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Executive Summary
Mangoola Coal Mine is an open cut coal mine located approximately 20 kilometres (km) west of Muswellbrook
and 10 km north of Denman in the Upper Hunter Valley of NSW. Mangoola has operated the Mangoola Coal
Mine in accordance with Project Approval (PA) 06_0014 since mining commenced at the site in September 2010.
The Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project (MCCO Project) will allow for the continuation of mining at
Mangoola into a new mining area to the immediate north of the existing operations. The MCCO Project will
extend the life of the existing operation providing for ongoing employment opportunities for the Mangoola
workforce. The MCCO Project Area includes the existing approved Project Area for Mangoola Coal Mine and the
MCCO Additional Project Area
The MCCO Project Area includes the existing approved Project Area for Mangoola Coal Mine and the MCCO
Additional Project Area as shown on Map 1-2. The Approved Disturbance Area for the current operations is not
part of this assessment and this area, as shown on Map1-2, has been previously assessed.
Australian Cultural Heritage Management (ACHM) has been engaged by Umwelt (Australia) Pty Limited (Umwelt)
on behalf of Mangoola Coal Operations Pty Limited (Mangoola) to complete an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment Report (ACHAR) for the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project (MCCO Project). The purpose
of this assessment is to form part of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) being prepared by Umwelt to
accompany an application for development consent under Divisions 4.1 and 4.7 of Part 4 of the Environmental
Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) for the MCCO Project.
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report
The process followed by Mangoola Project team to consult with the Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) has
been a continuation of Glencore's overall approach to cultural heritage assessment as previously utilised for the
Bulga, Mount Owen and United Wambo JV EIS processes. When engaging in Aboriginal cultural heritage
assessments within the Hunter Valley, members of the Aboriginal community(s) have self-nominated to be part
of either (a) representative bodies or (b) to participate in cultural heritage assessment processes as individuals.
The representative bodies for this project are known as 'Knowledge Holder groups' in this ACHAR, and they are:


Wonnarua Nation Aboriginal Corporation (WNAC)



Plains Clan of the Wonnarua People, and the



Gomeroi People



Individuals not involved in the consultation and reporting processes of the 3 Knowledge Holder groups but
who registered as RAPs were consulted separately, and their values are reported on by ACHM in this report.



These individuals are referred to throughout this report as the 'Community RAPs'.



The process provided consultation and engagement for all the RAPs and allowed opportunities for
additional information, stories and knowledge from Wonnarua and Gomeroi people to be made known.

The Plains Clan of the Wonnarua People (PCWP) elected to write their own cultural values report for the MCCO
Project. The disclosed text of that report is included in Appendix 11.6.
Cultural values assessment for the Community RAPs was undertaken by ACHM. The understanding of
significance and the RAPs recommendations has also informed the MCCO Project on the development of a range
of cultural heritage management recommendations. The publicly disclosed documents from the Knowledge
Holder groups are included in this report.
Through the involvement of RAPs who identify a range of connections to both country and community, and
through several past cultural heritage investigations, the region surrounding the MCCO Additional Project Area is
known to contain a number of archaeological sites and to also hold certain cultural, historic and aesthetic values.
The wider region has been identified as being of high cultural significance to many Wonnarua people, however
the MCCO Additional Project Area has been assessed during this ACHAR process as holding lower cultural
significance than much of the surrounding region.
This ACHAR also presents a summary of the archaeological values assessment of the MCCO Additional Project
Area as well as a synthesis of the values and recommendations of all RAPs who participated in the cultural
heritage assessment process.
Assessment Approach
This ACHAR has been prepared in accordance with the SEAR requirements, the requirements of the 2005 DEC
Draft Guidelines for Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment, the Community Consultation guidelines of
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the current Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents (DECCW 2010a), and the
Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (OEH 2011). It also been
prepared in accordance with, and it also complies with the intent, requirements and assessment methodologies
outlined in the Burra Charter (1999).
Consultation Process
The MCCO Project has undertaken consultation consistent with the DEC (2005) and DECCW (2010a) guidelines
and in accordance with the principles of The Burra Charter (Australia ICOMOS 1999). This has involved four
consultation stages as detailed below.
Stage 1: MCCO conducted formal notification of the proposed MCCO Project and the ACHAR process and
provided the opportunity for local Aboriginal people to formally register their interest in the MCCO Project.
Stage 2: MCCO conducted initial Project description consultation, which included presenting information on the
proposed MCCO Project to all Aboriginal parties who registered an interest in Stage 1. This consultation included
details of the MCCO Additional Project Area and proposed impacts, and a description of works proposed. Initial
consultation also presented the draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Methodology for review by the
RAPs, as well as an overview of the Draft Aboriginal Heritage Survey Methodology. Copies of this information
were shared with all RAPs. Consultation with the RAPs involved a combination of consultation forums, including
one on one meetings, small and large group briefing sessions, including onsite inspections. Stage 2 also included
correspondence with PCWP around a brief for them to produce their own cultural values report for this ACHAR.
Stage 3: Mangoola, OzArk and ACHM conducted further consultation which refined the cultural heritage
assessment approach with the Community RAPs. The approach actively involved the Community RAPs in the
assessment of their cultural heritage values, the likely MCCO Project impacts, if approved, and the development
of management measures. The MCCO Project also engaged with the Knowledge Holder groups via a series of
cultural values workshops, while PCWP were engaged to produce their own cultural values report to include in
this ACHAR.
Stage 4: Mangoola conducted further consultation in relation to the RAPs review of the MCCO Projects draft
cultural heritage assessment report, to seek feedback, modify reports as appropriate, receive and review
submissions and to incorporate any additional input into the finalised ACHAR.
Registered Aboriginal Parties
Throughout the course of the MCCO Project’s consultation program, 37 parties registered an interest in the
MCCO Project.
The RAPs included individuals from:


Three Knowledge Holder groups (PCWP, Gomeroi and WNAC);



The Wanaruah Local Aboriginal Land Council;



The Hickey Family; and



Individual RAPs.

A full list of all RAPs is contained in Appendix 11.2.
All RAPs were invited to participate in the assessment process from the time of their registration, with extensive
consultation undertaken to inform the MCCO Project, the ACHAR, the AAIA undertaken by OzArk and the
broader environmental assessment of the MCCO Project.
Participation opportunities have been provided to the RAPs through:


Two series of workshops;



Discussions and/or meetings with individuals;



Development of an independent cultural heritage values assessment by PCWP;



Archaeological investigations including survey and test excavation fieldwork onsite;



Extensive correspondence between RAPs and the MCCO Project via phone and email.

Full records of all consultation are included in Appendix 11.3.
Throughout the MCCO Project, information was provided to RAPs in formal meetings or presentations and via
mail, email or phone contact. Full details of the consultation process undertaken in relation to the ACHAR are
contained in Section 3 and copies of correspondence are contained in Appendix 11.3 (Consultation Records).
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The consultation approach also provided the RAPs with opportunities to decide in what manner they wanted
their information shared and to identify any restricted access provisions. It allowed the RAPs to contribute their
cultural knowledge through Mangoola and/or ACHM, or through the preparation of an independent report
(PCWP). The process provided opportunities to identify a range of Aboriginal cultural values within the MCCO
Additional Project Area. This included social, historic, scientific, aesthetic and spiritual values.
Where values have been provided by the RAPs as an outcome of the consultation process, they have been
recorded and presented in this ACHAR. These values are discussed further in Section 6.
Aboriginal Archaeological Impact Assessment Results
An AAIA was undertaken by OzArk alongside this ACHAR. The full AAIA report is included as Appendix 11.5.
The majority of Aboriginal sites identified have been assessed as having low scientific significance. The overall
low scientific significance of the new sites is directly related to the extensive and long-running previous
disturbances within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint.
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report
RAPs consulted for the ACHAR identified concerns with current and future mining within the MCCO Project Area
and the broader region, and that this mining poses a significant threat to Aboriginal cultural heritage values.
Many RAPs expressed the view that mining continues to cause fragmentation to the cultural, spiritual and
historic values of the cultural landscape including degradation to important waterways.
Direct Impacts
The MCCO Project will directly impact a number of archaeological sites if approved, as discussed in the AAIA.
Indirect Impacts
The MCCO Project may also result in indirect impacts on Aboriginal cultural heritage values. The indirect impacts
often identified by RAPs include:


Difficulty in remembering the landscape as it was prior to mining;



Difficulty for Wonnarua people in accessing much of the land in the Hunter Valley due to private ownership
and/or mining;



Regardless of the current condition and/or status of the land in question, Wonnarua and Gomeroi people
still feel a direct connection to the country of their ancestors, which would be further disrupted by more
mining; and



The predicted direct and indirect impact on the Aboriginal cultural heritage values of the Proposed
Disturbance Footprint add to the cumulative impact of mining development on the cultural heritage
resource of the upper Hunter Valley.

