1 645420 5967066 Isolated find 3 Slopes 

62-1-0393 Lees Creek OS-4 645369 5966959 Artefact Scatter 2 Creek flat 

62-1-0394 Lees Creek OS-5 645551 5967002 Artefact Scatter 3 Slopes 

62-1-0395 Kosciuszko Road OS-1 643394 5969552 Artefact Scatter 6 Modified 

62-1-0396 Widows Creek IF-1 642879 5969054 Isolated find 3 Slopes 

62-1-0397 Creel Bay IF-1 644111 5976042 Isolated find 5 Crest 

62-1-0398 Creel Bay IF-2 644034 5976079 Isolated find 5 Crest 

62-1-0399 Creel Bay IF-3 643410 5976438 Isolated find 3 Slope 

62-1-0400 Sawpit IF-1 640227 5975642 Isolated find 4 Elevated 
undulating 
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Figure 7-5: Location of sites recorded during the survey. 
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Figure 7-6: Location of sites recorded near Lees Creek. 
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Figure 7-7: Location of sites recorded near Kosciuszko Road. 
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Figure 7-8: Location of sites recorded near Widows Creek. 
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Figure 7-9: Location of sites recorded at Creel Bay. 
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Figure 7-10: Location of sites recorded at the Kosciuszko Holiday Park. 
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Lees Creek OS-1 

Site Type:  Artefact scatter 

AHIMS ID:   62-1-0381 

GPS Coordinates: GDA Zone 55: 645324E, 5966977N (centroid) 

Location of Site: Located within Lot 14 DP239506 and Lot 26 DP1253407. The site 

is 130 m south of Lees Creek and 150 m southwest of Kosciusko Road. 

Description of Site: The site is located on the junction between the creek flats and the 

basal slopes south of Lees Creek with a northern aspect. The site is within an extensive 

exposure created by sheet wash erosion. Soils consist of decomposed granite and the 

area has been previously cleared and grazed. Some regenerating trees are in the vicinity. 

The northern portions of the site are within a graded contour bank. While the site is in situ, 

its integrity has been impacted by erosion. There is a low likelihood of there being 

subsurface deposits due to the demonstrably thin soils. Figure 7-11 shows the extent of 

the site and Figure 7-12 shows photographs of the site and a selection of artefacts. 

Table 7-5 records a sample of 10 artefacts from Lees Creek OS-1, although there were 

more than 30 artefacts at the site. The artefacts recorded were generally small, complete 

and at a tertiary stage of reduction. The implication is that while the artefacts have been 

displaced by erosion, they have not been impacted by post-depositional disturbances that 

would break artefacts. As the artefacts are generally small and do not retain any cortex, 

the implication is that they were manufactured elsewhere and that only artefact curation 

and/or production of artefacts from small, previously worked cores that had been 

transported into the site was taking place (i.e. Figure 7-12, photo 3). The dominant raw 

materials were a grey chert and milk quartz. Some volcanics, including a large flake, were 

also recorded (Figure 7-12, photo 4). 

Table 7-5: Lees Creek OS-1. Artefact attributes. 

Id Artefact type Raw material Integrity Stage of reduction Size (mm) 

1 Flake Chert Complete Tertiary 39 x 32 x 7 

2 Flake Quartz Complete Tertiary 17 x 15 x 4 

3 Flake Chert Complete Tertiary 29 x 24 x 9 

4 Flake Chert Complete  Tertiary 28 x 30 x 10 

5 Flake Quartz Proximal fragment Tertiary 21 x 22 x 7 

6 Core Chert Complete Globular, 
multidirectional 

27 (max) 

7 Flake Chert Distal fragment  Tertiary 24 x 16 x 5 

8 Flake Quartz Complete Tertiary 24 x 13 x 7 

9 Flake Quartz Complete Tertiary 28 x 23 x 9 

10 Flake Volcanic Complete Tertiary 87 x 42 x 15 
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Figure 7-11: Aerial showing the extent of Lees Creek OS-1. 

 

Figure 7-12: Views of Lees Creek OS-1 and a selection of artefacts. 

  
1. Lees Creek OS-1: View of the southern portion of 

the site. 

2. Lees Creek OS-1: View of the northern portion of 

the site. 
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3. Lees Creek OS-1: Chert core. 4. Lees Creek OS-1: Large volcanic flake. 

  
5. Lees Creek OS-1: Selection of artefacts. 6. Lees Creek OS-1: Selection of artefacts. 

Lees Creek OS-2 

Site Type:   Artefact scatter 

AHIMS ID:   62-1-0382 

GPS Coordinates:  GDA Zone 55: 645048E, 5966850N 

Location of Site:  Located within Lot 101 DP1019527 just to the north of the athletic 

track at the Jindabyne Sports and Education Centre (Figure 7-13). Lees Creek is 350 m 

north of the site. 

Description of Site: Lees Creek OS-2 is a low-density artefact scatter consisting of two 

artefacts. The site extent is on both sides of an agricultural fence, although both artefacts 

were recorded to the east of the fence where there is an exposure created by animals 

moving along the fence (Figure 7-14). The site is in a sloping landform that is descending 

towards the Lees Creek in the north. The site is assessed to be in a secondary context 

where the artefacts have been moved from their original deposition location. As such, the 

artefacts are not assessed to be associated with subsurface deposits. 
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Table 7-6 records the attributes of the two artefacts from Lees Creek OS-2. The artefacts 

recorded were small, fragmentary and at a tertiary stage of reduction. The fact that both 

artefacts have been broken possibly indicates that the artefacts are in a secondary 

context and have been impacted by post-depositional disturbances. The raw materials 

are representative of other sites in the area and the fact that the artefacts do not contain 

cortex indicates that they were either manufactured elsewhere and have been transported 

into the area, or that they have been manufactured from cores without cortex that have 

been brought into the area. Under either scenario, the artefacts do not indicate that 

primary tool manufacture was occurring at the area. 

Table 7-6: Lees Creek OS-2. Artefact attributes. 

Id Artefact type Raw material Integrity Stage of reduction Size (mm) 

1 Flake Volcanic Proximal fragment Tertiary 20 x 20 x 3 

2 Flake Quartz Proximal fragment Tertiary 28 x 21 x 9 

Figure 7-13: Aerial showing the extent of Lees Creek OS-2. 
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Figure 7-14: Lees Creek OS-2. View of site and the recorded artefacts. 

  
1. Lees Creek OS-2: View of the site (pin flags mark 

artefact locations) looking north towards the Lees 

Creek valley. 

2. Lees Creek OS-2: View of the recorded artefacts. 

Lees Creek OS-3 

Site Type:   Artefact scatter 

AHIMS ID:   62-1-0384 

GPS Coordinates:  GDA Zone 55: 645422E, 5967036N 

Location of Site:  Located within Lot 26 DP1253407. The site is located 70 m south 

of Lees Creek and 150 m southwest of Kosciusko Road (Figure 7-15). 

Description of Site: Lees Creek OS-3 is a low-density artefact scatter consisting of two 

artefacts. The site is within a moderately sloping landform descending towards the Lees 

Creek in the north. The area that has been generally impacted by sheetwash and gully 

erosion (Figure 7-16). While the artefacts were located near a small portion of in situ 

landform, it is likely that they have been moved from their primary depositional location. 

However, as both artefacts are manufactured from the same material, it is likely that they 

probably have not been moved a great distance. Given the widespread local erosion, the 

artefacts are not assessed to be associated with subsurface deposits. 

Table 7-7 records the attributes of the two artefacts from Lees Creek OS-3. The artefacts 

recorded include a good example of a volcanic, multidirectional core with at least eight 

flake removals. The globular nature of the core indicates that it has been curated to 

minimise waste in the production of flakes. However, the core has not been reduced to a 

point of being exhausted before it was discarded/lost. The implication of the careful 

curation is that the raw material was valued and probably not local as the reduction of the 

core had been managed to minimise waste. 
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Table 7-7: Lees Creek OS-3. Artefact attributes. 

Id Artefact type Raw material Integrity Stage of reduction Size (mm) 

1 Core Volcanic Complete Globular, 
multidirectional 

58 maximum 

2 Flake Volcanic Complete Tertiary 34 x 26 x 7 

Figure 7-15: Aerial showing the extent of Lees Creek OS-3. 

 

Figure 7-16: Lees Creek OS-3. View of site and the recorded artefacts. 

  
1. Lees Creek OS-3: View of the site (pin flags mark 

artefact locations) looking southeast across areas 

impacted by sheet wash and gully erosion. 

2. Lees Creek OS-3: View of the site (pin flags  in the 

foreground mark artefact locations) looking 

northwest towards the Lees Creek valley. 
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3. Lees Creek OS-3: View of the recorded artefacts. 4. Lees Creek OS-3: View of the recorded volcanic 

core. 

Les Creek OS-4 

Site Type:   Artefact scatter 

AHIMS ID:   62-1-0393 

GPS Coordinates:  GDA Zone 55: 645369E, 5966959N 

Location of Site:  Located within Lot 14 DP239506. The site is located 135 m south 

of Lees Creek and 475 m west of Kosciusko Road (Figure 7-5, Figure 7-6, and 

Figure 7-17). 

Description of Site: Lees Creek OS-4 occupies the same landform at Lees Creek OS-1, 

however, there was a break in artefacts of approximately 20 m between the sites and it 

was decided to register Lees Creek OS-4 as a separate site as they may represent two 

distinct activity areas. Like Lees Creek OS-1, Lees Creek OS-4 is also visible in an 

extensive erosion scald from water wash (Figure 7-18). While there has been some 

displacement of artefacts by this action, it is assessed that the artefacts are being washed 

from the immediate vicinity. Landforms to the northwest of the site on the creek flat proper 

are likely to have subsurface archaeological deposits but these are unlikely in site extent 

itself due to erosion. 

Five flakes were recorded at the site, along with a piece of shatter (Table 7-8). The 

artefacts are located on a slight slope above the creek flats associated with Lees Creek. 

Surrounding vegetation consists of native and exotic trees and kangaroo grass. The site 

measures approximately 22 m by 26 m. 
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Table 7-8: Lees Creek OS-4. Artefact attributes. 

Id Artefact type Raw material Integrity Stage of reduction Size (mm) 

1 Flake Quartz Complete Tertiary 37x22x7 

2 Flake Quartz Complete Tertiary 27x15x8 

3 Flake Quartz Complete Tertiary 28x20x6 

4 Flake Quartz Complete Tertiary 24x15x7 

5 Shatter Dark chert   22 (max) 

6 Flake Quartz Complete Tertiary 17x18x6 

Figure 7-17: Aerial showing the extent of Lees Creek OS-4. 
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Figure 7-18: Lees Creek OS-4. View of site and the recorded artefacts. 

  
1. Lees Creek OS-4: View of the site looking 

northwest across areas impacted by sheet wash 

erosion. 

2. Lees Creek OS-4: View of the quartz artefacts 

recorded at the site. 

Lees Creek OS-5 

Site Type:   Artefact scatter 

AHIMS ID:   62-1-0394 

GPS Coordinates:  GDA Zone 55: 645551E, 5967002N 

Location of Site:  Located within Lot 14 DP239506. The site is located 160 m 

southeast of Lees Creek and 230 m west of Kosciusko Road (Figure 7-5, Figure 7-6, and 

Figure 7-20). 

Description of Site: Lees Creek OS-5 is within an elevated flat landform overlooking 

Lees Creek. The four recorded artefacts were in a drainage cut and are in a secondary 

context (Table 7-9). It is thought likely that the artefacts may have originated from the 

landform immediately to the southwest of the site that has been mapped on Figure 7-20 

as PAD. 

The recorded site is restricted to the drainage cut and measures approximately 21 m by 

8 m. The site is located within a cleared field that is dominated with Kangaroo Grass. 

Table 7-9: Lees Creek OS-5. Artefact attributes. 

Id Artefact type Raw material Integrity Stage of reduction Size (mm) 

1 Flake Quartz Complete Tertiary 11x10x7 

2 Flake Quartz Complete Tertiary 29x8x4 

3 Flake Quartz Complete Tertiary 27x20x6 

4 Flake Quartz Complete Tertiary 29x24x10 
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Figure 7-19: Lees Creek OS-5. View of site and the recorded artefacts. 

  
1. Lees Creek OS-5: View of the site looking 

southwest. The artefacts were recorded in the 

drainage cut in the foreground. Behind, near the 

electricity pole is the relatively flat landform that is 

considered to have PAD. 

2. Lees Creek OS-5: View of the quartz artefacts 

recorded at the site. 

Figure 7-20: Aerial showing the extent of Lees Creek OS-5. 
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Kosciuszko Road OS-1 

Site Type:   Artefact scatter 

AHIMS ID:   62-1-0395 

GPS Coordinates:  GDA Zone 55: 643394E, 5969552N 

Location of Site:  Located within the road corridor for Kosciuszko Road at the 

northern side of a newly constructed parking area. The site is located 20 m south of 

Kosciusko Road (Figure 7-5, Figure 7-7, and Figure 7-21). 

Description of Site: The site is in a highly modified landform where impacts from works 

associated with a recently constructed car park are evident. The site is within a generally 

sloping landform where a cut has been made in the hillslope to form the car park 

(Figure 7-22). The site nominally extents 17 m x 6 m along the northern edge of the car 

park and contains six artefacts, mostly manufactured from quartz except for one that is 

manufactured from a volcanic stone (Table 7-10). However, as the artefacts are clearly 

displaced, designation of the area as a ‘site’ is misleading. It is not known where the 

artefacts originated; they may have been brought in with topsoil, or they may have 

originated in the general area of their recording. 

There is no likelihood of subsurface deposits being present at the site. 

Table 7-10: Kosciuszko Road OS-1. Artefact attributes. 

Id Artefact type Raw material Integrity Stage of reduction Size (mm) 

1 Flake Quartz Proximal fragment Tertiary 18x15x7 

2 Flake Volcanic Complete Tertiary 37x26x11 

3 Flake Quartz Complete Tertiary 37x22x9 

4 Flake Quartz Complete Tertiary 24x20x10 

5 Flake Quartz Complete Tertiary 24x14x7 

6 Flake Quartz Proximal fragment Tertiary 14x9x6 
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Figure 7-21: Aerial showing the extent of Kosciuszko Road OS-1. 

 

Figure 7-22: Kosciusko Road OS-1. View of site and a selection of the recorded artefacts. 

  
1. Kosciuszko Road OS-1: View of the artificial bund 

along which the artefacts were recorded. 

2. Kosciuszko Road OS-1: View of a quartz and a 

volcanic artefact recorded at the site. 
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Lees Creek IF-1 

Site Type:   Isolated find 

AHIMS ID:   62-1-0383 

GPS Coordinates:  GDA Zone 55: 645420E, 5967066N 

Location of Site:  Located within Lot 26 DP1253407. The site is located 40 m south 

of Lees Creek and 135 m southwest of Kosciusko Road (Figure 7-23). 