Mangoola and ACHM received positive feedback regarding the indirect intergenerational impacts of this ACHAR
process. The process has allowed stakeholders to (a) involve themselves in detailed archaeological and cultural
values consultations and (b) to have discussions with family members and particularly Elders who may not
otherwise have been involved in the assessment processes. This has allowed the RAPs the opportunity to engage
with these Elders to ensure thorough consultation providing positive intergenerational outcomes.
Cumulative Impacts
Though the MCCO Project has been designed to avoid harm wherever practicable and the archaeological
significance of the majority of sites within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint is low, the MCCO Project's
impacts will further contribute to the cumulative loss of Aboriginal cultural values and archaeological sites within
the local area, and the region more generally.
Avoidance of Harm
In developing the footprint and the disturbance zone of the proposed MCCO Project, the MCCO Project team has
considered numerous mining options, layouts, overburden emplacements and infrastructure arrangements to
optimise the MCCO Project’s final design to avoid harm to as many Aboriginal sites as possible
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Management Measures
The management measures proposed for the MCCO Project align to the Principles of the Burra Charter (ICOMOS,
1999) and to the Aboriginal Community Wellbeing toolkit and criterion from OEH (OEH 2012).
As a result of this assessment process, three of the eight wellbeing principles have been identified as priority
areas most aligned to the context of the MCCO Project. The three principles most aligned are the following:
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Caring for Land and/or Cultural Awareness;



Bringing People Together; and



Education and learning.

These principles, in conjunction with the consultation outcomes with the RAPs, have informed the development
and evaluation of management measures proposed for the MCCO Project.
Further, the following key considerations also guide the MCCO Project’s recommendations and management
outcomes:


Alignment of the outcomes with the principles of the Strengthening Aboriginal Community Wellbeing
Toolkit (OEH 2012) and the Burra Charter (2013);



Aligning the recommendations with the findings of this ACHAR;



Delivery of proposed management measures which are achievable;



Includes a mix of short term and long-term management measures and implementation periods; and



Foster and promote intergenerational equity through caring for country, education and research initiatives.

Management Recommendations
A range of management recommendations are presented in Section 8. These recommendations have been
developed in conjunction with the RAPs for the MCCO Project.
The management measures are based on the key themes and values of the RAPs which have been identified
through the ACHAR process.
The proposed management and mitigation measures have also been separated into those located onsite (within
the MCCO Additional Project Area) and those which are offsite (outside the MCCO Additional Project area or not
requiring physical works within the MCCO Additional Project Area). The management and mitigation measures
have also been developed to address intergenerational equity aspects and to respect the regional significance of
culturally significant features which surround the MCCO Additional Project Area. These management measures
have been developed in order to be consistent with the management measures recommended by the RAPs
during this ACHAR process.
Conclusions
This ACHAR has ascertained that there are no traditional cultural values associated with the MCCO Additional
Project Area (directly and specifically) held by the participants in this ACHAR process. By 'traditional' cultural
values, we interpret this to mean an inherited and cohesive body of 'traditional' knowledge, laws and customs
that are still observed and maintained by a particular Indigenous group.
However, in common with many urbanised communities, strong contemporary cultural values exist in almost
universal claims of 'connection' to the land in question, and a sense of anguish and/or anger at having been
'disconnected' from the land in question by historical circumstances.
It is the opinion of the author that the MCCO Additional Project Area has undergone considerable modification
since European settlement. Traditional Aboriginal lifeways and customs began to disappear in the early days of
contact with Europeans and had largely disappeared before the turn of the 19th Century. Much of the natural
landscape no longer exists in any cohesive manner, as the long history of agriculture in the area has irreversibly
altered the landscape. Combining the historical disconnection of people from place with the extensive landscape
modification since settlement means that the MCCO Additional Project Area has a relatively low cultural
significance when compared to other places within the wider region. This is also consistent with the
archaeological assessment, which has determined that most of the archaeological sites are of low to moderate
scientific significance.
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1

Introduction

ACHM has been engaged by Umwelt Australia Pty Ltd and Mangoola Coal Operations Pty Ltd (Mangoola) to
complete an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) for the Mangoola Coal Continued
Operations Project (MCCO Project). The purpose of the assessment is to form part of an Environmental Impact
Statement being prepared by Umwelt to accompany an application for development consent under Divisions 4.1
and 4.7 of Part 4 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) for the MCCO Project.
This ACHAR has been prepared in accordance with the SEAR requirements, the requirements of the 2005 DEC
Draft Guidelines for Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment, the Community Consultation guidelines of
the current Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents (DECCW 2010a), and the
Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (OEH 2011). It also been
prepared in accordance with, and it also complies with the intent, requirements and assessment methodologies
outlined in the Burra Charter (1999).
A stand-alone Aboriginal Archaeological Impact Assessment (AAIA) report was prepared by OzArk Environmental
and Heritage Management (OzArk) to assess the archaeological values of the MCCO Project and provide
management recommendations for sites within the MCCO Additional Project Area. The results of that
archaeological assessment have been incorporated into this ACHAR.

1.1

Project Overview

Mangoola Coal Mine is an open cut coal mine located approximately 20 kilometres (km) west of Muswellbrook
and 10 km north of Denman in the Upper Hunter Valley of NSW (refer Map 1-1). Mangoola has operated the
Mangoola Coal Mine in accordance with Project Approval (PA) 06_0014 since mining commenced at the site in
September 2010.
The MCCO Project will allow for the continuation of mining at Mangoola Coal Mine into a new mining area to the
immediate north of the existing operations. The MCCO Project will extend the life of the existing operation
providing for ongoing employment opportunities for the Mangoola workforce. The MCCO Project Area includes
the existing approved Project Area for Mangoola Coal Mine and the MCCO Additional Project Area as shown on
Map 1-1 and Map 1-2. The Approved Disturbance Area for the current operations is not part of this assessment
and this area, as shown on Map 1-1 and Map 1-2 has been previously assessed.
The MCCO Project generally comprises:


open cut mining peaking at the same rate as that currently approved (13.5 Million tonnes per annum (Mtpa)
of run of mine (ROM) coal) using truck and excavator mining methods



continued operations within the existing Mangoola Coal Mine



mining operations in a new mining area located north of the existing Mangoola Coal Mine, Wybong Road,
south of Ridgelands Road and east of the 500 kV Electricity Transmission Line



construction of a haul road overpass over Big Flat Creek and Wybong Road to provide access from the
existing mine to the proposed Additional Mining Area



establishment of an out-of-pit overburden emplacement area



distribution of overburden between the proposed Additional Mining Area and the existing mine to optimise
the final landform design of the integrated operation.



realignment of a portion of Wybong Post Office Road



the use of all existing or approved infrastructure and equipment for the Mangoola Coal Mine with some
minor additions to the existing mobile equipment fleet



construction of a water management system to manage sediment laden water runoff, divert clean water
catchment, provide flood protection from Big Flat Creek and provide for reticulation of mine water. The
water management system will be connected to that of the existing mine



continued ability to discharge excess water in accordance with the Hunter River Salinity Trading Scheme
(HRSTS)



establishment of a final landform in line with current design standards at Mangoola Coal Mine including use
of natural landform design principles consistent with the existing site



rehabilitation of the proposed Additional Mining Area using the same revegetation techniques as at the
existing mine
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a likely construction workforce of approximately 145 persons. No change to the existing approved
operational workforce



continued use of the mine access for the existing operational mine and access to/from Wybong Road,
Wybong Post Office Road and Ridgelands Road to the MCCO Project Area for construction, emergency
services, ongoing operational environmental monitoring and property maintenance.