Description of Site: Lees Creek IF-1 is a single quartz artefact. The site is within a 

moderately sloping landform descending towards the Lees Creek in the north. The area 

that has been generally impacted by sheetwash erosion between and around the 

outcropping granite boulders (Figure 7-24). The artefact is in the same general landform 

as Lees Creek OS-3. It is likely that the artefact has been moved from its primary 

depositional location. Given the widespread local erosion and the gradient of the slope in 

which the artefact was recorded, the artefact is not assessed to be associated with 

subsurface deposits. 

Table 7-11 records the attributes of the artefact from Lees Creek IF-1. The artefact is 

representative of other artefacts recorded in the area as milk quartz is a common material 

utilised in stone tool manufacture. The artefacts, like many quartz artefacts, has a wide 

platform indicating that it was detached from its core by hard hammer percussion. 

Table 7-11: Lees Creek IF-1. Artefact attributes. 

Id Artefact type Raw material Integrity Stage of reduction Size (mm) 

1 Flake Quartz Complete Tertiary 25 x 34 x 8 
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Figure 7-23: Aerial showing the location of Lees Creek IF-1. 

 

Figure 7-24: Lees Creek IF-1. View of site and the recorded artefact. 

  
1. Lees Creek IF-1: View of the site (pin flag marks 

the artefact location) looking southwest. 

2. Lees Creek IF-1: View of the recorded quartz flake. 
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Widows Creek IF-1 

Site Type:   Isolated find 

AHIMS ID:   62-1-0396 

GPS Coordinates:  GDA Zone 55: 642879E, 5969054N 

Location of Site:  Located within Lot 10 DP1241336. The site is located 115 m west 

of where Kosciusko Road crosses Widows Creek (Figure 7-5, Figure 7-8). 

Description of Site: Widows Creek IF-1 is an isolated dark chert core fragment. The site 

is in a sloping landform above Widows Creek. The artefact was recorded on the side of a 

farm track that traverses a flatter bench within the slope at this location. The site is within 

a cleared field and soils consist of decomposed granite soils. 

There is little likelihood of subsurface deposits being associated with the site due to the 

sloping nature of the landform. 

Figure 7-25: Widows Creek IF-1. View of site and the recorded artefact. 

  
1. Widows Creek IF-1: View of the site (at the 

location of the bag) looking northeast. 

2. Widows Creek IF-1: View of the recorded chert 

core fragment. 

Table 7-12: Widows Creek IF-1. Artefact attributes. 

Id Artefact type Raw material Integrity Stage of reduction Size (mm) 

1 Core Dark chert Fragment Tertiary 23 (max) 

Creel Bay IF-1 

Site Type:   Isolated find 

AHIMS ID:   62-1-0397 

GPS Coordinates:  GDA Zone 55: 644111E, 5976042N 
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Location of Site:  Located within Lot 3 DP756710. The site is located 200 m northeast 

of the boat ramp at the end of Creel Bay Road (Figure 7-5, Figure 7-9). 

Description of Site: Creel Bay IF-1 is located on the shore of Lake Jindabyne within the 

inundation zone (Figure 7-26). The site is located at the current end of a long spur that 

ends in Lake Jindabyne. In the past, this spur would have run down to the now inundated 

Thredbo River which would have been 170 m southeast of the site. Spurs such as this 

may have been used as a pathway out of the river valley. While Creel Bay IF-1 is currently 

displaced, it is likely to have originated from this spur landform (cf. Creel Bay IF-2). 

The artefact consists of a complete quartz flake at a tertiary stage of reduction 

(Table 7-13). As the artefact was recorded on the ‘beach’ of Lake Jindabyne, there are 

no associated subsurface deposits with the site. 

Figure 7-26: Creel Bay IF-1. View of site and the recorded artefact. 

  
1. Creel Bay IF-1: View of the site (at the location of 

the bag) looking southwest. 

2. Creel Bay IF-1: View of the recorded quartz flake. 

Table 7-13: Creel Bay IF-1. Artefact attributes. 

Id Artefact type Raw material Integrity Stage of reduction Size (mm) 

1 Flake Quartz Complete Tertiary 26x25x8 

Creel Bay IF-2 

Site Type:   Isolated find 

AHIMS ID:   62-1-0398 

GPS Coordinates:  GDA Zone 55: 644034E, 5976079N 

Location of Site:  Located within Lot 3 DP756710. The site is located 190 m northeast 

of the boat ramp at the end of Creel Bay Road (Figure 7-5, Figure 7-9). 
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Description of Site: Creel Bay IF-2 is the distal fragment of a quartz flake at a tertiary 

stage of reduction (Figure 7-27, Table 7-14). The site is located on a long spur that ends 

in Lake Jindabyne. In the past, this spur would have run down to the now inundated 

Thredbo River which would have been 240 m east of the site. Spurs such as this may 

have been used as a pathway out of the river valley. 

The site is located on a moderate slope on the flank of the spur about 20 m down from 

the crest. The site is in undisturbed woodland with sandy soils. 

While there is no potential for subsurface archaeological deposits at the site as the artefact 

has probably been displaced downslope, the spur landform, in general, has some 

archaeological potential (cf. Creel Bay IF-1). 

Figure 7-27: Creel Bay IF-2. View of site and the recorded artefact. 

  
1. Creel Bay IF-2: View of the site (at the location of 

the bag) looking southeast. 

2. Creel Bay IF-2: View of the recorded quartz flake. 

Table 7-14: Creel Bay IF-2. Artefact attributes. 

Id Artefact type Raw material Integrity Stage of reduction Size (mm) 

1 Flake Quartz Distal fragment Tertiary 26x20x9 

Creel Bay IF-3 

Site Type:   Isolated find 

AHIMS ID:   62-1-0399 

GPS Coordinates:  GDA Zone 55: 643410E, 5976438N 

Location of Site:  Located within Lot 3 DP756710. The site is located 200 m 

northwest of Creel Lodge and about 160 m south from the current shore of Lake Jindabyne 

(Figure 7-5, Figure 7-9). 
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Description of Site: Creel Bay IF-3 was recorded on an unused dirt track that traverses 

a midslope landform overlooking Lake Jindabyne (Figure 7-28). The find location strongly 

suggests that the artefact is displaced and has probably been washed downslope. 

The artefact is the distal fragment of a quartz flake at a tertiary stage of reduction 

(Table 7-15). 

There is no potential for subsurface archaeological deposits at the site. 

Figure 7-28: Creel Bay IF-3. View of site and the recorded artefact. 

  
1. Creel Bay IF-3: View of the site (at the location of 

the bag) looking northwest. 

2. Creel Bay IF-3: View of the recorded quartz flake. 

Table 7-15: Creel Bay IF-3. Artefact attributes. 

Id Artefact type Raw material Integrity Stage of reduction Size (mm) 

1 Flake Quartz Distal fragment Tertiary 15x12x7 

Sawpit IF-1 

Site Type:   Isolated find 

AHIMS ID:   62-1-0400 

GPS Coordinates:  GDA Zone 55: 640227E, 5975642N 

Location of Site:  Located within Lot 30 DP725492. The site is located 80 m south of 

Kosciuszko Road and 120 m west of the Sawpit Walk (Figure 7-5, Figure 7-10). 

Description of Site: Sawpit IF-1 was recorded in a small exposure in an area with 

generally low GSV (Figure 7-29). The site is within a thickly regenerating woodland on a 

slight slope. 

The artefact is a quartz flake at a tertiary stage of reduction (Table 7-16). 

There is no potential for subsurface archaeological deposits at the site. 
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Figure 7-29: Sawpit IF-1. View of site and the recorded artefact. 

  
1. Sawpit IF-1: View of the site (at the location of the 

bag) looking northeast. 

2. Sawpit IF-1: View of the recorded quartz flake. 

Table 7-16: Sawpit IF-1. Artefact attributes. 

Id Artefact type Raw material Integrity Stage of reduction Size (mm) 

1 Flake Quartz Complete Tertiary 15x10x4 

7.7 PREVIOUSLY RECORDED ABORIGINAL SITES LOCATED 
There are 22 previously recorded sites within the survey areas both in the KNP and at Jindabyne. 

There are 11 previously recorded sites in the KNP survey areas, and 11 sites at the Jindabyne 

survey areas. 

These sites are shown on Figure 7-30 and Figure 7-31. 

7.7.1 KNP survey areas 

Eleven sites have been previously recorded in the KNP survey areas, seven artefact scatters, 

one Resource and Gathering site, and three PADs. These sites are detailed in Table 7-17. 

Those locations that were inspected during the survey are detailed in Section 7.7.1.1. 

Table 7-17: KNP survey areas. Previously recorded sites. 

AHIMS Id Site name Site type GDA Zone 55 East GDA Zone 55 North 

61-3-0097 PRTL8 - Guthega Dam PAD 617913 5959894 

61-3-0099 PRTL11 Perisher South PAD 616403 5959244 

61-3-0112 Perisher View PAD 1 PAD 617263 5959734 

61-6-0083 Merritts Park, Site 1; Artefact 616213 5959144 

61-6-0099 Ramshead Creek 1; Artefact 626557 5969721 

61-6-0100 Ramshead Creek 2; Artefact 626687 5969952 

61-6-0104 Friday Flat 2 Artefact 623094 5972925 

62-1-0016 Sawpit Creek;Sawpit Creek 
Camping area; Artefact 640513 5975784 

62-1-0245 Wastepoint SU1 Artefact 643465 5976370 
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AHIMS Id Site name Site type GDA Zone 55 East GDA Zone 55 North 

62-1-0247 Wastepoint SU2 Artefact 643525 5976380 

62-1-0252 WASTEPOINT RESOURCE SITE 1 Aboriginal Resource and 
Gathering 643774 5976393 
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Figure 7-30: Aerial showing the location of AHIMS sites in the KNP survey areas. 
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Figure 7-31: Aerial showing the location of AHIMS sites in the Jindabyne survey areas. 
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7.7.1.1 Results of the site inspection 

The following KNP sites at the Thredbo Alpine Resort were not inspected as they are in urbanised 

areas where it was not possible to survey effectively: 

 61-6-0083 Merritts Park, Site 1 

 61-6-0099 Ramshead Creek 1 

 61-6-0100 Ramshead Creek 2. 

61-3-0097 (PRTL8 - Guthega Dam). The PAD has been recorded in a sloping landform in an area 

with very low GSV. No surface artefacts were visible and the reasons why the area should be 

regarded as a PAD were not immediately obvious to the surveyors. Importantly, the slope 

between where the PAD has been recorded to the Snowy River is very steep and there would 

have been far more accessible locations nearby (Figure 7-32). 

Figure 7-32: View of 61-3-0097. 

 

1. View of the recorded location of PAD 61-3-0097. 

Guthega Dam can be seen in the distance and the 

steep drop-off to where the Snowy River would 

have flowed can be seen. 

61-6-0104 (Friday Flat 2). This site is located on a bench in a steep slope overlooking the Thredbo 

River (now a small dam used for snow making storage). The slope is thickly vegetated making 

movement through the landform difficult. The exact location of the site was not accessible as it 

was covered with debris from a recent tree fall. However, nearby, some quartz artefacts were 

noted, and this supports the view that this bench, at some time in the past, must have attracted 

low density occupation (Figure 7-33). 
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Figure 7-33: View of 61-3-0104. 

  
1. View of the fallen timber covering the location of 

61-3-0104. 

2. Two quartz flakes recorded near to the location of 

61-3-0104. 

61-3-0112 (Perisher View PAD 1). The PAD has been recorded in a small, flat area between 

existing lodges. Rock outcrops dominate the area. No surface artefacts were visible and the 

reasons why the area should be regarded as a PAD were not immediately obvious to the 

surveyors. Apart from being an isolated, flat landform above the larger, flat valley floor, there was 

little to suggest that the area contains archaeological deposits (Figure 7-34). 

Figure 7-34: View of 61-3-0112. 

 

1. View of the recorded location of PAD 61-3-0112. 

The localised flat landform with rock outcropping 

can be seen. 

61-3-0099 (PRTL11 Perisher South). The PAD has been recorded at the location of Tarrawonga 

lodge. No surface artefacts were visible and the reasons why the area should be regarded as a 

PAD were not immediately obvious to the surveyors. The sloping landform and distance to water 

offer little to suggest that the area contains archaeological deposits (Figure 7-35). 
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Figure 7-35: View of 61-3-0099. 

 

1. View of the recorded location of PAD 61-3-0099. 

The sloping landform and distance to water does 

not suggest that this is a high potential landform. 

62-1-0016 (Sawpit Creek; Sawpit Creek Camping area). Despite sizeable exposures, there were 

no visible artefacts at the location of the site that is in a highly used area within the camping 

ground (Figure 7-36). Although the landform in which the site was recorded appears to perhaps 

contain further subsurface deposits (being flat and near Sawpit Creek), it is not known what 

landform modifications have taken place in the area and whether any recorded artefacts at this 

location are in situ. 

There were some fragments of non-artefactual quartz at the site’s location. 

There is no likelihood of there being subsurface archaeological deposits at the location of the site 

due to the steepness of the terrain. 

Figure 7-36: View of 62-1-0016. 

 

1. View of the recorded location of 62-1-0016. 

62-1-0245 (Wastepoint SU1). This site was originally recorded as consisting of three artefacts. 

The site location is at an exposure on a moderately steep slope (Figure 7-37). There were no 

visible artefacts at the location, and given the steepness of the slope, it is likely that they have 

been moved downslope since the site’s recording. 
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Figure 7-37: View of 62-1-0245. 

 

1. View of the recorded location of 62-1-0245. 

62-1-0247 (Wastepoint SU2). This site was originally recorded as consisting of two artefacts. The 

site location is near a granite outcrop on a moderately steep slope (Figure 7-38). There were no 

visible artefacts at the location, and given the steepness of the slope, it is likely that they have 

been moved downslope since the site’s recording. 

There is no likelihood of there being subsurface archaeological deposits at the location of the site 

due to the steepness of the terrain. 

Figure 7-38: View of 62-1-0247. 

 

1. View of the recorded location of 62-1-0247. 

62-1-0252 (Wastepoint Resource site 1). This site is recorded as a Resource and Gathering site. 

The site location is across moderately steep slopes in an area that the NPWS has fenced off to 

allow revegetation (Figure 7-39). It is not known which specific resources were referred to in the 

registration of this site. 

There is no likelihood of there being subsurface archaeological deposits at the location of the site 

due to the steepness of the terrain. 
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Figure 7-39: View of 62-1-0252. 

 

1. View of the recorded location of 62-1-0252. 

7.7.2 Jindabyne survey areas 

There are eleven valid sites within the Jindabyne survey areas. 

It was noted in Section 5.3.1 that one site in the Jindabyne survey areas has the wrong 

coordinates in AHIMS and should be located closer to Thredbo. This site is not discussed further. 

These sites are detailed in Table 7-18 and their location is shown on Figure 7-31. 

All locations that were inspected during the survey are detailed in Section 7.7.2.1. 

Table 7-18: Jindabyne survey areas. Previously recorded sites. 

AHIMS Id Site name Site type GDA Zone 55 East GDA Zone 55 North Within survey area? 