Map 1-2 illustrates the key features of the MCCO Project.
The MCCO Project Area is located within the Hunter Coalfields in the Upper Hunter Valley of New South Wales
(NSW). It is situated within a regional area primarily surrounded by agricultural and rural residential activities.
Other mining operations are at some distance from the MCCO project area.
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Map 1-1: Location of the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations (MCCO) Project
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Map 1-2: Proposed MCCO project
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1.2

Structure of the Report

The format of this report mirrors the format recommended by the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) in
the 'Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage in New South Wales' (2011).
The process followed by Mangoola Project team to consult with the Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) has
been a continuation of Glencore's overall approach to cultural heritage assessment as previously utilised for the
Bulga, Mount Owen and United Wambo JV EIS processes. When engaging in Aboriginal cultural heritage
assessments within the Hunter Valley, members of the Aboriginal communities may choose to be part of
representative bodies or to participate in cultural heritage assessments as individuals.
The representative bodies for this project are known as 'Knowledge Holder groups' in this ACHAR, and they are:


Wonnarua Nation Aboriginal Corporation (WNAC)



Plains Clan of the Wonnarua People, and the



Gomeroi People

The MCCO Project has engaged the Plains Clan of the Wonnarua People (PCWP) to write their own cultural
values report for the MCCO Project. The disclosed text of that report is included in Appendix 11.6
RAPs whose views were not captured by those Knowledge Holder groups were also consulted for this ACHAR,
and their cultural values, care and control and conservation recommendations have been included in this report.
This ACHAR presents a summary of the archaeological values assessment of the MCCO Additional Project Area as
well as a synthesis of the values and recommendations of all RAPs who participated in the cultural heritage
assessment process.
Section 1 of this report introduces the MCCO Project and the ACHAR within a Project, EIS and legislative context.
Section 2 of this report describes the MCCO Additional Project Area and presents a discussion of the
environmental background of the MCCO Additional Project Area. A review of historical land use practices and
previous approvals for other mining activities are also discussed.
Section 3 presents a historical narrative of the MCCO Additional Project Area.
Section 4 includes the results of the AAIA undertaken by OzArk and concludes with an assessment of the
scientific significance of Aboriginal places identified through the archaeological values assessment. The AAIA
prepared by OzArk is contained in Appendix 11.5
Section 5 outlines the extensive consultation processes undertaken with RAPs for this ACHAR.
Section 6 presents a discussion on cultural heritage values and significance assessment in general, alongside a
consolidated statement of significance for the Aboriginal Places within the MCCO Additional Project Area
formulated according to the cultural heritage industry best-practice guidance of the Burra Charter (Australia
ICOMOS 1999).
Section 7 discusses opportunities for avoiding and/or mitigating harm to Aboriginal cultural heritage.
Section 8 presents management recommendations developed by the MCCO Projects stakeholders for both
‘Project Approval’ and ‘No Project Approval’ scenarios. Specific recommendations regarding intergenerational
equity are also discussed.

1.3

Key Issues

The Aboriginal community of the Hunter Valley shares many similarities with other Aboriginal communities
throughout Australia. One of those similarities is a degree of division among the people living in the Hunter
Valley. There are divisions between several family groups, Knowledge Holder groups and individuals, which at
the time of writing showed no progress towards resolution. Resolving this issue is beyond the scope of this
report.
Because of these divisions within the community and groups, the individuals who registered as RAPs could not
be consulted by the MCCO Project as a single group, and an alternative approach was required.
Following public notification, 35 RAPs registered for this project. By the end of the process, there were 37 RAP's.
In the interests of ensuring that all interested Aboriginal parties to the MCCO Project were consulted, the MCCO
Project embarked on a process of consultation and reporting that has been utilised previously by Glencore at
Bulga, Mt Owen and the United Wambo JV projects.
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The key points of the ACHAR consultation process are as follows:


There are 3 Knowledge Holder groups of (WNAC, PCWP and Gomeroi) registered for the MCCO Project.
PCWP elected to produce their own cultural values assessment and write their own ACHAR, while WNAC
and Gomeroi were part of the consultation process facilitated by ACHM and the MCCO Project. The key
results of this work have been consolidated into this ACHAR.



Individuals not involved in the consultation and reporting processes of the 3 Knowledge Holder groups but
who registered as RAPs were consulted separately, and their values are reported on by ACHM in this report.
These individuals are referred to throughout this report as the 'Community RAPs'



One family group requested that they be consulted separately to all other groups (Hickey family). Feedback
from the Hickey's has been included with the feedback from the Community RAPs.



The process provided consultation and engagement for all the RAPs and allowed opportunities for
additional information, stories and knowledge from Wonnarua and Gomeroi people to be made known.

1.3.1

Roadmap of the Report

For ease of reference, the following table provides page numbers and reference points to key issues in this
report.
Table 1-1: Report Roadmap
Section

Page

Project Overview

Key Item

0

3

ACHAR Objectives

1.3.2

8

SEAR's

1.5.2

10

Consultation Processes

1.3.2

5

31

Cultural Values and Significance Assessment

6.0

66

Recommendations

8.0

81

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Approach and Objectives

The cultural values and archaeological assessments culminating in the preparation of this ACHAR have been
undertaken to provide:
1.

Extensive and meaningful opportunities for engagement and consultation with Knowledge Holders and
RAPs for the MCCO Project,

2.

Full compliance with the Secretary's Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARs),

3.

Full compliance with the OEH (2010) Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents,

4.

Full compliance with the OEH (2011) Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on Aboriginal cultural
heritage in NSW,

5.

An objective archaeological assessment to determine the scientific significance of the archaeological places
within the MCCO Additional Project Area, and

6.

The identification of cultural values and the determination of cultural significance which are consistent with
the guidance provided in the Burra Charter and Indigenous Cultural Heritage Management Practice Note
(Australia ICOMOS, 2013).

The objectives of this report are to:
1.

Present the MCCO Project's consultation methodologies and processes as agreed with the RAPs and utilised
in this Project, and

2.

Ensure that Aboriginal people can participate in and improve the outcomes of the assessment by:

(a) Providing relevant information about the cultural significance and values of the Aboriginal object(s) and/or
place(s) within the MCCO Additional Project Area,
(b) Influencing the design of the method to assess cultural and scientific significance of Aboriginal object(s)
and/or place(s) within the MCCO Additional Project Area,
(c) Actively contributing to the development of cultural heritage management options and recommendations
for any Aboriginal object(s) and/or place(s) within the MCCO Additional Project Area; and
(d) Commenting on draft assessment reports before they are submitted by the proponent as part of the EIS
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(e) Providing input into the intergenerational equity program proposed by Mangoola.