62-1-0019 Jindabyne tip 
turn off; Artefact 645613 5966984 62-1-0019 

62-1-0175 WIAS Artefact 643313 5969384 62-1-0175 

62-1-0211 CT B Artefact 645513 5966984 62-1-0211 

62-1-0221 CT L Artefact 645713 5967459 62-1-0221 

62-1-0225 ASE 4 Artefact 647533 5970109 62-1-0225 

62-1-0254 Leesville Site 
1 Artefact 642950 5966305 62-1-0254 

62-1-0351 Widows Inlet 
Boat Ramp Artefact 643502 5969558 62-1-0351 

62-1-0352 Curiosity 
Rocks South Artefact 643572 5969755 62-1-0352 

62-1-0362 
Snowline 
Artefact 
Scatter 

Artefact 643329 5969501 62-1-0362 

62-1-0370 Widows Inlet 1 Artefact 643504 5969573 62-1-0370 

62-1-0371 Snowy Hydro 
Paddock 1 Artefact 647390 5970392 62-1-0371 
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7.7.2.1 Results of the site inspection 

Sites near the survey areas 

62-1-0216 (CT G). This site is located just outside of the survey areas (Southern Connector Road; 

645612E, 5967083N) and could be harmed by the proposed works unless managed 

appropriately. The site is in an area of disturbance from the construction of Kosciuszko Road and 

the road to the Jindabyne waste management centre. 62-1-0216 would have been on a spur that 

is now cut by Kosciuszko Road. No artefacts were observed at the site. The site is near Lees 

Creek and in the same general landforms as Lees Creek OS-5. Views of the site location is shown 

on Figure 7-40. 

Figure 7-40: View of the location of 62-1-0216. 

 

1. View of the location of 61-1-0216. 

62-1-0365 (HOA1).  

This site is located just outside of the survey areas (Southern Connector Road; 645260E, 

5967019N) and could be harmed by the proposed works unless managed appropriately. The site 

location is on a farm track that crosses the creek flats associated with Lees Creek. During the 

site inspection, a large volcanic scraper was recorded. This object measures 128 x 91 x 15 mm 

and has steep, invasive, unidirectional retouch to the proximal margin (Figure 7-41). 62-1-0365 

is in the same general landform as Lees Creek OS-1 that was recorded a little further to the east. 
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Figure 7-41: View of 62-1-0365. 

  
1. View of the location of 61-1-0365. 2. View of the large volcanic scraper recorded at the 

site location. 

Sites within the survey areas 

62-1-0019 (Jindabyne tip turn off) and 62-1-0211 (CT B).  

These sites are recorded in the same landform as Lees Creek OS-1, Lees Creek OS-3, Lees 

Creek OS-4, and Lees Creek OS-5.  

62-1-0019 plots to be within a frequently used road to the Jindabyne waste management centre 

and is likely to be disturbed, if the AHIMS coordinates are correct. 62-1-0211 plots within the 

extent of the PAD area associated with Lees Creek OS-5 (Figure 7-20). 

Artefacts were not visible at either location; however, it has been noted that this relatively level, 

elevated landform has potential to contain further Aboriginal objects and perhaps archaeological 

deposits. 

62-1-0175 (WIAS), 62-1-0351 (Widows Inlet Boat Ramp), 62-1-0352 (Curiosity Rocks South), 62-

1-0362 (Snowline Artefact Scatter), and 62-1-0370 (Widows Inlet 1) 

Although the area of these sites was surveyed, the location of the sites as provided on AHIMS 

were either inundated at the time of the survey, or plot to highly modified landforms that have 

either been impacted by the construction of a new parking area associated with the boat ramp. 

Kosciuszko Road OS-1 was recorded in the same general area during the survey. It is considered 

that all recordings in this area are likely to have been displaced when recorded and have likely 

been moved by water movement since their recording. 

Along with Kosciuszko Road OS-1 these recordings are probably displaced remnants of sites 

associated with landforms near Widows Creek. However, due to the disturbances in this area, it 

is unlikely that subsurface archaeological deposits remain in this area. 
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62-1-0221 (CT L) 

This site is recorded as an isolated find in a landform to the east of Lees Creek (Figure 7-42). 

The site is located on a moderate slope where thick grasses prevented a view of the ground 

surface. No artefacts were visible at the site location at the time of the survey, and it is possible 

that the originally recorded artefact has been moved downslope by water movement. 

It is unlikely that subsurface archaeological deposits are present in this area. 

Figure 7-42: View of the location of 62-1-0221. 

 

1. View of the location of 62-1-0221. 

62-1-0254 (Leesville Site 1) 

This site is recorded as an artefact site in a landform within Barry Way South (west) (Figure 7-43). 

The site is located on a farmed landscape where thick grasses prevented a view of the ground 

surface. No artefacts were visible at the site location at the time of the survey, and it is possible 

that the originally recorded artefacts are obscured. 

It is unlikely that subsurface archaeological deposits are present in this area. 

Figure 7-43: View of the location of 62-1-0254. 

 

1. View of the location of 62-1-0254. 
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62-1-0225 (ASE 4) 

Originally record as a scatter of five artefacts, this site is located on the southern boundary of the 

East Jindabyne (west) area near provide dwellings in this area (Figure 7-44).  

Although there was some exposure along a walking track, there was no GSV away from the track 

due to thick grasses. No artefacts were visible at the site location, but it may be that they are 

obscured off the track. 

Figure 7-44: View of the location of 62-1-0225. 

 

1. View of the location of 62-1-0225. The site is 

located upslope closer to the houses that can be 

seen overlooking the drainage line in the south of 

East Jindabyne (west). 

62-1-0371 (Snowy Hydro Paddock 1) 

This site was originally recorded as an isolated find but at the time of the survey, further artefacts 

were visible (Figure 7-45). The site is in a landform with archaeological potential within the East 

Jindabyne (west) area and subsurface archaeological deposits may be present associated with 

this site. 

Figure 7-45: View of the location of 62-1-0371. 

  

1. View south of the location of 62-1-0371. 2. A sample of artefacts visible at 62-1-0371. 
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7.8 DISCUSSION OF SURVEY RESULTS 
The predictive model in Section 6.7 suggested that artefact scatters and isolated finds would be 

the most common site type recorded, while sites such as scarred trees, grinding grooves and 

burials could be recorded, but would be rare. 

The survey therefore confirms the predictive model in terms of site type as only artefact sites 

were recorded. Additionally, as predicted, most sites recorded had a low artefact density. While 

Lees Creek OS-1 recorded a slightly higher artefact density, the site still represents a regionally 

low artefact density of 0.03 artefacts per square metre (30 artefacts within a 920 m2 site). 

Within the survey areas, including in the KNP, mature trees suitable to contain cultural scarring 

were largely absent. At the Jindabyne survey areas, mature trees were rare, and most trees were 

regrowth of various ages. In the KNP, some older trees existed, such as at the Charlotte Pass 

Alpine Resort, but they were in a distinct minority, and none contained evidence of cultural 

modification. 

Other site types such as grinding grooves were not recorded as there were limited areas of 

drainage landforms in the survey areas. Stone arrangements and burials, had they existed, are 

likely to have been dispersed during the vegetation clearance and long-term grazing in the 

Jindabyne survey areas. It is noted that there are burials associated with the Cobbin Creek area. 

However only a small area of the Barry Way South (east) area is associated with Cobbin Creek 

and the survey area is distant to the AHIMS registered locations for burials (sites #62-1-0186 and 

62-1-0149). The landform associated with Cobbin Creek in the survey area is a rocky crest where 

subsurface archaeological deposits may be possible, however, it is unlikely to have been a 

location for burials due to the shallow soil depth. 

Only Lees Creek OS-1 and Lees Creek OS-4 can be used to examine the relationship between 

site location and landform as all other sites were assessed to be in secondary contexts. In the 

predictive model, it was suggested that sites would generally not be recorded adjacent to 

waterways but rather would be located on spurs and crests within reach of water. In this, these 

sites do not agree with the predictive model as they are located on the junction between the basal 

slopes and creek flats associated with Lees Creek. While slightly elevated above the drainage 

line, the site is more associated with drainage landforms than neighbouring crest landforms. 

As will be discussed further in Section 8, the predictive modelling undertaken prior to the survey 

over-estimated the archaeological potential of the survey areas. As this predictive mapping was 

completed at a desktop level using degree of slope and proximity to water as the major variables, 

the survey was able to demonstrate that the waterways within the survey areas were largely 

unsuitable for occupation (being in steep V-shaped valleys) and that gentler gradient landforms 

originally mapped prior to the survey as having ‘moderate potential’ were assessed as ‘low 
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potential’ landforms following the survey as their inaccessibility to water and thin soils became 

obvious. 

While low GSV has been noted as a major constraint to the survey, there is confidence that any 

significant site within the survey areas would have been recorded. While GSV in the KNP survey 

areas was often non-existent, for example, the lowest GSV was on slopes where sites would not 

be expected. In the Jindabyne survey areas, while GSV was hindered by ground covers, there 

were also frequent views of the ground surface to enable an adequate assessment to be 

undertaken. Therefore, in conclusion, the lack of GSV was not seen as a major inhibitor to the 

efficacy of the survey. 
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8 MAPPING ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE POTENTIAL 

A major aim of this investigation was to map the ACH potential of the survey areas.  

Prior to the survey, predictive modelling was developed that mapped the archaeological potential 

survey areas and this was tested during the survey. 

It is noted that there are no identified intangible heritage values relating to specific areas within 

the survey areas (Appendix 3), however, the entire landscape is of spiritual, aesthetic, and 

historic value to the Aboriginal community. While the overarching cultural values are recognised, 

the following mapping is reliant on the scientific values assessment informed by the survey. 

The landforms discussed here are within the defined survey areas (Section 1.5). 

8.1 UNDERSTANDING THE CATEGORISATIONS 
The following mapping uses four categories to express the archaeological potential of the survey 

areas. These are: 

 High potential. The only landforms designated as having ‘high potential’ are either those 
where sites have been previously recorded or landforms that are flat, close to water, and 
close to known sites. There are limited areas of ‘high potential’ within the survey areas 
although this categorisation suggests that further Aboriginal objects and/or archaeological 
deposits are likely 

 Moderate potential. Landforms with a gentle gradient either close to a waterway or along 
an elevated landform such as a spur overlooking a waterway. There are generally limited 
areas of ‘moderate potential’ within the survey areas although this categorisation suggests 
that further Aboriginal objects are possible 

 Low potential. Generally, consist of sloping landforms or elevated landforms distant to 
water. As a result of the survey, it was determined that these landforms are unlikely to 
contain significant Aboriginal objects or archaeological deposits, although there is a 
potential for low-density artefact scatters or isolated finds to be present 

 Disturbed land. This includes landforms that have been modified in a clear and observable 
manner either through earthworks or through building/car park construction. As per the 
Due Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of Aboriginal Objects in NSW, areas 
classified as ‘disturbed land’ do not require further assessment. Aboriginal objects, 
however, may still be present in ‘disturbed lands’ and any chance finds should be 
managed by an unanticipated finds protocol. However, due to the landform modification 
that has taken place, it is extremely unlikely that significant Aboriginal objects or 
archaeological deposits will be present within ‘disturbed lands’. 

It must be borne in mind that these characterisations are general due to the size of the survey 

areas. In areas that are marked as having ‘high’ or ‘moderate’ potential, there may be landforms 

that are disturbed. Likewise, in areas mapped as having ‘low’ potential, there will be numerous 

localised examples of disturbed land (a single dwelling, for example) and there may be localised 

landforms with a higher archaeological potential. The mapping provided here is therefore a guide 
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to the most-likely archaeological potential of an area, although ground-truthing of any one location 

would be required to confirm this assessment. 

It is also noted that no subsurface testing was undertaken to inform these categorisations and 

these categories may change if test excavation at any area reveals significant subsurface 

archaeological deposits.  

A single example will suffice to illustrate the dangers of interpreting the results from surface 

manifestations alone. Site 62-1-0286 (Kunama Ridge 2) at East Jindabyne (and outside of the 

survey areas) was originally recorded in 2005 by Patricia Saunders as an artefact scatter 

consisting of two areas of exposure with eight, and two artefacts respectively. Saunders 

determined that the area between the two exposures was likely to contain PAD. The later survey 

conducted by Biosis (2017) could not relocate the artefacts recorded by Saunders in 2005. The 

Biosis survey did, however, identify that the crest landform located immediately to the south of 

the PAD area was likely to contain PAD. Subsequent test excavations at site 62-1-0286 and the 

adjacent crest area undertaken by Biosis, identified a moderate to high density subsurface 

archaeological deposit within the crest landform unit. A total 23 test excavation units were 

excavated with 165 artefacts identified within 17 of the test excavation units. The presence of 

three relatively intact knapping floors identified in three different test excavation units also 

indicated to Biosis that the deposit has been subject to minimal ground disturbance.  

Later in 2018, salvage excavation took place at site 62-1-0286 across four open areas and 12 

mechanical excavation areas (Biosis 2019). A total of 4,925 Aboriginal artefacts were recorded 

from approximately 102 square metres across site 62-1-0286 as part of the salvage excavations 

with a resulting average artefact density across the site 62-1-0286 of 43.97 artefacts per square 

metre. 

This one example emphasises that the low-density surface scatter initially recorded did not 

suggest the results gained from the subsurface investigations and illustrates that the ACH 

potential presented here could be drastically altered if test excavation were to take place. 

8.2 KNP SURVEY AREAS 
The KNP survey areas generally have low archaeological potential as they are located within 

landforms with moderate to steep slopes. Those areas that are flatter have generally been 

previously disturbed by development. Some small areas, particularly adjacent to the Thredbo 

River have moderate archaeological potential, and small areas at the Thredbo Alpine Resort, 

Perisher Range Alpine Resort, the Guthega Alpine Resort, and the Kosciusko Tourist Park have 

high potential due to the previous recording of a site. A more extensive area of high potential is 

noted at Creel Bay that includes a spur landform that descends towards the former course of the 

Snowy River. Although GSV was very low in the KNP survey areas (often 0% in areas away from 
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tracks and paths), the landform potential could be determined by its topographical features and 

its association with water. 

The archaeological potential of the survey areas, as determined in predictive modelling, has been 

lowered following survey. This is because the slopes were steeper than predicted and areas 

suitable for camping were more infrequent. Where flat land does exist, such as the creek flats 

adjacent to the Thredbo River at the Thredbo Rangers Station, the potential was lowered from 

‘high’ to ‘moderate’ as the survey demonstrated that this landform is flood prone and a poor 

preserver of archaeological deposits.  

Only a few small areas were upgraded following the survey to take account of the few additional 

sites were recorded and no landforms were identified as having archaeological potential that 

could not be identified at a desktop level. 

The maps showing the determined archaeological potential at each of the KNP survey areas are 

shown on Figure 8-1 to Figure 8-12. 

Figure 8-1: Thredbo Alpine Resort. ACH potential. 
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Figure 8-2: Thredbo Rangers Station. ACH potential. 