1.4

ACHAR Registered Aboriginal Parties

This report is a consolidation of cultural values assessments undertaken and reported on by the RAPs and ACHM.
Any information produced by the consultation processes as utilised for this report were to comply with the 2010
OEH Draft Guidelines for Community Consultation at all times, and the results of that information is consolidated
and presented in this ACHAR.
The groups consulted are:
1.

WNAC

2.

PCWP

3.

Gomeroi, and

4.

Community RAPs

The Community RAPs are not members of the Knowledge Holder groups but are RAPs for the MCCO Project.
ACHM was also contracted to undertake the community consultation and cultural values reporting with this
group. The results of that consultation process are presented in this report. The Hickey family are a part of the
Community RAPs; however as noted, they requested a separate consultation process.
The consultation process has involved consultation with all 37 RAPs from the four discrete groups. The process
has also facilitated the Knowledge Holder groups being able to consult with a large number of Aboriginal people
who (a) were not RAPs for the MCCO Project but (b) are traditional owners of the Hunter Valley area, and
therefore constitute important stakeholders.
This journey was not without commercial and practical risk for the proponent and the participants; however, the
author believes the process and outcomes have been both innovative and beneficial for all concerned.

1.4.1

Other Consultant Input

Several parties have been involved in the preparation of components of this report.
Alongside the consultants noted in Table 1-2, below, Mangoola personnel have also provided extensive amounts
of information and support for the final report. Jason Martin, Lori-Dennen-King and Tim Walls from Glencore
assisted greatly with the content.
Table 1-2: EIS and ACHAR Consultants.
Organisations

Individual(s)

Role

ACHM

Dr Shaun Canning

Cultural values recording, consultation workshops, significance assessment, ACHAR consolidation and
preparation

OzArk

Ben Churcher

Archaeological survey, excavation and reporting

Umwelt

Numerous

EIS preparation, GIS, environmental and proposed development sections, mapping, historic heritage

This report has been written primarily by Dr Shaun Canning, Principal Heritage Advisor with ACHM.

1.4.2

About Dr Shaun Canning

Dr Shaun Canning is the Managing Director and the Principal Heritage Advisor of Australian Cultural Heritage
Management (Vic) Pty Ltd. (ACHM), which specializes in cultural heritage assessment, expert advice,
management of complex and large-scale cultural heritage management projects (primarily in relation to
Australian Indigenous culture and heritage), native title advice and research, Indigenous community consultation
and development matters, geographic information systems, cartography and analysis. Shaun has been involved
extensively in the completion of over 500 cultural heritage management projects nationally.
Shaun holds a Bachelor of Arts degree majoring in Cultural Heritage Studies and Anthropology, a Bachelor of
Applied Science (Hons) degree in Parks, Recreation and Heritage, and a PhD in Australian Indigenous
Archaeology (La Trobe), specialising in predictive modelling and cultural heritage management in southern
Victoria. Shaun was the recipient of a 3-year Australian Postgraduate Award Scholarship to complete his PhD.
Shaun has extensive experience in Indigenous cultural heritage management in the resources, urban
development, infrastructure and public land management sectors, alongside considerable experience in
community consultation and Aboriginal education. Shaun has expertise in complex project management, and the
use of GIS and predictive modelling in archaeological, cultural and natural heritage management contexts.
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Shaun is a Fellow of the Australian Anthropological Society (F.AAS), a member of the International Council on
Monuments and Sites (M. ICOMOS), a full member of the Australian Association of Consulting Archaeologists (M.
AACAI) and a Certified Environmental Practitioner (CenvP) through the Environment Institute of Australia and
New Zealand (EIANZ).
Shaun is an 'Expert Member' of the ICOMOS International Committee on Archaeological Heritage Management
(ICAHM), an Honorary Research Associate of the Archaeology Program at La Trobe University, a member of the
Indigenous Relations Working Group committee of the Minerals Council of Australia, and a member of the
EnviroDevelop Technical Standards Development Taskforce for the Urban Development Institute of Australia
(UDIA). He is the current Chair of the EIANZ Heritage Special Interest Section (SIS).

1.5

Legislative Environment

The following sections present the Commonwealth and State statutory controls that provide legal protection for
Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW, and that identify the approval processes for any proposed Project that seeks
to impact Aboriginal cultural heritage places and objects.

1.5.1

Commonwealth Legislation

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984
The Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984 (the ATSIHP Act) provides for the
declaration by the Minister for the protection of Aboriginal cultural heritage of significance to Indigenous
Australians, generally in circumstances where State or Territory laws fail to do so. The power to make
declarations is meant to be used as a last resort, after the relevant processes of the state or territory have been
exhausted; no declarations have been made under the ATSIHP Act in relation to the MCCO Additional Project
Area.
Native Title Act 1993
The Native Title Act 1993 provides for the recognition and determination of native title in Australia, processes
for how future activity can proceed on native title land, and to provide compensation where native title is
impaired or extinguished.
Native Title Act processes for the purposes of the MCCO Project are not discussed with in this report
Protection of Movable Cultural Heritage Act 1986
The Protection of Movable Cultural Heritage Act 1986 (the PMCH Act) implements Australia’s obligations under
the UNESCO Convention on the Means of Prohibiting the Illicit Import, Export and Transfer of Ownership of
Cultural Property. Under the PMCH Act it is unlawful to export a ‘protected object’ from Australia without a
certificate or permit from the Environment Minister. This Act is not directly relevant to this report.

1.5.2

State Legislation

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979
The Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) is the main piece of legislation regulating land
use in NSW.
The Act is administered by the Department of Planning and Environment (DPE) and guides the process of land
development, including the assessment and management of cultural heritage impacts.
Coal mining is State Significant Development, and the Minister for Planning and Environment is the consent
authority for it. Applications for approval of State Significant Development are made under Part 4 of the EP&A
Act. As the MCCO Project is State Significant Development, the MCCO Project is seeking Part 4 development
consent for the MCCO Project.
This ACHAR (including the AAIA) has been prepared in accordance with SEAR’s. The SEARs for the MCCO Project
were issued by DPE on 15 February 2019 (replacing a previous version of the SEARs issued on 22 August 2017)
and identify the specific requirements to be addressed by the EIS for the project.
Specific to the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage impacts, the SEAR's require that the EIS must include:


An assessment of the potential impacts of the development on Aboriginal heritage (cultural and
archaeological), including consultation with relevant Aboriginal communities/parties and documentation of
the views of these stakeholders regarding the likely impact of the development on their cultural heritage;
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The archaeological and cultural values assessments along with this ACHAR have been prepared in accordance
with the SEARs.
Table 1-3: Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements
SEAR

An assessment of the potential impacts of the development on Aboriginal heritage
(cultural and archaeological), including consultation with relevant Aboriginal
communities/parties and documentation of the views of these stakeholders regarding the
likely impact of the development on their cultural heritage

Where Addressed

Chapters 4-7

National Parks & Wildlife Act 1974
The National Parks & Wildlife Act 1974 (NP&W Act) is the primary law in NSW that provides protection for
Aboriginal cultural heritage. The Act is administered by the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH), which is
within the Department of Premier and Cabinet NSW.
Under section 86(1) and 86(4) of the Act, it is an offence to harm an Aboriginal objector an Aboriginal place. The
NP&W Act provides for several defences to prosecution for harming Aboriginal objects or places including that
the person harmed the object or place in accordance with an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) or that
the person exercised due diligence.
Under Section 4.41 of the EP&A Act, an AHIP is not required, and the NP&W Act provisions prohibiting harm to
Aboriginal objects and places are not applicable, to State Significant Development that is authorised by
development consent.
Heritage Act 1977
The Heritage Act 1977 provides for the protection of natural, cultural and built heritage that are of State or local
heritage significance in NSW, through the register of heritage places or items on the State Heritage Register and
the making of interim heritage orders and emergency orders to protect heritage items or places at risk.
The registration on the State Heritage Register or the making of interim register order places limits on what can
be done to the heritage, although interim heritage orders do not apply to State Significant Development under
the EP&A Act.
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2

Description of the Site

2.1

Land Ownership

Except for some small sections of public road corridor and Crown roads, Mangoola owns all the land within the
MCCO Project Area (See Map 2-1, below).
The land to the immediate south of the MCCO Additional Project Area is occupied by the existing Mangoola Coal
Mine which is surrounded by Mangoola owned buffer land. To the north and east are further areas of Mangoola
owned grazing land and existing ecological offsets. Land to the north-west includes a parcel of forested Crown
Land which is surrounded by private grazing properties associated with the community of Manobalai and further
west by privately owned properties associated with the community of Wybong. The nearest townships are
Muswellbrook and Denman which lie approximately 20 km east and 10 km west of the MCCO Additional Project
Area respectively.

2.2

Environmental Overview

Within the MCCO Project Area is the existing approved Mangoola Coal Mine which has been operated in
accordance with NSW approval PA 06_0014 since September 2010 and the MCCO Additional Project Area which
has historically been used for agriculture since the 1800s and is comprised predominately of degraded grazing
land and patches of native woodland.

2.2.1

Topography / Landforms and Drainage

The topography of the MCCO Project Area is generally characterised by lower slopes along with undulating hills
and rocky outcrops associated with Anvil Hill within the approved Mangoola Coal Mine and to the north and
west of the MCCO Additional Project Area. Lower topographic areas are associated with drainage lines feeding
Sandy Creek to the south east and Big Flat Creek which flows through the MCCO Project Area.
A dominant topographical feature in the surrounding landscape is the series of undulating wooded hills which
occur outside and to the north of the MCCO Additional Project Area. These hills rise to a maximum height of
approximately 360 metres (m) Australian Height Datum (AHD) and are elevated approximately 200 m above the
surrounding area.
The MCCO Project lies entirely within the catchment of Big Flat Creek, which is part of the upper catchment of
the Hunter River. Big Flat Creek drains south-westerly through the MCCO Additional Project Area before it
converges with a major tributary and continues below the southern boundary of the MCCO Additional Project
Area.
The MCCO Additional Project Area has been subject to agricultural land uses, including intensive grazing and
pasture improvement. Remnant native vegetation is generally confined to watercourses, roadsides and areas of
steeper topography that are not suitable for agricultural purposes.

2.2.2

Geological Features and Resource Description

The MCCO Project Area is located within the Hunter Coalfields of the Sydney Sedimentary basin. The coal seams
within the MCCO Additional Project Area form part of the Late Permian Newcastle Coal Measures of the
Singleton Super Group. They gently dip to the west at about 2 degrees below horizontal, reaching a maximum
depth to the floor of the lowest seam of approximately 125 metres at lowest point relative to the highest
topographical location within the MCCO Additional Mining Area.
The target coal resources occur within both the Approved Mangoola Coal Mine and the MCCO Additional Project
Area, and in order of increasing depth, include:
•

Wallarah seam

•

Great Northern seam

•

Fassifern seam, and

•

Upper Pilot seams.

These resources are overlain by younger Triassic aged Narrabeen Group sandstones and conglomerates, which
are identifiable as the rocky escarpments in the landscape.
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Map 2-1: Land Ownership.
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In addition to the hard rock strata, the surface drainage channels host Quaternary to recent unconsolidated
alluvial and colluvial materials of variable thickness and extent. Alluvium is mapped as being present along
Wybong Creek to the west, and Sandy Creek, over 5 km to the south east of the proposed additional mining
area. With regard to Big Flat Creek there is no mapped alluvium within the disturbance footprint associated with
the proposed additional mining area of the MCCO Additional Project Area, instead the alluvial deposits near the
junction of this creek with Wybong Creek transition to shallow colluvium sourced from the weathered
conglomerates, sandstones, siltstones, and tuffs.
To determine the soils and the likely age of the parent material they are derived from, a review of detailed soil
landscapes mapping and geological mapping was undertaken to determine whether Permian derived soils occur
within the MCCO Additional Project Area. The MCCO Additional Project Area is situated on the edge of the
Permian Singleton Coal Measures mapping with much of the surface geology being formed by the Triassic
Narrabeen group (as determined both from regional geological mapping and from detailed geological
investigations undertaken within the MCCO Additional Project Area). The detailed soil survey undertaken within
the MCCO Additional Project Area found that the soils have mostly been derived from the Triassic Narrabeen
group.

2.2.3

Vegetation

The MCCO Additional Project Area has been subject to agricultural land uses, including intensive grazing and
pasture improvement. Remnant native vegetation is generally confined to watercourses, roadsides and areas of
steeper topography that are not suitable for agricultural purposes.
The MCCO Additional Project Area encompasses sections of the Central Hunter Foothills, and Lees Pinch
Foothills landscape units (Mitchell 2002). Before historical clearing, the dominant vegetation of the Central
Hunter Foothills landscape unit would have been comprised of woodlands to open forest of spotted gum, forest
red gum, narrow-leaved ironbark, red ironbark, white box, slaty gum, rough-barked apple, with kangaroo and
wallaby grass (Mitchell 2002: 112). The vegetation of the Lees Pinch Foothills landscape unit would have
comprised of woodland of red ironbark, stringybarks, grey gum, and black cypress pine on slopes and ridges with
ironbark and scattered forest red gum along streams (Mitchell 2002: 92).
Currently, the primary vegetation of the MCCO Additional Project Area includes derived grassland paddocks,
dense allocasuarina regrowth forests and stands of open regrowth eucalypt woodland. The vegetation
communities of the steep slopes and crest of the northern and western sandstone ridges retain significant
stretches of remnant vegetation and are more consistent with those characterising the landscape units detailed
above.

2.2.4

Climate

The Bureau of Meteorology (BOM) record station with the longest climate records near to the MCCO Additional
Project Area is located at the Scone Soil Conservation Service (BOM 2018). Climate statistics from the Scone Soil
Conservation Service indicate that the region experiences a mostly temperate climate with temperatures above
zero during the cooler months. The climate statistics for 1965-2018 show that the highest mean monthly
temperatures are in January (31.4°) and the lowest mean monthly temperatures are in July (4.7°). Rainfall is
greatest in January (mean rainfall: 81.8 millimetres [mm]) and the lowest in July (mean rainfall: 36.3 mm). The
annual average rainfall is 640.1 mm.
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3

Historical Background

3.1

Historical Narrative of the Region

Literature and research concerning the Wonnarua of the central Hunter Valley area is incomplete, largely as a
result of omissions, silence and antiquated concepts of ethnology. In relation to New South Wales’ Indigenous
population, ethnohistoric attention has focused on coastal communities to the detriment and exclusion of those
inland, thereby making the material about the Wonnarua patchy at best, but more commonly absent (Brayshaw,
1987: 74). Research into the language group was further hampered by changing notions of significance. In
considering the lack of historical and archaeological information about campsites, Koettig (1990: 35) for example
acknowledges that they were neglected as an important subject matter by her peers for many, many decades,
because they were regarded as relatively unimportant, especially when compared to ceremonial sites. Even
though they are now deemed to be of significance, the literature remains largely silent about them.
Nolan (2012:78) reminds her readers there was a popular concept during the colonial period that time (and
therefore history) in the new colony of New South Wales began with the arrival and occupation of Europeans.
Consequently, there was a lack of activity in recording the detailed lives of Indigenous people at the
commencement of European settlement. This, however, began to change from the 1830s, yet by this time, these
communities had already been adversely and irretrievable effected by disease, violence, displacement and
dispossession and so the accounts were not a true reflection of how they once had lived (Umwelt, 2011).