 

Figure 8-3: Ngarigo Campground. ACH potential. 
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Figure 8-4: Bullocks Flat. ACH potential. 

 

Figure 8-5: Creel Bay. ACH potential. 
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Figure 8-6: Kosciuszko Tourist Park. ACH potential. 

 

Figure 8-7: Ski Rider Hotel. ACH potential. 
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Figure 8-8: Sponars Chalet. ACH potential. 

 

Figure 8-9: Island Bend. ACH potential. 
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Figure 8-10: Guthega Alpine Resort. ACH potential. 

 

Figure 8-11: Charlotte Pass Alpine Resort. ACH potential. 
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Figure 8-12: Perisher Range Alpine Resort. ACH potential. 

 

8.3 JINDABYNE SURVEY AREAS 
As was noted regarding the KNP survey areas, the effect of undertaking survey caused a general 

lowering of the archaeological potential at the Jindabyne survey areas to that been determined 

at a desktop level.  

When compared to the predictive mapping prepared prior to survey, there are fewer areas of ‘high 

potential’ as survey demonstrated that much of Lees Creek is either disturbed, or in a narrow 

V-shaped valley without suitable camping areas. The only exception to this trend was the area 

around Lees Creek in the east of the Jindabyne survey area (Figure 8-13 and Figure 8-16) where 

the area of ‘high potential’ has been expanded due to the recording of additional sites during the 

survey. 

Elsewhere, however, the steep slopes, thin soils and distance to water meant that areas mapped 

at the predictive stage as having ‘moderate potential’ have been lowered to ‘low potential’ 

following survey. 

The precautionary principle has been applied to those areas mapped as having ‘moderate 

potential’ in Figure 8-13 to Figure 8-16 as many of these areas display only marginally better 

characteristics (normally flatter land) when compared to ‘low potential’ landforms. 
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The survey areas within the town of Jindabyne display high levels of modification and are classed 

as ‘disturbed land’. However, at a few locations, there are unused blocks of land included in the 

survey areas. While there were no recordings of Aboriginal objects in these areas during the 

survey, they may have low potential to contain Aboriginal objects as they display less landform 

modification when compared to neighbouring areas. 

In summary, the Jindabyne survey areas contain sizeable areas ‘low potential’ landforms due to 

the steep topography and lack of water sources. 

Figure 8-13: Jindabyne. ACH potential. 
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Figure 8-14: Jindabyne (eastern portions). ACH potential. 

 

Figure 8-15: Jindabyne (western portions). ACH potential. 
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Figure 8-16: Jindabyne (south-western portions). ACH potential. 
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9 SIGNIFICANCE AND IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

9.1 IDENTIFYING CULTURAL SIGNIFICANCE 
The concept of cultural significance is used in Australian heritage practice and legislation to 

encompass all the cultural values and meanings that might be recognised in a place. The Burra 

Charter’s definition of cultural significance is broad and encompasses places that are significant 

to Indigenous cultures (Burra Charter 2013). 

The Burra Charter definition of ‘place’ is also broad and encompasses Indigenous places of 

cultural significance. ‘Place’ includes locations that embody spiritual value (such as Dreaming 

places, sacred landscapes, and stone arrangements), social and historical value (such as 

massacre sites), as well as scientific value (such as archaeological sites). In fact, one place may 

be all these things or may embody all these values at the same time.  

In some cases, the find-spot of a single artefact may constitute a ‘place’. Equally, a suite of related 

locations may together comprise a single ‘place’, such as the many individual elements that make 

up a Songline. These more complex places are sometimes called a cultural landscape or cultural 

route. 

The Guide (OEH 2011: 8–9) notes that cultural significance is comprised of an assessment of 

social values, scientific values, aesthetic values, and historic values. These values are described 

as: 

Social or cultural value  

Social or cultural value refers to the spiritual, traditional, historical, or contemporary associations 

and attachments the place or area has for Aboriginal people. Social or cultural value is how people 

express their connection with a place and the meaning that place has for them. 

Places of social or cultural value have associations with contemporary community identity. These 

places can have associations with tragic or warmly remembered experiences, periods, or events. 

Communities can experience a sense of loss should a place of social or cultural value be 

damaged or destroyed. 

There is not always consensus about a place’s social or cultural value. Because people 

experience places and events differently, expressions of social or cultural value do vary and, in 

some instances, will be in direct conflict. When identifying values, it is not necessary to agree with 

or acknowledge the validity of each other’s values, but it is necessary to document the range of 

values identified. 

Social or cultural value can only be identified through consultation with Aboriginal people. This 

could involve a range of methodologies, such as cultural mapping, oral histories, archival 
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documentation, and specific information provided by Aboriginal people specifically for the 

investigation. 

Scientific (archaeological) value 

This refers to the importance of a landscape, area, place or object because of its rarity, 

representativeness, and the extent to which it may contribute to further understanding and 

information (Burra Charter 2013).  

Information about scientific values will be gathered through any archaeological investigation 

undertaken. Archaeological investigations must be carried out according to Heritage NSW’s Code 

of Practice (DECCW 2010).  

Often scientific values are informed by social values that allow a contemporary understanding of 

the archaeological data to be understood. 

Aesthetic value 

This refers to the sensory, scenic, architectural, and creative aspects of the place. It is often 

closely linked with the social values. It may consider form, scale, colour, texture and material of 

the fabric or landscape, and the smell and sounds associated with the place and its use (Burra 

Charter 2013). 

Historic value 

Historic value refers to the associations of a place with a historically important person, event, 

phase, or activity in an Aboriginal community. Historic places do not always have physical 

evidence of their historical importance (such as structures, planted vegetation or landscape 

modifications). They may have ‘shared’ historic values with other (non-Aboriginal) communities.  

9.2 STATEMENT OF HERITAGE SIGNIFICANCE 
The intangible Aboriginal cultural values across the wider Snowy Mountain SAP identified during 

the cultural values assessment (Appendix 3) relate to a number of important places and themes 

associated with non-archaeological cultural values. These places are mainly within the KNP and 

relate to spiritual and ceremonial connections across the broader landscape that may encompass 

vast areas of culturally significant geographical features.  

There may be places with intangible cultural significance within the survey areas, although no 

specific locations have so far been identified by the Aboriginal community.  

The scientific value of the SAP investigation Area is high, although much of this area remains 

unassessed. The SAP Investigation Area, including high country as well as lower elevations 

around Jindabyne, has considerable potential to provide further information on the traditional 

Aboriginal use of Australian alpine regions. 
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Within the survey areas, the scientific values are lower as the survey areas are primarily confined 

either to areas previously developed, or areas away from optimal occupation locations such as 

along the region’s major waterways. In relation to identifying areas where future activity could 

take place while conserving cultural values, the primary development constraint identified during 

the cultural values assessment relates to archaeological values which are managed through the 

existing statutory process under the NPW Act. 

Apart from the general understanding of the aesthetic qualities of the SAP Investigation Area, 

particularly in the KNP, there are no known places with identified aesthetic values within the 

survey areas. The only exception to this was the Thredbo River and adjacent creek flats at the 

Thredbo Ranger Station and the Ngarigo Campground. At these locations, the Aboriginal 

representatives accompanying the survey noted the aesthetic qualities of the area including the 

sound of the running water. 

There is considerable historic value in the SAP Investigation Area, both pre- and post-contact (for 

example, Young 2020). This includes the routes and camps used by Aboriginal people before 

their movements to and from the mountains ceased in 1880, as well as historic events such the 

shooting and burial of the Aboriginal shearer Boney Jack who was unarmed when shot dead from 

his horse in 1875 by a Mr Larkin from Cooma outside the Leesville Hotel (built 1860 and located 

within the Leesville survey area). This shared history is important in the context to the SAP 

aspirations. 

9.3 ASSESSED SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RECORDED SITES 
Social or cultural value: The 12 recorded sites are assessed as having high cultural values as the 

Aboriginal objects at these sites are a tangible link to the ancestors of the Aboriginal community 

and their past occupation and use of this Country. 

Scientific (archaeological) value: During the survey five low-density artefact scatters, one 

medium-density artefact scatter, and six isolated finds were recorded. All sites contained artefacts 

that are representative of other sites that have been investigated in the region and most have 

been disturbed by erosion. This lessens their ability to enhance their research potential and inform 

the wider community about the type and distribution of Aboriginal sites in the district. As such 

Lees Creek OS-2, Lees Creek OS-3, Lees Creek OS-5, Kosciuszko Road OS-1, Lees Creek IF-1, 

Widows Creek IF-1, Creel Bays IF-1 to IF-3, and Sawpit IF-1have been assessed as having low 

scientific values. While it was assessed that it is unlikely that Lees Creek OS-1 will contain 

subsurface deposits, the slightly higher artefact density indicates that this site could contribute a 

little more to our knowledge concerning past Aboriginal use of this area. Therefore, this site has 

been assessed as having low–moderate scientific values. Similarly, Lees Creek OS-4, due to its 

association with the same landform as Lees Creek OS-1, is assessed as having low–moderate 

scientific values. 
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Identified PAD areas such as those near Lees Creek OS-1, Lees Creek OS-5, areas within East 

Jindabyne (west), and areas at the north of Barry Way South (east) have unknown scientific 

significance but have potential to significantly aid the understanding of past Aboriginal use and 

occupation of the region. 

Aesthetic value: Regarding the recorded sites, none are manifest obviously in the landscape and 

all are difficult for the layperson to appreciate. Further, all sites are in locations where land use 

impacts have altered the landscape from its pre-1788 form, also diminishing the aesthetic values 

of the sites. Therefore, all sites are assessed as having low aesthetic values. 

Historic value: None of the sites have with identified historic values. 

In summary, the recorded sites are important to the Aboriginal community but have a limited 

ability to add further information to our understanding of past Aboriginal use of the area or to be 

used to demonstrate to the layperson the nature of archaeological sites in the area. Table 9-1 

summarises the Aboriginal cultural heritage values of the recorded sites. 

Table 9-1: Aboriginal cultural heritage values of sites recorded during the survey. 

AHIMS Id Site name Cultural value Scientific value Aesthetic value Historic value 

62-1-0381 Lees Creek OS-1 High Low–moderate Low None 

62-1-0382 Lees Creek OS-2 High Low Low None 

62-1-0384 Lees Creek OS-3 High Low Low None 

62-1-0383 Lees Creek IF-1 High Low Low None 

62-1-0393 Lees Creek OS-4 High Low–moderate Low None 

62-1-0394 Lees Creek OS-5 High Low Low None 

62-1-0395 Kosciuszko Road OS-1 High Low Low None 

62-1-0396 Widows Creek IF-1 High Low Low None 

62-1-0397 Creel Bay IF-1 High Low Low None 

62-1-0398 Creel Bay IF-2 High Low Low None 

62-1-0399 Creel Bay IF-3 High Low Low None 

62-1-0400 Sawpit IF-1 High Low Low None 

9.4 LIKELY IMPACTS TO ABORIGINAL HERITAGE FROM THE SNOWY MOUNTAINS 
SAP 

At this stage of the SAP process, no precise impacts are known. Therefore, it is not possible to 

assess the likely harm that will arise from future developments in the survey areas. 

9.5 AVOIDING AND MINIMISING HARM 
An object of the NPW Act is the ‘conservation of objects places and features… of cultural value 

within the landscape, including… places, objects and features of significance to Aboriginal people’ 

(s.2A(1(b)(i)). 
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As heritage professionals, OzArk, strives for good conservation outcomes. In particular, OzArk is 

primarily concerned with the conservation and protection of Aboriginal cultural heritage that is of 

significance to Aboriginal people. 

Two primary objectives when managing harm to an Aboriginal object are: 

 Impacts to significant Aboriginal objects and places should always be avoided wherever 
possible 

 Where impacts to Aboriginal objects and places cannot be avoided, proposals should be 
amended to reduce the extent and severity of impacts to significant Aboriginal objects and 
places using reasonable and feasible measures. 

9.5.1 Opportunities to conserve Aboriginal cultural heritage values 

Regarding the survey areas, the Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment has concluded: 

 Substantial areas are classified as ‘disturbed land’ where impacts in these areas are 
unlikely to harm Aboriginal cultural heritage values. However, Aboriginal objects are still 
possible to exist in ‘disturbed lands’ particularly in subsurface deposits, however such 
deposits are unlikely to be significant due to past disturbances 

 Despite extensive consultation, there are no identified intangible cultural values in the 
survey areas that may be harmed 

 Based on the surface survey, there are very few known Aboriginal objects in the survey 
areas. At this stage of the investigation, this suggests that Aboriginal objects will not be 
harmed if impacts can be designed to avoid known Aboriginal objects. Where appropriate 
this would need to be confirmed through targeted test excavation 

 Large areas of the survey area have been assessed as having low archaeological 
potential. While this does not preclude the presence of ow density artefact scatters or 
isolated artefacts in these areas, it is highly unlikely that significant sites will be recorded. 
Therefore, any future work in these areas is unlikely to impact significant Aboriginal 
cultural heritage values. 

While targeted survey and/or test excavation would be required to confirm the findings of this 

study, it would seem, prima facie, that there are ample opportunities to conserve Aboriginal 

cultural heritage values in the design phase of the Snowy Mountains SAP. 

9.5.2 Ecologically sustainable development principles 

Ecologically sustainable development principles (ESD) (defined in s.6 of the Protection of the 

Environment Administration Act 1991) requires the integration of economic and environmental 

considerations (including cultural heritage) in the decision-making process. In regard to Aboriginal 

cultural heritage, ESD can be achieved by applying the principle of intergenerational equity and 

the precautionary principle.  
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Intergenerational equity  

Intergenerational equity is the principle whereby the present generation should ensure the health, 

diversity, and productivity of the environment for the benefit of future generations.  

In terms of Aboriginal heritage, intergenerational equity can be considered in terms of the 

cumulative impacts to Aboriginal objects and places in a region. If few Aboriginal objects and 

places remain in a region (for example, because of impacts under previous permits), fewer 

opportunities remain for future generations of Aboriginal people to enjoy the cultural benefits of 

those Aboriginal objects and places.  

Information about the integrity, rarity or representativeness of the Aboriginal objects and places 

proposed to be impacted, and how they illustrate the occupation and use of land by Aboriginal 

people across the region, will be relevant to the consideration of intergenerational equity and the 

understanding of the cumulative impacts of the proposal.  

Where there is uncertainty, the precautionary principle should also be followed. 

The precautionary principle 

The precautionary principle states that if there are threats of serious or irreversible environmental 

damage, lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing cost-

effective measures to prevent environmental degradation.  

In relation to Aboriginal cultural heritage values, the precautionary principle should be guided by: 

 The proposal involves a risk of serious or irreversible damage to Aboriginal objects or 
places or to the value of those objects or places 

 There is uncertainty about the Aboriginal cultural heritage values or scientific or 
archaeological values, including in relation to the integrity, rarity or representativeness of 
the Aboriginal objects or places proposed to be impacted. 

Principle of Integration 

The Plan of Implementation of the World Summit on Sustainable Development held in 

Johannesburg, 2002, noted the need to “promote the integration of the three components of 

sustainable development- economic development, social development and environmental 

protection- as interdependent and mutually reinforcing pillars”. 

The principle of integration ensures mutual respect and reciprocity between economic and 

environmental considerations: 

 Environmental considerations are to be integrated into economic and other development 
plans, programs, and projects 

 Development needs are to be considered in applying environmental objectives. 
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9.5.2.1 Applicability to the Snowy Mountains SAP 

For a proposal of this scale, there is a very low impact to Aboriginal cultural heritage values as 

very few Aboriginal sites were recorded, and no intangible heritage values have been identified 

within the survey areas. As has been previously noted, this statement is based on surface survey 

only and the undertaking of test excavation may alter the potential impact to Aboriginal cultural 

heritage values. However, at this stage of the investigation, the results of the surface survey 

indicate that significant Aboriginal cultural heritage values will not be harmed within the survey 

areas. 

Table 9-2 examines the application of ESD principles to the Snowy Mountains SAP. 

Table 9-2: Application of ESD principles to the Snowy Mountains SAP. 

ESD principle Response 

Avoiding and minimising 
harm 

Section 10.2 sets out mechanisms by which to avoid and minimise harm. Very few Aboriginal 
sites were recorded during the survey, so site avoidance may be possible. 

The integration principle 
The Snowy Mountains SAP Master Plan presents a strong case for the broader environmental 
benefits arising from environmentally responsible development. The environmental 
consequences of future development will be further assessed when those impacts are known. 

The precautionary 
principle 

The Snowy Mountains SAP heritage investigation has followed the precautionary principle 
though undertaking a robust Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment to ensure that harm to 
Aboriginal objects and values is minimised. The survey adopted a precautionary principle when it 
came to describing and assessing landforms within the survey areas. 

The intergenerational 
equity principle 

It is assessed at this stage, and without undertaking test excavation, that the Snowy Mountains 
SAP will not harm significant Aboriginal cultural heritage values and that there will be a 
manageable diminution of intergenerational equity should the sites recorded here be harmed. 
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10 MANAGEMENT OF ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUES 

10.1 GENERAL MANAGEMENT PRINCIPLES 
Appropriate management of Aboriginal cultural heritage values is primarily determined based on 

their assessed significance, as well as the likely impacts of the proposed development. As precise 

impacts are not known at this stage, the following management options are general principles, in 

terms of best practice and desired outcomes, rather than mitigation measures against individual 

site disturbance. 

 Avoid impact by altering the development proposal or in this case by avoiding impact to a 
recorded Aboriginal site. If this can be done, then a suitable curtilage around the site must 
be provided to ensure its protection both during the short-term construction phase of 
development and in the long-term use of the area. If plans are altered, care must be taken 
to ensure that impacts do not occur to areas not previously assessed. 

 If impact is unavoidable then approval to disturb sites under the authority of an approved 
permit, such as an AHIP, must be sought. An AHIP application would require a specific 
impact assessment, possibly including additional survey and/or test excavation, and 
further specific consultation with the Aboriginal community following the ACHCRs when 
impacts are known. In general, Aboriginal cultural heritage will be managed through an 
ACHMP that would become the primary instrument to manage Aboriginal cultural heritage 
in the SAP precincts. 

10.2 MANAGEMENT OF RECORDED ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUES 

10.2.1 Known Aboriginal sites in the survey areas 

There are 34 known Aboriginal sites in the survey areas (Table 10-1). The known Aboriginal sites 

in the survey areas are shown on Figure 7-5, Figure 7-30, and Figure 7-31. Coordinates of these 

sites are provided in Table 7-4, Table 7-17, and Table 7-18. 

All sites listed here are protected under the NPW Act and every effort must be made to conserve 

these sites in the landscape. 

Table 10-1: Known Aboriginal sites in the survey areas. 

AHIMS Id Site name Comment 

62-1-0381 Lees Creek OS-1 Medium density artefact scatter with areas of PAD nearby 

62-1-0382 Lees Creek OS-2 Low density artefact scatter. No associated PAD 

62-1-0384 Lees Creek OS-3 Low density artefact scatter. No associated PAD 

62-1-0383 Lees Creek IF-1 Isolated find. No associated PAD 

62-1-0393 Lees Creek OS-4 Low density artefact scatter with areas of PAD nearby 

62-1-0394 Lees Creek OS-5 Low density artefact scatter with areas of PAD nearby 

62-1-0395 Kosciuszko Road OS-1 Low density artefact scatter in a modified landform. No associated PAD 

62-1-0396 Widows Creek IF-1 Isolated find. No associated PAD 

62-1-0397 Creel Bay IF-1 Isolated find. No associated PAD 

62-1-0398 Creel Bay IF-2 Isolated find. No associated PAD 
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AHIMS Id Site name Comment 

62-1-0399 Creel Bay IF-3 Isolated find. No associated PAD 

62-1-0400 Sawpit IF-1 Isolated find. No associated PAD 

61-3-0097 PRTL8 - Guthega Dam PAD. Validity of PAD not investigated 

61-3-0099 PRTL11 Perisher South PAD. Validity of PAD not investigated 

61-3-0112 Perisher View PAD 1 PAD. Validity of PAD not investigated 

61-6-0083 Merritts Park, Site 1; Artefact scatter within an urbanised area at the Thredbo Alpine Resort 

61-6-0099 Ramshead Creek 1; Artefact scatter within an urbanised area at the Thredbo Alpine Resort 

61-6-0100 Ramshead Creek 2; Artefact scatter within an urbanised area at the Thredbo Alpine Resort 

61-6-0104 Friday Flat 2 Low density artefact scatter. Surface artefacts visible. No associated PAD 

62-1-0016 Sawpit Creek;Sawpit 
Creek Camping area; Isolated find. No surface artefacts visible. Within frequently used camping area 

62-1-0245 Wastepoint SU1 Low density artefact scatter. No surface artefacts visible. No associated PAD 

62-1-0247 Wastepoint SU2 Low density artefact scatter. No surface artefacts visible. No associated PAD 

62-1-0252 WASTEPOINT 
RESOURCE SITE 1 Non- Aboriginal object site recording (resource and gathering) 

62-1-0019 Jindabyne tip turn off; Artefact site plotting to frequently used dirt road. Need to investigate status. No 
associated PAD 

62-1-0175 WIAS Artefact site plotting to area with landform modification. Need to investigate 
status. No associated PAD 

62-1-0211 CT B Artefact site with associated PAD 

62-1-0221 CT L Isolated find. No surface artefact visible. No associated PAD 

62-1-0225 ASE 4 Low density artefact scatter. No associated PAD 

62-1-0254 Leesville Site 1 Low density artefact scatter. No associated PAD 

62-1-0351 Widows Inlet Boat Ramp Artefact site plotting to area prone to inundation. Need to investigate status. No 
associated PAD 

62-1-0352 Curiosity Rocks South Artefact site plotting to area prone to inundation. Need to investigate status. No 
associated PAD 

62-1-0362 Snowline Artefact Scatter Artefact site in a modified landform. Need to investigate status. No associated 
PAD 

62-1-0370 Widows Inlet 1 Artefact site plotting to area with landform modification. Need to investigate 
status. No associated PAD 

62-1-0371 Snowy Hydro Paddock 1 Low density artefact scatter with areas of PAD nearby 

10.2.2 Management of potentially impacted Aboriginal cultural heritage values 

It was noted in Section 8.1 that while the survey was comprehensive that there is still the 

possibility for Aboriginal objects to be present in all landforms of the survey areas. Therefore, 

following the precautionary principle, it is recommended that some form of further investigation 

take place at the time when specific impacts are known. This recommendation is made due to: 

 Test excavation has not been undertaken to inform these conclusions 

 No survey can ever hope to record all instances of Aboriginal objects 

 There was generally low GSV due to thick ground covers at the time of the survey. This 
low GSV may have obscured surface artefacts 

 Artefacts can move in the landscape – either known artefacts can wash downslope or new 
artefacts may emerge from fresh erosion 
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 When specific impacts are known, the assessment can concentrate on a smaller area and 
ensure that Aboriginal cultural heritage values are conserved as much as is possible by 
suggesting design changes and or other management measures 

 To confirm whether new sites have been recorded after this assessment (any registered 
individual may register objects on AHIMS and there is no way of knowing if someone has 
registered a site without undertaking a current AHIMS search). 

Archaeological test excavation may be desirable to confirm the presence or absence of 

subsurface deposits. If the areas around Lees Creek OS-1/Lees Creek OS-4, East Jindabyne 

(east and west), and north of Barry Way South (east) is impacted, test excavation should take 

place to better understand the nature of the archaeological resource. 

Should harm to Aboriginal objects in any area of the Sub-Precincts be likely, an AHIP must be 

obtained from Heritage NSW before ground disturbing works commence. AHIP applications must 

be supported by an ACHAR and must follow the ACHCRs. 

10.2.2.1 Development controls 

It is understood that development within the Jindabyne Catalyst Precinct and the Alpine Sub-

Precinct will follow the Precincts-Regional SEPP. 

Development within the Jindabyne Growth Precinct will be approved under the authority of the 

Snowy River LEP 2013. The Snowy River LEP remains valid for the amalgamated Snowy Monaro 

Regional Council. 

The development controls in each of these documents will be followed in respect to conserving 

and protecting Aboriginal cultural heritage. 

It is recommended that an ACHMP be developed to manage Aboriginal cultural heritage in the 

SAP precincts. The ACHMP would be the primary instrument to conserve Aboriginal cultural 

heritage within the precincts, as well providing policies to manage Aboriginal cultural heritage 

should harm to Aboriginal objects be unavoidable. Should harm to Aboriginal objects in any area 

of the Sub-Precincts be likely, an AHIP must be obtained from Heritage NSW before ground 

disturbing works commence. 

Development controls relating to heritage in the ACHMP will follow the heritage conservation 

objectives set out in Part 4.24 of the Precincts-Regional SEPP. 

In addition, these objectives should include: 

 If development is planned in any landform identified in this report as ‘unsurveyed’, 
Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment should take place following relevant guidelines. 
At a minimum this would include the Due Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of 
Aboriginal Objects in NSW. If the unsurveyed landforms include undisturbed lands, the 
assessment should follow the Code of Practice. This assessment may involve test 
excavation if warranted, and the involvement of the Aboriginal community 
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 If development is planned on land in which an Aboriginal object is located, a heritage 
impact assessment should be prepared that assesses the extent to which a proposed 
development would harm Aboriginal objects. If impact to an Aboriginal object is 
unavoidable, an AHIP will be required. Implicit within the AHIP application is that further 
consultation with the Aboriginal community will take place 

 A proposed development in the survey areas should be assessed against the mapped 
zones of archaeological potential. Such provisions could be written into the ACHMP: 

o Works within areas defined in Section 8 as ‘disturbed land’ (as defined by 
Section 58 of the National Parks and Wildlife Regulation 2019) can generally 
proceed without further Aboriginal cultural heritage investigation. However, the 
‘disturbed lands’ would require a due diligence assessment to determine if the 
need to undertake test excavation has been completely removed by previous 
development. As Aboriginal objects are still possible in ‘disturbed lands’ any work 
in these areas should follow an unanticipated finds protocol to manage the 
unlikely event that Aboriginal objects are noted during work. This would include 
a ‘stop work’ provision and the requirement to assess the significance of the find 
with the Aboriginal community3 

o Works within areas defined in Section 8 as ‘ACH low potential’ should be 
assessed at a time when the impacts are known by following the appropriate 
assessment guidelines, currently the Due Diligence Code of Practice for the 
Protection of Aboriginal Objects in NSW. This assessment may involve a visual 
inspection of the impact area, test excavation if warranted, and the involvement 
of the Aboriginal community 

o Works within areas defined in Section 8 as ‘ACH moderate potential’ or ACH 
‘high potential’ should have an impact assessment undertaken. This assessment 
would include a visual inspection, possibly test excavation if warranted, and 
participation from the Aboriginal community. At the two previously recorded PADs 
(61-3-0097 and 61-3-0112) test excavation would be required to determine the 
nature of the subsurface deposits. 

Any Aboriginal objects recorded because of further investigation would be managed through the 

ACHMP. ACHMP provisions would include an assessment of significance for any newly recorded 

Aboriginal objects and further consultation with the Aboriginal community about their 

management. 

 
3 OzArk notes that Heritage NSW in their 2 November 2021 response state: the terms ‘undeveloped’ and ‘disturbed’ are commonly 
used throughout the [ACHAR] to imply that areas are ‘unconstrained’. The fact that an area has not been previously developed in no 
way means that it lacks cultural heritage values or does not contain archaeological deposits (either Aboriginal or historic). As such, it 
would be best for the document to reconsider using such terms as they are misleading. In response OzArk notes the definition of 
‘disturbed land’ in the NPW Act Regulation 2019 and has followed these definitions and the objective, as set out in the Regulations, 
that further assessment of ‘disturbed lands’ is not required. OzArk agrees with Heritage NSW that disturbance may not completely 
remove Aboriginal objects or archaeological deposits and a procedure to manage this will be put in place. However, the disturbance 
will likely mean that the scientific significance of any objects or deposits will have been impacted. 



OzArk Environment & Heritage 

Revised Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report: Snowy Mountains Special Activation Precinct 168 

10.2.2.2 Broader archaeological recommendations 

The cultural values assessment presented in Appendix 3 includes both non-archaeological and 

archaeological recommendations and these should be referred to. The archaeological 

recommendations set out in Appendix 3 (Section 5.8) state: 

 Aboriginal consultation is a critical element in the protection of Aboriginal heritage. 
Although done with the best of intentions, LALC boundaries stablished under the NSW 
Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 do not recognise the Ngarigo people. Although in Ngarigo 
country, much of the SAP area is within LALCs with offices on the coast, and with strong 
connections to the coast. Since it is unlikely that LALC boundaries will be changed, 
consideration should be given to either renaming the land councils that extend from the 
coast to the highlands to include Ngarigo or form a Ngarigo representative group. 

 After decades of investigations in the SAP Investigation Area, the archaeological heritage 
is well researched and well known; however, this is not reflected in any of the populist or 
academic literature. If areas of archaeological significance are to be identified and set 
aside for the future, a detailed synthesis of all the literature should be carried out, from 
which would emerge a new set of questions to guide future investigations. The collated 
information could also be useful for production of brochures and interpretive material 
about the Aboriginal heritage of the region. 

 The proposed new cultural centre at Jindabyne could be the repository for displays and 
interpretation of regional Aboriginal heritage, including some of the 5,000 artefacts 
excavated from Kunama Ridge estate. Furthermore, it may be feasible for the new cultural 
centre to house the valuable and highly significant kangaroo tooth necklace and other 
grave goods found near Cooma in 1991. 

 Avoid and protect all burial grounds [known and yet to be discovered]. 

 Ensure archaeological investigations are inclusive of Ngarigo people [who may not be a 
RAP or members of a LALC]. 

 Complete the inventory of the artefact collections held in the old NPW office at Sawpit 
Creek and liaise with Ngarigo people regarding potential repatriation or use of the 
artefacts in displays in a potential cultural centre. 