3.1.1

Prior to White Settlement

The land of the Wonnarua was vast and stretched over much of the Hunter Valley. Tindale (1974: 201) estimated
that it covered over five thousand square kilometres. Its borders were somewhat vague and, as a result, often
erroneously recorded in the literature, possibly because of the new settlers’ lack of understanding of the
complexity of Indigenous society and its association with land. Tindale (1974: 201) defined Wonnarua country as
being located on the 'upper Hunter River from a few miles above Maitland west to Dividing Range. The southern
boundary with the Darkinjang is on the divide north of Wollombi'. The Wonnarua's neighbours were the
Darkinung (to the south), the Awabakal (to the south east), the Worimi (to the east) and the Wiradjuri (to the
west) (Horton, 1994). They had close ceremonial ties to the Darkinung and Wiradjuri people (Macquarie
University, 2009). See Figure 3-1, below.
The population of the Wonnarua prior to European settlement is unknown, and approximations vary widely.
Estimates vary and were most likely made well after populations had declined, so must be treated with caution.
Discrepancies also arose partly because when official census were conducted, Indigenous people often went
unseen by Europeans, either intentionally or unintentionally. When travelling through the area in 1825,
Cunningham observed that although no Aboriginal people had been seen 'their recent marks on the trees and
fired country’ showed that they had been in the area (Cunningham (1825) cited in Bradshaw 1987: 20).
The structure of Indigenous communities was complex. The Wonnarua comprised a nation, or language group.
They all spoke the one language and shared similar customs and beliefs. However, within that group there was
clans, each with their own territories. According to Fawcett (1898: 180), Wonnarua men belonged to one of four
skin groups: either of the Ippye, Kumbo, Murree or Kubbee. Women, conversely, were either Ippatha, Butha,
Matha or Kubbitha. With marriage within skin groups strictly forbidden, members of different clans lived
together in small communities or familial groups.
As Miller (1985) discusses, kinship was the very thing that 'welded Koori society together' since everyone was
related to one another in a web of obligations, biological connections and spiritual associations. While the
mother and father were important people in a child’s life, a boy or girl’s uncle (mother’s brother) was
particularly significant as it was he who taught them many things in their early lives. For males, this relationship
altered, though, when boys were initiated after reaching puberty and were transformed into men.
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Figure 3-1: The boundary lines of the Wonnarua and their neighbours according to
Norman Tindale (1940).

Spiritual kinship also united the Wonnarua with one another, the landscape and everything in it, 'thus kinship
interwove throughout Aboriginal society, creating a very complex dynamic in which every individual had a
specific relationship with every other individual, with the food they ate, and with the land' (Bradshaw, 1987: 37).
Before a child was born, he or she was assigned totems and skin groups according to that of the biological father
(Miller, 1985). The child’s mother was from the opposite totem and skin group. The totem system linked them
with the Dreaming as it was a 'legacy of the spirits' (Miller, 1985).
Life for the Wonnarua was intensely spiritual, as it was for all Indigenous people. Everything in the landscape
was created by the spirits. A new born baby was perceived as a spirit in physical, human form (Miller, 1985).
Events, natural or otherwise, were perceived as the workings of benevolent or malevolent spirits. Everything
from food shortages and droughts to births and deaths could be explained by the actions of unseen evil or
benign actors. Consequently, the Wonnarua along with most Australian Indigenous people saw themselves not
as the owners of resources or land but rather as custodians, for these were all created in the Dreamtime by the
ancestral or mythical beings. The myths that surrounded and influenced their daily lives were passed on from
one generation to another and 'each clan acted as caretakers for those legends which were manifested in the
topography of their region' (Needham, 1981: 4).
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The Wonnarua lived a semi nomadic life but, it was not random wanderings. The position of camps was often
determined by the availability of natural resources, like food and water, which were sometimes seasonal or
affected by floods, droughts and other climatic events. The availability of water was especially important in
choosing a location, 'irrespective of the size of the watercourse.' The smaller the waterway, the smaller the camp
(Koettig, 1990). Many creeks and creek junctions were particularly popular, as is evident in the archaeological
record of the Singleton, Muswellbrook and Jerrys Plain region (Brayshaw, 1987: 96). Koettig (1990: 118)
reinforces this with her modelling of a variety of Indigenous sites types in the Hunter Valley, the vast majority of
which are located in close proximity to water courses.
The sourcing of other natural resources besides food and water also dictated campsite locations. For example,
the construction of a canoe being in proximity to a place with suitable trees that had just the right bark to
construct it, as did the making of implements (like boomerangs and shields) or the sourcing of other raw
materials, such as stone, ochre or resin (Umwelt 2011). Together with natural resources, a suitable vantage point
in case of conflict was often considered when deciding on a camp site (Umwelt 2011).
At other times, social events and obligations also influenced a camp’s location. Interaction between different
nations and clans was an essential aspect of life for all Wonnarua. It provided them with opportunities to trade
goods, participate in important ceremonies and strengthen kinship and trading relationships. During the hot
summer months when fish were most plentiful, the Wonnarua visited the cooler coastal lands of the Worimi or
Awabakal while in the cooler months, the neighbours journeyed to Wonnarua country and took part in ‘ritual’
kangaroo hunts (Brayshaw 1987: 82). Such activities not only provided participants with food but also
strengthened social and economic ties between the various groups.
Trading relationships between inland and coastal Indigenous communities provided each group with
opportunities to procure items that were unavailable in their traditional lands or were in short supply. The
Wonnarua traded possum skins for shells with coastal tribes as neither group could source such materials from
their traditional lands. The shells were used for a range of purposes such as sharpening tools to fashioning
fishhooks (Brayshaw 1987: 67).
Ceremonies were an important aspect of life for the Wonnarua. They were frequently held when natural
resources, like food and water, were plentiful. There is now little evidence detailing where such events took
place, but it is known that they rotated around various sites, thereby allowing 'the local environment to fully
recover from periods of intensive exploitation' (Umwelt 2011). Initiation ceremonies were important rites of
passage for boys having reached puberty. It 'would make them spiritually as well as physically different from
women. No longer would they eat the female species of game or collect fruits and yams or even eat with the
women' (Miller 1985). It was a time when they assumed greater responsibilities as they went from being a boy
to a man. The actual ceremony was one occasion when neighbours participated in the event. A messenger
would be sent to other clans or nations inviting them to the gathering. Two circular clearings would be prepared
with a connecting pathway, creating sacred ground where certain parts of the ceremony would take place. These
areas were known as 'Bora' grounds.
Being a hunter and gatherer society, much time was spent procuring food and it was frequently sourced within
about five kilometres (or a day’s walk) of the campsite. The Wonnarua consumed a diet high in protein and
obtained this from kangaroo, emu, bandicoot, possum, native rats, fish, insect lava, lizards, snakes, grubs and
caterpillars. The water lily was also a popular item of food (Fawcett 1898: 152). Food gathering was performed
according to strict gender roles. Men fished, hunted larger game, like wallaby and kangaroo, and used bark nets
knitted by women to catch eels, emus and other animals. Women, on the other hand, gathered fruits, grubs,
roots, plants and hunted smaller animals, like lizards (Miller 1985).
The landscape provided the Wonnarua with all the tools and items they required for daily living. Bark was one of
the most common materials used by the Wonnarua, possibly because of its adaptability (Brayshaw 1987: 59). It
was utilised in the construction of many things, from shelters and transportation to shields and implements.
Cord from different types of bark was also made and was used for a variety of purposes, such as in the weaving
of nets or the securing of stone points to spear shafts (Brayshaw 1987: 60-63). The manufacture of string by
women was a sight of interest and intrigue for some early Europeans:
They twist and roll the bark in a curious manner with the palm of the hand upon the leg; with this
string they form nets of curious workmanship. In some the meshes are very small and neat, and the
whole knit without a knot, excepting at its completion (Ebsworth in Brayshaw 1987: 63).
With a number of large rivers and creeks in the region, bark canoes were important objects for the Wonnarua.
The canoes were usually made from one piece of bark and then shaped with the use of fire which made the
material malleable. The Australian Museum’s Morrison Collection has two bark canoes from the Hunter Valley
region (Nolan 2012: 32). Since the vessels were not built to withstand the rigors of the ocean, Nolan (2012, p. 34)
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speculates that they were constructed by one of the valley’s inland tribes and used for some of the area’s calmer
waters.