10.2.3 Locations for potential subsurface investigations 

It is likely that archaeological test excavation will be required should ground disturbing impacts 

be planned at the following areas (at a minimum): 

 The two registered PADs at Perisher village (61-3-0097 and 61-3-0112) 

 The level creek flats to the northwest of Lees Creek OS-1 and Lees Creek OS-4 

 The area of PAD identified to the southwest of Lees Creek OS-5 

 The western portions of East Jindabyne (west) 

 Level landforms near the waterway at East Jindabyne (east). 
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10.2.4 Fate of artefacts 

Based on the wishes of some RAPs, any artefacts that may be moved through activity associated 

with the SAP should be returned to Country in a timely manner. This could involve housing the 

artefacts at a suitable keeping place or reburying the artefacts close to where they originated. 

10.2.5 Interpretation strategies 

Interpretation opportunities should be explored across the Sub-Precincts. East Jindabyne Park is 

the only area mentioned to have interpretation potential in the Mater Plan and this could be 

expanded to include other areas, particularly in the KNP. 

10.2.6 AHIMS corrections 

This assessment notes that site 62-1-0174 (Thredbo Terrace 1) plots to a highly modified 

landform in central Jindabyne and probably has the wrong coordinates in the Aboriginal Heritage 

Information Management System (AHIMS) register. OzArk undertakes to investigate this further 

and update the AHIMS register with the correct coordinates should this be possible from available 

information. 

It has also been noted that some supposedly ‘valid’ AHIMS sites plot to modified landforms. The 

actual status of these sites should be confirmed prior to any impact. They may have, for example, 

been previously salvaged under permit but the AHIMS register has not been updated.  
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APPENDIX 1: ABORIGINAL COMMUNITY CONSULTATION 

Appendix 1 Figure 1: Consultation Log. 

Date  Organisation Comment Method 

15.7.20 Monaro Post Rebecca Hardman (RH) phoned and left msg asking 
for call back 

phone 

15.7.20 Monaro Post RH phoned - N/A phone 

15.7.20 Monaro Post RH phoned - N/A phone 

15.7.20 Monaro Post RH rang - newspaper is printed on a Wednesday. 
The cut off is by 9am Tuesday before 

phone 

15.7.20 Monaro Post RH sent ad off to the newspaper email 

15.7.20 Heritage NSW RH sent stage1 agency letter requesting potential 
stakeholders. Closing date 29.7.20 

email 

15.7.20 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH sent stage1 agency letter requesting potential 
stakeholders. Closing date 29.7.20 

email 

15.7.20 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH sent stage1 agency letter requesting potential 
stakeholders. Closing date 29.7.20 

email 

15.7.20 Wagonga Local Aboriginal Land Council RH sent stage1 agency letter requesting potential 
stakeholders. Closing date 29.7.20 

email 

15.7.20 Merrimans Local Aboriginal Land Council RH sent stage1 agency letter requesting potential 
stakeholders. Closing date 29.7.20 

email 

15.7.20 Office of The Registrar, ALRA RH sent stage1 agency letter requesting potential 
stakeholders. Closing date 29.7.20 

email 

15.7.20 National Native Title Tribunal RH sent stage1 agency letter requesting potential 
stakeholders. Closing date 29.7.20 

email 

15.7.20 NTSCORP RH sent stage1 agency letter requesting potential 
stakeholders. Closing date 29.7.20 

email 

15.7.20 Snowy Monaro Regional Council RH sent stage1 agency letter requesting potential 
stakeholders. Closing date 29.7.20 

email 

15.7.20 Snowy Valleys Council RH sent stage1 agency letter requesting potential 
stakeholders. Closing date 29.7.20 

email 

15.7.20 South East Local Land Services RH sent stage1 agency letter requesting potential 
stakeholders. Closing date 29.7.20 

email 

15.7.20 Riverina Local Land Services RH sent stage1 agency letter requesting potential 
stakeholders. Closing date 29.7.20 

email 

15.7.20 Monaro Post RH received proof email 

16.7.20 Monaro Post RH sent back edits email 

16.7.20 Monaro Post RH received proof email 

16.7.20 Monaro Post RH phoned, approved advert, paid and requested 
receipt and tear sheet 

email 

17.7.20 Monaro Post RH received receipt email 

20.7.20 National Native Title Tribunal RH received notification  
Based on the records held by the National Native Title 
Tribunal as at 20 July 2020 it would appear that there 
are no Native Title Determination Applications, 
Determinations of Native Title, or Indigenous Land 
Use Agreements over the identified area. 

email 

20.7.20 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH received email: 
Thank you for email.  Please note the statutory 
interest of the Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council 
(LALC) which encompasses this Precinct.  Bega 
LALC Would also have a statutory interest in this 
Precinct looking quickly at the map which is a bit small 
most likely crosses both of our LALC boundaries. 
Glenn will email you formally as well. 
Look forward to your consultation and requests for the 
required LALC Cultural and Heritage Surveys. 

email 
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Date  Organisation Comment Method 

21.7.20 Graham Moore RH received email: 
could you please send me relevant paperwork 
(information)regarding this proposal of the Jindabyne 
area. 

email 

23.7.20 Monaro Post RH requested tear sheet email 

23.7.20 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation RH received phone call registering as saw advert in 
the paper. Discussed there is an Aboriginal group in 
the Jindabyne area that may be interested in 
registering. Asked about remuneration for knowledge. 
RH explained following ACHCR process, Michelle 
asked for copy and will talk to the group to see if they 
would like to be involved.  

phone 

23.7.20 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation RH received sent copy of the ACHCRs and pointed to 
stages section and employment as discussed 

email 

24.7.20 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH received email: 
I hope all is well. 
The Bega LALC seeks to participate in this process 
via representation on the consultation group for the 
project. 
I am consulting with relevant Bega LALC 
representatives regarding identifying other parties that 
should be considered to participate in this group and 
will provide details of any other parties if required. 

email 

24.7.20 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH thanked Glenn email 

27.7.20 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation RH received thanks for the information email 

27.7.20 Monaro Post RH requested tear sheet email 

27.7.20 Monaro Post RH received tear sheet email 

29.7.20 Graham Moore RH thanked Graham and let know will be sending 
more information soon 

email 

29.7.20 Snowy Monaro Regional Council RH received list of stakeholders email 

29.7.20 Heritage NSW RH received list of stakeholders email 

6.8.20 Graham Moore RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Southern Kosciuszko Aboriginal Working 
Group 

RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Nindi - Ngujarn Ngarigo Monero Aboriginal 
Corporation 

RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Ngarigo Toomaroombah Kunama Namadgi 
Indigenous Corporation 

RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Ngarigo Aboriginal Corporation RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Alpine River Adventures RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Ngunnawal Elders Corporation RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Ngunawal Heritage Aboriginal Corporation RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Ngarigo Elders RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Alice Williams RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Buru Ngunawal Aboriginal 
Corporation (BNAC) 

RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Konanggo Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Services 

RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 King Brown Tribal Group RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Yurwang Gundana Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Colleen Dixon RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 Post 

6.8.20 Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage Aboriginal 
Corporation 

RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 
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Date  Organisation Comment Method 

6.8.20 Snowy Mountains Indigenous Elders 
Group 

RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 Post 

6.8.20 Matilda House (on behalf of Williams, 
Freeman and Simpson-Wedge families) 

RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 Post 

6.8.20 Yukkumbruk RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Gulgunya Ngunawal Heritage Aboriginal 
Consultancy (GNHAC) 

RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Murri Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal 
Corporation  

RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Nundagurri Aboriginal Corporation. 
Contact: Newton Carriage 

RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Walbunja RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Goobah Developments RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Gunyuu RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Wullung RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Badu RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Yerramurra RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Jerringong RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Merrigarn Indigenous Corporation RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Wingikara RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Bilinga RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Munyunga RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Pemulwuy RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Karrial RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Didge Ngunawal Clan  RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Ginninderra Aboriginal Corporation RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 THAUAIRA RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 WALGALU RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Gadhu Dreaming RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Thunderstone Aboriginal Cultural and Land 
Management Services Aboriginal 
Corporation 

RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Members of the Southern Snowy 
Mountains Aboriginal Community MoU 
Working group 

RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Thoorga Nura RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Janine Thompson RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Ngurambang RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 PD Ngunawal Consultancy  RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Ngarigo and Djiringanj people  RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Ellen Mundy RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Oak Hill Enterprises RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Freeman & Marx Pty Ltd RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Wagonga Local Aboriginal Land Council RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Merrimans Local Aboriginal Land Council RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 

6.8.20 Rhonda Casey  RH sent Stage 1 EOI. RSVP 20.8.20 email 
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Date  Organisation Comment Method 

6.8.20 PD Ngunawal Consultancy  Registered as a RAP email 

7.8.20 Wagonga Local Aboriginal Land Council 
(Ron Mason) 

RM phoned Harrison Rochford (HR) to register for the 
LALC project. 

email 

7.8.20 Ngarigo and Djiringanj people  Registered as a RAP email 

7.8.20 Freeman & Marx Pty Ltd Registered as a RAP email 

7.8.20 Thunderstone Aboriginal Cultural and Land 
Management Services Aboriginal 
Corporation 

RH received email: 
Thank you for the email, the survey area is not in 
Ngunawal Country so therefore Thunderstone will not 
register an expression of interest for the project 

email 

7.8.20 Alice Williams Registered as a RAP email 

8.8.20 Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation Registered as a RAP email 

8.8.20 Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage Aboriginal 
Corporation 

Registered as a RAP email 

10.8.20 Freeman & Marx Pty Ltd RH thanked Clive email 

10.8.20 Thunderstone Aboriginal Cultural and Land 
Management Services Aboriginal 
Corporation 

Rh thanked Tyronne email 

10.8.20 Thoorga Nura RH received email noting received EOI email 

10.8.20 Thoorga Nura RH thanked and asked to let know if would like to 
register 

email 

12.8.20 Thoorga Nura Registered as a RAP email 

13.8.20 Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation Registered as a RAP email 

13.8.20 Merrigarn Indigenous Corporation Registered as a RAP email 

13.8.20 Murri Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal 
Corporation  

Registered as a RAP email 

17.8.20 Wolgalu Umbe Traditional Custodians 
Cooperation 

Registered as a RAP email 

17.8.20 Wolgalu Umbe Traditional Custodians 
Cooperation 

RH thanked email 

20.8.20 Merrimans Local Aboriginal Land Council Registered as a RAP email 

20.8.20 Merrimans Local Aboriginal Land Council RH thanked Terry email 

20.8.20 Ngarigo Elders Registered as a RAP email 

21.8.20 Ellen Mundy Registered as a RAP email 

21.8.20 Yurwang Gundana Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

Registered as a RAP email 

22.8.20 Ginninderra Aboriginal Corporation Registered as a RAP email 

25.8.20 Northern Kosciuszko Aboriginal Working 
Group 

RH phoned Sue to see if she would like to register as 
a RAP as details passed on after stage 1 EOI ended 

Phone 

25.8.20 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

25.8.20 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

25.8.20 Wagonga Local Aboriginal Land Council RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

25.8.20 Merrimans Local Aboriginal Land Council RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

25.8.20 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

25.8.20 Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

25.8.20 Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage Aboriginal 
Corporation 

RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

25.8.20 Ngarigo and Djiringanj people  RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

25.8.20 Freeman & Marx Pty Ltd RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

25.8.20 Alice Williams RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

25.8.20 PD Ngunawal Consultancy  RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 
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Date  Organisation Comment Method 

25.8.20 Thoorga Nura RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

25.8.20 Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

25.8.20 Merrigarn Indigenous Corporation RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

25.8.20 Murri Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal 
Corporation  

RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

25.8.20 Wolgalu Umbe Traditional Custodians 
Cooperation 

RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

25.8.20 Ngarigo Elders RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

25.8.20 Ginninderra Aboriginal Corporation RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

25.8.20 Yurwang Gundana Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

25.8.20 Ellen Mundy RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

25.8.20 Northern Kosciuszko Aboriginal Working 
Group 

RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

25.8.20 Thoorga Nura RH received feedback: 
I have read through the documents and I support the 
methodology. Thank you for forwarding this 
information 

email 

25.8.20 Thoorga Nura RH thanked John email 

25.8.20 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation HR took phone from Michelle Francis suggesting 
inclusion of Ngarigo burial sites at subdivision site 
near Jindabyne 

Phone 

25.8.20 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation Ben Churcher (BC) received a call from Michelle 
Francis. Among other more general conversation 
Michelle said that eastern side of Lake Jindabyne is 
important to her as this is where there were once 
burials and the landforms are part of a songline. 
Mentioned a scarred tree that once stood at the 
Kunama Gallery and that this linked to ‘Oaks Estate’ 
(need clarification if this is the Oaks Estate in 
Queanbeyan). Michelle is prepared to meet with BC 
and a date will be arranged 

Phone 

26.8.20 Gulgunya Ngunawal Heritage Aboriginal 
Consultancy (GNHAC) 

Registered as a RAP email 

27.8.20 Gulgunya Ngunawal Heritage Aboriginal 
Consultancy (GNHAC) 

RH sent stage 2. Feedback ends 22.9.20 email 

3.9.20 Murri Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal 
Corporation  

RH received feedback: 
I have read the project information and draft 
methodology for the above project; I endorse the 
recommendations made. 

email 

10.9.20 Ngarigo Elders BC sent email inviting for a site visit email 

10.9.20 Heritage NSW RH sent notification of RAPs email 

10.9.20 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH sent notification of RAPs email 

10.9.20 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH sent notification of RAPs email 

10.9.20 Wagonga Local Aboriginal Land Council RH sent notification of RAPs email 

10.9.20 Merrimans Local Aboriginal Land Council RH sent notification of RAPs email 

11.9.20 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation BC called Michelle Francis to discuss cultural values. 
Michelle mentioned burials on Cobbin Creek and East 
Jindabyne that are linked in a ‘circle’ (‘like a Bora 
Ring’). Michelle mentioned fish traps in Cobbin Creek 
and the historic burial at the back of the Leesville 
Hotel. Michelle also mentioned the importance of the 
‘gorge’ at East Jindabyne (near the Jindabyne 
Kunama Gallery). This gorge is associated with water 
and therefore women’s business. Michelle noted that 
people lived in the area all year round and that 
redacted Curiosity Rocks is a recent ‘invention’ by Iris 
White and her mother and that Michelle’s grandfather 
and father who lived at Adaminaby never mentioned 
the rocks as a special place. Michelle mentioned the 

Phone 
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feasting on Bogong Moths: the oil was rubbed on to 
people’s skin so that you could “see them in the dark” 
they shone so brightly. BC arranged to meet Michelle 
on Wednesday 23 September at the National 
Museum to look at maps etc. 