Figure 3-2: A canoe from the Hunter Valley. It is made from one single piece of bark
and was designed for the quiet waters of the area’s inland rivers (Australian
Museum, 2010).

Along with bark, hard wood was also used to create several different tools. Women’s yam sticks, often left
undecorated and used in food gathering and preparation, were constructed from wood and were sometimes up
to two metres in length (Brayshaw 1987: 65). Hard wood shields and boomerangs were also made.
Boomerangs were important hunting and fighting implements. Their unique, aerodynamic shape enabled the
hunter to kill or wound prey from a great distance and, in the hands of a skilled thrower, with great accuracy.
They also served as percussive instruments during ceremonies and as fire lighting aids (Australian Museum,
2010.). The Morrison Collection also contains a number of boomerangs from the Hunter Valley region. Since
Alexander Morrison sourced many of his artefacts from the St Clair Mission which accommodated a large
number of Wonnarua people, it is possible that some of the boomerangs and other objects were made by the
Wonnarua (Gray, 2010; Nolan, 2012).
Animals not only provided food for Indigenous communities but a variety of other items. Kangaroo bone was
shaped into sewing implements, such as needles, which were needed for making animal skin capes, mending
garments or the repair of other goods (Brayshaw 1987:67). Kangaroo and possum skins provided the Wonnarua
with warmth and were often sewn together to create articles of clothing, like cloaks or the ‘belts’ men wore
(Brayshaw 1987: 67). A cloak currently housed in the Smithsonian Institute in the United States of America was
made in the Hunter Valley and comprises twenty-two possum (Trichosurus vulpecula) skins and one grey
kangaroo (Macropus giganteus) skin (Brayshaw 1987: 72).
Aboriginal people were adept at modifying the landscape to suit their needs (Brayshaw 1987: 20). Fire was one
of the tools the Wonnarua people used for 'herding' kangaroos. About a month prior to the hunt, Wonnarua
people deliberately burnt areas of grassland, thereby attracting kangaroos when the newly germinated grasses
grew some weeks later. One visitor to the region in 1830 observed 'a large flock of kangaroos feeding upon
young and tender grass which had sprung up after a fire of the natives' (Brayshaw 1987: 21). The deliberate
lighting of fire also increased an area’s biodiversity and facilitated travel by destroying the undergrowth that
sometimes-made movement through the country more arduous. The Wonnarua also altered waterways by
creating weirs and fish traps to assist in the sourcing of fish, eels and other water creatures. This was sometimes
achieved by the use of grasses (Brayshaw 1987: 77).

3.1.2

Post European Settlement

The first official European excursion into the Hunter Valley occurred in 1801 when Lieutenant-Colonel Paterson
led a party of men along the Coal River (later Hunter River) to explore the region’s coal supplies (Brayshaw 1987:
9). Just over a decade later, Europeans were residing at Patersons Plains and Wallis Plains (now known as
Maitland) (Umwelt 2011). The establishment of a penal colony at Port Macquarie from 1804 to 1821 slowed the
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area’s settlement but by 1821, the area near Ravensworth had been occupied by the new arrivals, thereby
making James Bowman’s Ravensworth property the most northern settlement in the valley. By 1826 surveying
of the central Hunter Valley had been completed by Henry Dangar which only served to open it up to further
development and exploitation (Brayshaw 1987: 9). Soon after completing his survey, Dangar commented on the
speed of the transformation, writing that
'… this division of country … which, in 1822, possessed little more than its aboriginal [sic]
inhabitants, in 1826-7, more than half a million of acres were appropriated and in a forward state
of improvement' (Brayshaw 1987: 10).
The Hunter Valley was one of the first areas in the new colony to be settled outside of Sydney and Newcastle.
Land with river frontages along the Goulburn and Hunter Rivers and their larger tributaries were the first
properties to be acquired by the new occupants. By 1827, 25% of the valley had been appropriated by
Europeans (Daly & Brown 1964: 53). For the new settlers, the region 'seemed [like] a pastoral arcadia of thinly
wooded alluvial flats, long grass and abundant game' where profits could be readily made (Nolan 2012: 15). In
1826, one man commented that 'in all these luxuriant plains there is scarcely a superfluous tree to be seen... [The
land is] is only requiring the instrumentality of the plough to produce abundant crop' (Nolan 2012: 15).
With European settlement, radical changes to the landscape soon followed. Tracts of land were denuded of the
already relatively sparse timber to make way for agriculture and livestock and coal was mined to build, develop
and power the new colony. According to Dangar, 25,000 horned cattle and 80,000 sheep soon roamed the Valley
(Brayshaw 1987: 10). Animals not only damaged native vegetation by eating and stamping on it, but also
necessitated the felling of trees and the parcelling of land with fences to contain them and support the people
who were entrusted with their care. Such actions affected the habitats and habits of the plants and animals that
were central to the day to day existence of the Wonnarua.
As Europeans appropriated the central Hunter Valley for their own purposes, the Wonnarua were forced off
their lands. Initially the settlers occupied the best, flat locations along rivers and creeks but soon spread further
afield as they appropriated more and more land. This forced Indigenous clans to retreat further and further
inland. Consequently, they were driven to seek resources beyond their traditional boundaries in ways that
contravened millennia old systems of obligations, customs and responsibilities, and led to conflict with
neighbouring groups. As Fawcett (1898: 152) described in 1898:
Their tribal boundaries were both well-defined and clearly understood both by themselves and the
members of their neighbouring tribes. So strictly were all rights and privileges understood, that for
one tribe to enter into the district of another in pursuit of game was considered an offence of great
magnitude and a good ground for a hostile meeting.
As displacement became more widespread, violent disputes between the Wonnarua and European settlers
intensified. Initially when Europeans settled in the region 'the natives were acknowledged to be a harmless,
inoffensive race of people, and for the first two or three years they continued on the best terms with the
colonists. Subsequently, however, quarrels arose through their ignorance of [English] laws relative to the right of
property' (Breton 1833: 218-219). For the Europeans, land ownership equated to rights (such as restricted
access) yet for the Wonnarua, it concerned both rights and obligations. While the new settlers saw the taking of
their stock as theft, and therefore punishable, the Indigenous community perceived it very differently (Umwelt
2011). Not surprisingly, relations between the two deteriorated.
Some people in the Hunter Valley, like Reverent Lancelot Threlkeld, believed they were 'in a state of warfare'
with the Indigenous population and, in 1826, landowners petitioned Governor Darling for protection from the
armed 'tribes of black natives' as they feared the 'revenge and depredation of these infuriated and savage
people' (Umwelt 2011). Darling’s response to the petition 'encouraged the settlers to use ‘vigorous measures’ to
establish ascendancy over the Aboriginal resistance, resulting in the forming of many vigilante groups' (Umwelt
2011). European arms soon proved too powerful and that resistance by the valley’s original occupants had
largely ceased by 1830, less than three decades after Europeans arrived in the area.
The ensuing breakdown of Indigenous communities is largely attributed to the dispossession of their land, and
the subsequent loss of traditional lifestyle, but this is not the only cause. The onset of new, introduced diseases,
such as measles and small pox, and infections such as sexually transmitted syphilis, decimated communities as
they had no natural resistance to these ailments. The smallpox epidemic of 1789 killed many even before
Europeans had forayed beyond Sydney and this was followed by a second outbreak in 1829-31 (Brayshaw 1987:
49). A submission from the Reverend William Ross, Minister of the Church of Scotland to a Select Committee of
Inquiry, established to investigate Aboriginal affairs in the colony in 1846, noted that 'the number [of Indigenous
people] has greatly diminished; within the last seven years the decrease has certainly been one-third of the
number'. The writer explained that the camps of between eighty and ninety people he had seen seven years
earlier were now no more than twenty-five (Select Committee on the Condition of the Aborigines, 1846).