21.9.20 Buru Ngunawal Aboriginal 
Corporation (BNAC) 

RH received email: 
Thank you for providing this documentation. Our 
organisation will not be participating in this 
consultation work as it lies outside our Traditional 
Ancestral boundaries. BNAC only work within this 
boundary in respect to other groups and their culture. 
BNAC would like to offer all participants all the best 
for the consultation process. 

email 

23.9.20 Buru Ngunawal Aboriginal 
Corporation (BNAC) 

RH thanked Wally email 

23.9.20 Ngarigo Elders After several emails, Iris White agrees to a Jindabyne 
site visit on 1 October 2020. BC asks Iris to send her 
contact details so that a letter of offer can be sent to 
her. 

email 

23.9.20 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation BC meets with Michelle Francis at the National 
Museum. Michelle emphasises the importance of the 
High Country to her family (and to all Australians). In 
the Go Jindabyne area, Michelle has special concern 
for a number of burials, two of which are recorded on 
AHIMS on Cobbin Creek, and another two that 
Michelle says she will disclose the location of once 
she has checked with her family. Michelle also says 
that the Leesville Hotel site should be registered as an 
Aboriginal site because of the burial there. Michelle 
also has special concern for the gorge in East 
Jindabyne (Womens’ place, resource area) and 
Cobbin Creek as a whole (fish traps/camping). 
Mentioned that the scarred tree at the airport site 
would have been linked ‘like a ring’ with sites at East 
Jindabyne and in the south at Cobbin Creek. 

Face to 
Face 

24.9.20 Ngarigo Elders BC sent formal inviting for a site visit email 

29.9.20 Yurwang Gundana Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

RH received email: 
I'm just touching base to see if the project above has 
started or will start in the near future 

email 

29.9.20 Yurwang Gundana Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

RH responded notifying in stage 2 and will keep 
updated 

email 

30.9.20 Yurwang Gundana Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

RH received email: 
Thank you, Rebecca, for your response, look forward 
to being involved in the progression of the Project 

email 

19.10.20 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation RH received phone call from Michelle requesting 
payment for elders to review stage 2 methodology as 
well as extension of timeframe and hard copy to be 
posted. Requested managers email address 

Phone 

19.10.20 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation RH emailed managers email address and confirmed 
will send hard copy 

email 

19.10.20 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation RH posted hard copy of stage 2 methodology post 

19.10.20 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation SB received email: 
I would like to know how you are supporting myself 
and the Aboriginal peoples with the time they are 
corresponding in detail with information of our country 
in this process. Please.  

email 

19.10.20 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation BC responded 
We really want to hear about the things you know 
about your country – in particular the location of any 
burials you may be aware of – and I appreciate that 
people need to be paid for the time they spend 
responding to our requests and offered a fee 

email 

21.10.20 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation BC sent follow up email for fee offered email 

3.11.20 Konanggo Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Services 

Registered as a RAP email 
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4.11.20 Konanggo Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Services 

RH sent copy of stage 2 for Roberts records email 

4.11.20 Konanggo Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Services 

RH received thanks for the information email 

9.11.20 Yurwang Gundana Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

RH received email: 
Is there any new information about the project and will 
it happen this year? Or next year? 

email 

9.11.20 Yurwang Gundana Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

RH responded: 
Thanks for getting in touch. At this stage we are 
planning to conduct fieldwork in December, we are 
just waiting on a few things from the client. 
Once we have this confirmed, we will let you know. 

email 

9.11.20 Yurwang Gundana Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

RH received email: 
thank you for getting back to me, 
that great to here, if any information in the next few 
weeks comes up, please let us know.  
In the mean time do we need to do anything. . 

email 

9.11.20 Yurwang Gundana Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

RH responded: 
Thanks Merekai, will do. No nothing at this stage but 
thanks for offering 

email 

9.11.20 Yurwang Gundana Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

RH received email: 
Is the project still happening? 

email 

9.11.20 Yurwang Gundana Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

RH responded: 
Yes, as per the previous email but you don’t need to 
do anything at the moment like you offered 

email 

10.11.20 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  Brendan Fisher (BF) sent updated notification of 
RAPs letter 

email 

10.11.20 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  BF sent updated notification of RAPs letter email 

10.11.20 Heritage NSW BF sent updated notification of RAPs letter email 

10.11.20 Merrimans Local Aboriginal Land Council  BF sent updated notification of RAPs letter email 

10.11.20 Wagonga Local Aboriginal Land Council  BF sent updated notification of RAPs letter email 

17.11.20 TMS Consulting RH received email to register as a RAP email 

20.11.20 TMS Consulting RH thanked Tim and sent a copy of the stage 2 
methodology for his records 

email 

23.11.20 TMS Consulting RH received email: 
Thanks Rebecca I look forward to going through the 
methodology  

email 

23.11.20 Southern Kosciuszko Aboriginal Working 
Group 

BC called Chris (Snappy) Griffiths to see if he was 
available for fieldwork. No answer, left message               

Phone 

23.11.20 Southern Kosciuszko Aboriginal Working 
Group 

BC spoke to Chris Griffiths, he is unable to do 
fieldwork for medical reasons 

Phone 

26.11.20 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  BF sent updated notification of RAPs letter email 

26.11.20 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  BF sent updated notification of RAPs letter email 

26.11.20 Heritage NSW BF sent updated notification of RAPs letter email 

26.11.20 Merrimans Local Aboriginal Land Council  BF sent updated notification of RAPs letter email 

26.11.20 Wagonga Local Aboriginal Land Council  BF sent updated notification of RAPs letter email 

26.11.20 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH phoned to see if available for FW, no answer, 
could not leave message 

Phone 

27.11.20 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  BF sent updated notification of RAPs letter email 

27.11.20 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  BF sent updated notification of RAPs letter email 

27.11.20 Heritage NSW BF sent updated notification of RAPs letter email 

27.11.20 Merrimans Local Aboriginal Land Council  BF sent updated notification of RAPs letter email 

27.11.20 Wagonga Local Aboriginal Land Council  BF sent updated notification of RAPs letter email 
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27.11.20 Merrimans Local Aboriginal Land Council  Email bounceback from: 
ceo@merrimanslalc.org.au (ceo wasn't found at 
merrimanslalc.org.au) 

email 

30.11.20 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH phoned to see if available for FW, no answer, 
could not leave message 

Phone 

30.11.20 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH sent email asking if have RAP available for FW email 

1.12.20 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH phoned to see if available for FW, no answer, 
seems phone is now diverted to mobile, left voice to 
txt message 

Phone 

1.12.20 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH received call back, updated contact details. 
Should have a RAP available, will call around and 
then confirm 

Phone 

2.12.20 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH sent invite to FW email 

2.12.20 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH received thanks and request for more info email 

3.12.20 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH received workers comp and site officer details email 

3.12.20 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  BC thanked and passed on details about the fieldwork email 

4.12.20 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  BC received response: 
Thank you for providing this information. 
I will discuss with Chris either later today or early next 
week. 

email 

8.12.20 Ngarigo Elders BC invites Iris White to supply a fieldworker for 
Monday-Tuesday (14-15 December) 

email 

9.12.20 Ngarigo Elders Iris emails BC that she will undertake the work so long 
as it is not physically difficult. BC assures her that it 
isn’t and engages Iris. 

email 

15.12.20 Yurwang Gundana Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

RH received email asking if fieldwork is going ahead email 

16.12.20 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH received invoice for FW email 

16.12.20 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH thanked Glenn email 

3.2.21 Yurwang Gundana Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

RH received call wanting to know where project up to 
and confirm they are registered 

email 

7.4.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Wagonga Local Aboriginal Land Council RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Merrimans Local Aboriginal Land Council RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage Aboriginal 
Corporation 

RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Ngarigo and Djiringanj people  RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Freeman & Marx Pty Ltd RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Alice Williams RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 PD Ngunawal Consultancy  RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Thoorga Nura RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Merrigarn Indigenous Corporation RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Murri Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal 
Corporation  

RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Wolgalu Umbe Traditional Custodians 
Cooperation 

RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Ngarigo Elders RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Ginninderra Aboriginal Corporation RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 
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7.4.21 Yurwang Gundana Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Ellen Mundy RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Northern Kosciuszko Aboriginal Working 
Group 

RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Gulgunya Ngunawal Heritage Aboriginal 
Consultancy (GNHAC) 

RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Konanggo Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Services 

RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 TMS Consulting RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Southern Kosciuszko Aboriginal Working 
Group 

RH sent stage 4, feedback ends 5/5/21 email 

7.4.21 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation RH received phone call noting Michelle was waiting to 
hear back from Susan regarding an information 
agreement. Will call BC next week to discuss 

email 

8.4.21 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation HR received call from Michelle offering initial 
comment on draft. Hard copy requested for 
distribution to Elders. Requested reasoning behind 
redacted sections, her meeting with BC to be 
documented in exec summary, details of an 
information agreement to be included. No response 
necessary at this stage, Michelle will follow up with 
written comments and will discuss with BC when 
available next week. 

email 

8.4.21 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation BC texted Michelle Francis saying that he was in the 
field and would phone next week. Also emphasised 
that the ACHHAR is a draft at this stage and that any 
comments Michelle has can be incorporated into the 
final version. 

Phone 

9.4.21 Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation RH received email asking for Stage 4 to be resent email 

12.4.21 Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation RH resent stage 4 email 

12.4.21 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation Michelle Francis texted BC 
“Look forward in adding or making changes once the 
Elders of NNIC have finished looking over the 
document” 

Phone 

14.4.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  HR received call from Mark Bateman (Eden LALC 
CEO) requesting further information regarding survey 
areas and their responsibilities regarding the project: 

1. a glossary for the RAPs/site officers to 
indicate the organisation they were 
representing for communications 

2. which survey areas had site officers (or did 
not) and the organisational jurisdiction of the 
area (LALC, NT etc.) 

3. who attended surveys within these areas 
4. what is the responsibility of Eden LALC 

toward the document. 

phone 

14.4.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  BC responded to enquiries with the following email: 
Thanks for your call this morning and I believe that 
Harrison was able to help out on some of your 
queries. However, I thought I’d get in touch to open 
the lines of communication and to answer some of the 
questions that you had (hope I’m not repeating what 
you’ve already discussed with Harrison!). 
Your main questions (as they’ve been passed on to 
me) are below, with my responses in red: 

1. A glossary for the RAPs/site officers to 
indicate the organisation they were 
representing for communications (or 
themselves).  

a. I’ve attached the Snowy SAP 
RAP list. Two of the RAPs asked 
that their names not be passed 
on to the LALCs. 

email 
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2. Which survey areas had site officers (or did 

not) and the organisational jurisdiction of 
the area (LALC, NT etc.) 

a. All survey areas were 
accompanied by a RAP 
representative(s). The exception 
to this was areas within 
Jindabyne township which was 
mostly for the historic heritage 
assessment. The areas around 
Jindabyne township were 
assisted by a representative from 
the Bega LALC. The areas within 
the Kosciuszko National Park 
(KNP) were assisted by 
representatives from the Ngarigo 
Elders group. 

b. The Jindabyne survey areas, and 
some of the KNP survey areas 
(Perisher, Guthega, Island Bend), 
are within the Bega LALC area. 
The western KNP survey areas 
(Thredbo, Bullocks Flat and 
Charlotte Pass) are within the 
Eden LALC area. 

3. Who attended surveys within these areas 
a. Chris Hoskins from the Bega 

LALC assisted with the survey of 
the Jindabyne survey areas. Iris 
White and Maria Walker 
representing the Ngarigo Elders 
group assisted with the 
assessment of the KNP survey 
areas. 

4. What is the responsibility of Eden LALC 
toward the document. 

a. As a RAP, OzArk invites Eden 
LALC to make any comment they 
may have on the draft document 
so that these comments can be 
incorporated into the final 
document. As it is not possible to 
have all RAPs on survey, we 
appreciate that RAPs may have 
cultural knowledge or other 
information that OzArk is not 
aware of. Therefore, the review of 
the draft document provides the 
opportunity for this information to 
come forward. We can treat any 
information received 
confidentially if that is required. 
Please do not hesitate to contact 
me should you require further 
information or wish to discuss 
things further. 

14.4.21 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation BC phones Michelle Francis. No answer. Left 
message inviting Michelle to call him if she wants to 
talk about the ACHAR 

Phone 

14.4.21 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation BC took a call from Michelle Francis. Michelle 
discussed many concerns relating to community 
issues in the general Snowy Mountains area and 
particularly that those people often consulted do not 
have Ngarigo heritage. Says that many of the stories 
told by these people were ‘pinched’ while they worked 
for the NPWS and that many originated from her 
family. She had many comments on the Snowy 2.0 
project which is not directly related to the SAP. 
Michelle stressed her credentials through her 
grandfather William Joseph Kiley as a true Ngarigo 
descendant. Michelle was very wary of the 
engagement of Murawin to conduct consultation on 
the Snowy SAP and wants to know their connections 

Phone 
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to the area etc. Michelle finished by saying she would 
have comments on the draft ACHAR within a fortnight. 
Michelle said that she doesn’t want to include details 
“as others with distort them” but will provide some 
main points. 

14.4.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  BC took an redacted angry call from Ben (BJ) Cruse 
from Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council (LALC). He 
was upset that Eden LALC was not invited to 
participate in the field work for the survey. BC 
explained that the Eden LALC boundary only includes 
a small portion of the survey areas (Thredbo, 
Charlotte Pass and Bullocks Flat only). BJ was under 
the impression that the LALC had to be involved in 
fieldwork within their area and did not agree with BC 
when he stated that there is no such requirement. BJ 
said he was going to contact the Heritage 
Commission (sic) and DPIE and BC said that was his 
right. In a subsequent phone call, BJ asked if Iris 
White had told OzArk not to include the LALC and BC 
(truthfully) said that she hadn’t. BC stated again that 
OzArk determined the work roster and that 
employment is not part of consultation. BC also 
mentioned that the areas that were assessed in the 
LALC boundary were all highly disturbed (Thredbo 
Golf Course, Bullocks Flat, Charlotte Pass) and that 
OzArk determined that the LALC was, in this instance, 
not engaged. The conversation then drifted to work 
with BJ asking BC how much OzArk paid people (BC 
declined to answer) and why OzArk did not work with 
LALCs. BC corrected him and reminded BJ that 
OzArk engaged the Bega LALC to assist with the 
survey of the Jindabyne district and that OzArk was 
not biased against LALCs. 

phone 

14.4.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  BC received email: 
Ben & Harrison, 
Thank you for your time and reply. 
Would you please clarify 
A. Who was paid to do the “survey’s”  
a. in your email below you use the term “assisted” – is 
each reference to assisted mean Paid to survey? 
B. What paid survey areas are within the Eden LALC 
boundary set out by the NSW Aboriginal Land Council 
which NSWALC   Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 No 
42 
C. If there were paid survey’s conducted in the Eden 
LALC boundaries, would you kindly inform us why we 
were not engaged? 
D. Have you included comments in your report and if 
so where from point 1 below “Two of the RAPs asked 
that their names not be passed on to the LALCs”? 
E. The proponent is DPIE – would you be able to 
specify which department of DPIE e.g. NPWS, Crown 
Land and if we need to, who should we contact in that 
department 
F. Is or will the Eden LALC be required to endorse or 
sign off on the final report provided 

phone 

14.4.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  BC responded: 
Up front, may I say that there is often confusion about 
‘consultation’ and ‘employment’. The document we 
conduct consultation under (Aboriginal cultural 
heritage consultation requirements for proponents 
DECCW 2010) clearly states in Section 3.4 that 
states: 
The consultation process involves getting the views 
of, and information from, Aboriginal people and 
reporting on these. It is not to be confused with other 
field assessment processes involved in preparing a 
proposal and an application. Consultation does not 
include the employment of Aboriginal people to assist 
in field assessment and/or site monitoring. Aboriginal 
people may provide services to proponents through a 
contractual arrangement; however, this is separate 
from consultation. 
While the role of land councils is recognised in 

phone 
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Section 3.3.2, this role is related to consultation and 
advice, not fieldwork. 
In answer to your questions, all representatives who 
‘assisted’ in the field work were paid. As I have 
previously said, only a small portion of the survey 
areas fall into the Eden LALC boundary – principally 
those around Thredbo, Charlotte Pass and Bullocks 
Flat. All these survey areas, with a small exception at 
Thredbo, were in disturbed lands where previous 
development of a golf course or the alpine villages 
has modified the land’s surface to the extent that 
Aboriginal objects are not expected to be recorded. 
As previously stated, OzArk determined who the 
representatives in the field work would be (as we do 
with every job across the state). We did not actively 
exclude the Eden LALC but made the decision that 
others would participate in the survey as the survey 
areas within the Eden LALC area were relatively 
minor. Yesterday BJ suggested that OzArk did not 
engage with LALCs but this is incorrect as we 
engaged the Bega LALC to participate in the survey of 
areas around Jindabyne which is wholly within their 
LALC boundary. 
With regard to the RAP list, two groups who 
registered asked that their details not be passed on to 
the LALCs and we have respected their wishes. 
These are the entries in the list I sent yesterday 
saying ‘name withheld’. 
The proponent is DPIE but I will need to find out who 
the best contact is. I will do this today and pass it on 
to you. 
With regard to the ACHAR, the Eden LALC is not 
required to endorse or support the document. It has 
been sent to you to allow comment on any aspect of 
the document. Should you choose not to make any 
comment, that is your right. However, if you have 
comment regarding anything that is in the report 
(including not being involved with the fieldwork), we 
encourage you to submit a comment and this will be 
responded to in the final document. 

16.4.21 Ngarigo and Djiringanj people  Taylor Foster (TF) received call from John Dixon 
requesting if there was someone he could speak to 
about issues with the project. TF referred to BC. 

phone 

16.4.21 Ngarigo and Djiringanj people  BC called John Dixon after he’d called the office. John 
agreed with the overall report but had a couple of 
comments: 
• Traces his ancestry to Old Mundy and this gives him 
traditional knowledge of the area (unlike some others) 
• Agrees with the report’s recommendation that further 
assessment take place when impacts are known 
• Disagrees with the report saying that the Yuin 
occupy the coastal areas to the east of the mountains. 
Would prefer this group to be called the Djiringanj 
• Would like to see more ‘balance’ in the fieldworkers 
should further work happen in the future. 

phone 

20.4.21 Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage Aboriginal 
Corporation 

RH received email: 
We agree with proposals 

email 

20.4.21 Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation RH received email: 
All good  

email 

21.4.21 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation Michelle phoned BC to say that she had not received 
the hard copy of the ACHAR as she had asked for. 
BC apologised and said he’s follow it up. BC 
mentioned that the statutory 28 days is a minimum 
period and if Michelle wanted to request an extension 
to this time that she should send OzArk an email 
requesting an extension. 

Phone 

21.4.21 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation BC emailed Michelle: 
Thanks Michelle, 
I’ve checked with Bec and there was confusion about 
when to send out the report and she has confirmed 
that we will print out a copy today and get it to you. 
Sorry about the mix-up. 

email 
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Can you give me an indication of how much longer 
you may require? One week? Two weeks? Then we 
can send out a new date for responses. 

21.4.21 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation BC emailed Michelle: 
I’ve passed this on to the project Michelle – will let you 
know what comes back! (forwarded email chain sent 
to client requesting extension) 

email 

21.4.21 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation RH emailed Michelle: 
I’m so sorry for the mix up, I have just posted you a 
hard copy with the original cover letter and dates 
express post. Please let me know when you receive 
and how much longer you will need. 

email 

21.4.21 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation Michelle responded: 
That's great, thank you. 

email 

22.4.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Wagonga Local Aboriginal Land Council RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Merrimans Local Aboriginal Land Council RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage Aboriginal 
Corporation 

RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Ngarigo and Djiringanj people  RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Freeman & Marx Pty Ltd RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Alice Williams RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 PD Ngunawal Consultancy  RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Thoorga Nura RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Merrigarn Indigenous Corporation RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Murri Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal 
Corporation  

RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Wolgalu Umbe Traditional Custodians 
Cooperation 

RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Ngarigo Elders RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Ginninderra Aboriginal Corporation RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Yurwang Gundana Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Ellen Mundy RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Northern Kosciuszko Aboriginal Working 
Group 

RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Gulgunya Ngunawal Heritage Aboriginal 
Consultancy (GNHAC) 

RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 
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22.4.21 Konanggo Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Services 

RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 TMS Consulting RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Southern Kosciuszko Aboriginal Working 
Group 

RH sent email notifying stage 4 extended until the 
21.5.21 

email 

22.4.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH received thanks email 

23.4.21 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH received reply: 
I hope all is well. 
This is welcome news. I was intending to contact your 
office today to request an extension as I am going on 
leave today until May 6th and we are having a few 
challenges finalising our response. 
We will be in touch after I return to discuss a few 
matters related to the project. 

email 

23.4.21 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  BC replied: 
Thanks Glenn, 
We'd really appreciate your comments so I'm glad the 
timing works better for you.  

email 

26.4.21 Ngarigo and Djiringanj people  RH received feedback: 
I am writing to you in relation to the Snowy Mountains 
Special Activation Precinct ACHAR stage 4 report. 
As a descendant of the Ngarigo people I am 
concerned about the impacts this will have on Ngarigo 
people both negative and positive in the outcomes. 
I want to stress to you that all Aboriginal heritage 
contained within our Tribal Language boundary is 
important and held in the highest regard as significant 
were it be in disturbed or un-disturbed land and is the 
Intellectual Cultural Property Rights of the Ngarigo 
people.  
Recommendations: 
I accept and agree with the recommendations of the 
ACHAR stage 4 report on pages 8 - 10 respectively 
within the report. 
Notes for your information: 
1. That sites that have been identified would almost 
certainly be left by the Ngarigo people who inhabited 
the Monaro and Snowy Mountains region in family 
clans and tribes. 
2. I note that in your report you identify "Yuin" to the 
east of the Ngarigo Tribal Language Boundaries to 
which in my opinion is wrong as a very important 
language boundary is being left out in the Djirringanj 
tribal language people who lived on the coast and had 
inter-marriage laws and customs with the Ngarigo 
people and are closely related to the Ngarigo. The 
tribal language boundaries of the Ngarigo Tribal 
Language people and the Djirringanj Tribal Language 
people met at the top of the Great Dividing Range. 
3. Nations. Our people lived in family clans within their 
Tribal Language boundaries, we did not live as 
nations. 
4. I want to see the work distributed evenly throughout 
the RAPS and the community and inclusive of 
Ngarigo people. 
5. I recommend that the land councils who I believe 
are acting outside of their core business to claim and 
develop lands for the benefit of the Aboriginal 
community must consult with descendants of the 
Ngarigo people within their boundaries and offer them 
the work ahead of none descendants.  
I would like to take this opportunity to thank OZARK 
for the opportunity to comment and have my say 
about my Ngarigo lands and waters. 

email 

26.4.21 Ngarigo and Djiringanj people  RH thanked John email 

26.4.21 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation RH received feedback: 
That's great, thank you. 

email 
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26.4.21 Ngarigo and Djiringanj people  BC responded: 
Thank you for your considered comments on the 
ACHAR. They are really appreciated and will definitely 
be incorporated into the next draft. 
Thanks for taking the time to do this. 

email 

29.4.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH emailed BJ to ask when available for fieldwork 
and for rates 

email 

3.5.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH phoned Mark's Mobile re FW - left message Phone 

3.5.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH phoned landline re FW - left message phone 

3.5.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH forwarded email following up email 

3.5.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH phoned landline re FW - left message phone 

3.5.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH phoned Mark's Mobile re FW - spoke to Mark, he 
is in meeting all day and unable to organise atm. 
Asked RH to call tomorrow morning to discuss. 

Phone 

3.5.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH received call from BJ, he had not seen previous 
emails from RH but was following up on requests he 
made direct to DPIE. BJ would like a representative 
for Eden LALC to attend areas in the Eden LALC 
boundary and would like to be consulted (attend 
fieldwork) for whole area as a Nagario Traditional 
Owner. Does not want Iris White to have any say over 
his family. 
If does not happen BJ will reject report and write to 
the minister said this is what’s happening. RH advised 
will talk to client and come back to BJ with outcome 

Phone 

3.5.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH spoke to BC and phoned back BJ to advise BC 
will discuss with DPIE and RH will advise of outcome 
as soon as hears 

Phone 

4.5.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  BJ phoned back and spoke to RH following up on 
requests he made yesterday. BJ would like a 
representative for Eden LALC to attend areas in the 
Eden LALC boundary and would like to be consulted 
(attend fieldwork) for whole area as a Nagario 
Traditional Owner. Does not want Iris White to have 
any say over his family. 
If does not happen BJ will reject report and write to 
the minister said this is what’s happening. RH advised 
will talk to client and come back to BJ with outcome. 
RH asked does BJ have workers comp should his 
request be approved this will be a requirement. BJ 
noted he does not, RH mentioned to discuss with 
LALC if he can come under their workers comp or RH 
can provide details for a 3rd party employer 

Phone 

5.5.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH received call from Mark, Mark wanted an update if 
work is going ahead next week for LALC and BJ. RH 
said likely the LALC but waiting on confirmation of BJ. 
RH requested Mark provide costing so ready to go if 
confirmation comes through. Mark gave history and 
group background noting why BJ needs to be 
engaged. Discussed workers comp, said BJ cannot 
be covered under LALC as he is a director. RH noted 
there is a 3rd party employer that he can go through if 
needed. Mark said he will talk to 2 fold first and see if 
they will cover him 

Phone 

5.5.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH received call from BJ, redactedexceptionally rude 
and irate asked what’s happening. RH explained have 
spoken to client, just waiting for confirmation and will 
let him know. BJ said well here is my response, I will 
be writing to the minister and getting the report 
rejected. BJ then hung up on RH 

Phone 

10.5.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH sent invite to fieldwork for the LALC email 

11.5.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH received email asking worker to fill in COVID form 
or will some be provided on the day. Also received 
workers comp 

email 

11.5.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH thanked and noted a hard copy of the form will be 
provided on the day 

email 
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12.5.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH received Invoice from accounts for LALC email 

12.5.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH received email from Mark with Invoice for LALC email 

12.5.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH received invoice from Twofold Aboriginal 
Corporation for BJ 

email 

13.5.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH thanked email 

13.5.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH thanked email 

17.5.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  BC received report and feedback from BJ following 
site visit. 

email 

18.5.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  BC received report and feedback from Eden LALC 
following site visit. 

email 

21.5.21 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation BC received feedback response questioning why not 
invited to fieldwork and notes re report 

email 

21.5.21 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  BC received Bega LALC’s response to the Snowy 
SAP ACHAR report. 

email 

21.5.21 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation BC received NNIC’s response to the Snowy SAP 
ACHAR report. 

email 

1.7.21 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Wagonga Local Aboriginal Land Council RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Merrimans Local Aboriginal Land Council RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage Aboriginal 
Corporation 

RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Ngarigo and Djiringanj people  RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Freeman & Marx Pty Ltd RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Alice Williams RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 PD Ngunawal Consultancy  RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Thoorga Nura RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Merrigarn Indigenous Corporation RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Murri Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal 
Corporation  

RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Wolgalu Umbe Traditional Custodians 
Cooperation 

RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Ngarigo Elders RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Ginninderra Aboriginal Corporation RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Yurwang Gundana Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 
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1.7.21 Ellen Mundy RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Northern Kosciuszko Aboriginal Working 
Group 

RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Gulgunya Ngunawal Heritage Aboriginal 
Consultancy (GNHAC) 

RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Konanggo Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Services 

RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 TMS Consulting RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

1.7.21 Southern Kosciuszko Aboriginal Working 
Group 

RH sent letter for their information notifying that the 
Snowy SAP is on public exhibition 

email 

2.3.22 Eden Local Aboriginal Land Council  CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Wagonga Local Aboriginal Land Council CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Merrimans Local Aboriginal Land Council CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage Aboriginal 
Corporation 

CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Ngarigo and Djiringanj people  CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Freeman & Marx Pty Ltd CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Alice Williams CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 PD Ngunawal Consultancy  CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Thoorga Nura CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Merrigarn Indigenous Corporation CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Murri Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal 
Corporation  

CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Wolgalu Umbe Traditional Custodians 
Cooperation 

CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Ngarigo Elders CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Ginninderra Aboriginal Corporation CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Yurwang Gundana Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Ellen Mundy CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Northern Kosciuszko Aboriginal Working 
Group 

CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Gulgunya Ngunawal Heritage Aboriginal 
Consultancy (GNHAC) 

CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 
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2.3.22 Konanggo Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Services 

CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 TMS Consulting CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Southern Kosciuszko Aboriginal Working 
Group 

CB sent FW application letter for Snowy SAP closing 
date Friday 11.3.22 

email 

2.3.22 Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation CB received registration CB replied with thanks email 

2.3.22 Murri Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal 
Corporation  

CB received registration CB replied with thanks email 

2.3.22 Thoorga Nura CB received registration CB replied with thanks email 

2.3.22 Yurwang Gundana Consultancy Cultural 
Heritage Services  

CB received registration CB replied with thanks email 

2.3.22 Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation CB received registration CB replied with thanks email 

2.3.22 Bega Local Aboriginal Land Council  CB advised of new email address email 

Appendix 1 Figure 2: Stage 1 advertisement 
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Appendix 1 Figure 3. Stage 1 sample letter to agencies. 
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Appendix 1 Figure 4: Sample RAP registration letter. 
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APPENDIX 2: ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 

Appendix 2 Figure 1: Sample letter to RAPs sent with the assessment methodology. 
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APPENDIX 3: ABORIGINAL CULTURAL VALUES ASSESSMENT 
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APPENDIX 4: RESPONSES TO THE DRAFT ACHAR 

Appendix 4 Figure 1: Response from the Bega LALC. 
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Appendix 4 Figure 2: Response from B.J. Cruse. 
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Appendix 4 Figure 3: Response from the Eden LALC. 
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Appendix 4 Figure 4: Response from the Ngarigo Nation Indigenous Corporation. 
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Pages 29–58 of the NNIC response has been omitted as it reproduces the oral accounts captured 

in Ms Donaldson’s cultural heritage assessment (Appendix 3). 
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