UW01

Page | 17

Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

Deaths resulting from disease or sickness frequently affected those most vulnerable - the young and the elderly,
which had profound ramifications on Aboriginal communities long into the future. The death of the elderly not
only meant that there were fewer and fewer elders to guide and unite communities, but also that the passing
down of important responsibilities, teachings and knowledge from one generation to the next was irrevocably
interrupted. The death of the young resulted in smaller communities since births could no longer replace those
lost. The inability to produce future generations was further hampered by the spread of sexually transmitted
diseases which left a large number of Indigenous adults infertile and increased the number of miscarriages and
still births. Fawcett (1898: 153) lamented that 'half a century of British debauchery, disease, and vice and their
accompaniments, have almost wiped [the Wonnarua] out altogether. A few years and their land will know them
no more'.
With the loss of their land and lifestyle, the Wonnarua were forced to rely ever more on European settlers.
According to Umwelt (2011) the traditional way of life for the Wonnarua, including the continuation of their
ceremonies, had all but gone by the 1870s and they began to increasingly adopt the ways of Europeans. Initially,
Aboriginal farm labourers and itinerant workers were sought after but this declined from the middle of the
1870s for a variety of reasons, including the introduction of wire fencing (which reduced the number of required
farm hands) and the arrival of more white workers in the region.
Others settled on religious or government run reserves or missions. From the 1860s, reserves became
increasingly popular in New South Wales as they were perceived as a means of controlling and attending to the
welfare of Indigenous populations. The missions also provided Colonial authorities with the opportunity to
‘civilise’ Aboriginal people by teaching them the English way of life, from customs and beliefs to daily activities
and language [Nolan 2012, p. 24). Seldom does such civilisation come at such a high price.
From 1890, many of the local Indigenous population, including Wonnarua, Awabakal, Worimi and Darkinung
people, resided at the St Clair mission. Founded by Reverend J S White, the sixty-acre property was established
in Carrowbrook, between Muswellbrook and Singleton (Nolan 2012). There the residents farmed the land whilst
maintaining some traditional aspects and rituals of their culture. In 1905, the Baptist run Aborigines Inland
Mission took over the site and the continuation of traditional ways was no longer acceptable (Gray 2010). In
1918, the site came under the control of the Aborigines Protection Board and was renamed the Mount Olive
Reserve. Under the new managers, adherence to strict rules was expected and any breaches resulted in removal
(Umwelt, 2011). The reserve remained operational until 1923 when it closed, forcing its residents to move
elsewhere. Many of these twice dispossessed people chose to settle around the township of Singleton and the
surrounding region.

3.2

Post-Contact Land Use within the MCCO Additional Project Area

3.2.1

Agriculture

Most of the native vegetation within and surrounding the MCCO Additional Project Area exists as either a highly
disturbed remnant or re-growth from extensive historical clearing for agriculture. The MCCO Additional Project
Area has a long history of agricultural use, including crops, olive groves and more recently extensive cattle
grazing. As such, the grasslands across much of the area are either pasture improved, or the quality of the
grasslands has been heavily reduced by grazing. The higher quality vegetation occurs in the steeper areas of the
MCCO Additional Project Area however most of this area still exhibits some form of modification, either from
timber collection, recreational use or cattle grazing.
Land parcels situated within the MCCO Additional Project Area are currently used for low intensity grazing. The
land use to the north and east are further areas of Mangoola owned grazing land and existing biodiversity
offsets. Land to the immediate north-west and west includes a parcel of forested Crown Land and private grazing
properties. The MCCO Additional Project Area is bordered to the south by the existing Mangoola Coal Mine, with
a small parcel of Crown land associated with a Travelling Stock Route (TSR) being located at the corner of
Wybong Post Office Road and Wybong Road (outside the MCCO Project Area).
The predominant land uses within the localities surrounding the MCCO Project Area include grazing, intensive
agriculture, vineyards, olive plantations, rural residential and commercial land uses. Other surrounding land uses
include bushland and community uses (including the Wybong Hall).

3.2.2

Mining

As identified above, current and historic land uses within the MCCO Project Area include agriculture,
recreational uses and, to the south of Wybong Road, open cut coal mining in the approved Mangoola Coal Mine.
Within the MCCO Additional Project Area other disturbances include infrastructure installations such as former
and current Electricity Transmission Lines and approved mine related activities such as exploration drill pads.
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Mining related disturbances, such as drill pads, were subject to due diligence inspections prior to the works
commencing (Umwelt 2017, EMM 2017).
Mining activities within the localities surrounding the MCCO Project Area include the existing coal mining
operations of Mount Pleasant (9 kilometres north east), Bengalla (10 kilometres east) and Mount Arthur Coal (12
kilometres south east).

3.3

Approvals History

The MCCO Project Area includes the existing approved Project Area for Mangoola Coal Mine and the MCCO
Additional Project Area as shown in Map 3-1, below.
Mangoola has operated the Mangoola Coal Mine since mining commenced at the site in September 2010 in
accordance with Project Approval 06_0014 which was originally granted in June 2007 under Part 3A of the NSW
Environmental Planning & Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act).
Mangoola currently holds mining tenements covering the existing operations, the MCCO Additional Project Area
and surrounding lands. These tenements include Mining Lease (ML) 1626, ML 1747, Assessment Lease (AL) 9 and
Exploration Lease (EL) 5552 and are illustrated on Map 3-1. The proposed Additional Mining Area and proposed
Emplacement Areas are located entirely within AL 9. The extent of the proposed Additional Mining Area was
determined following extensive mineral exploration activities undertaken in accordance with conditions of AL 9
and the Mining Act 1992.
Mangoola Coal has completed extensive mineral exploration activities within the MCCO Additional Project Area
to define the extent of further coal resources to the north of Wybong Road.
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Map 3-1: Tenements within the MCCO Project Area
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4

Archaeology of the MCCO Additional Project Area

4.1

Aboriginal Archaeological Impact Assessment

The Aboriginal archaeological impact assessment of the MCCO Additional Project Area was undertaken by OzArk.
The following section is an edited extract of the archaeological assessment summary report written by Ben
Churcher (OzArk).
Assessment of the MCCO Additional Project Area took place with the assistance of the RAPs and Wonnarua
Knowledge Holders from 5 February 2018 and included a 13-day survey program and a test excavation program
that ran between 15-18 May 2018.
The assessment of the MCCO Additional Project Area recorded 12 artefact scatters and 13 isolated finds. It also
re-assessed 49 previously recorded and registered sites that were known to exist in the MCCO Additional Project
Area. Therefore, in total, the archaeological assessment considers 74 sites. Most of these sites are stone artefact
sites although there are two potential archaeological deposits (PADs) and five rock shelters with PAD in this
number.
The impact assessment concluded that there are 26 sites (15 artefact scatters and 11 isolated finds) within the
Proposed Disturbance Footprint that will be impacted by the MCCO Project if it is approved.
As a result of information gained during the survey and test excavation, most of the sites (n=24; 92 per cent of
all 26 sites liable to be impacted) have been assessed as having low scientific significance. In most cases this is
because the sites are low density artefact scatters or isolated finds located in landforms with thin A-Horizon soils
where further subsurface archaeological deposits are unlikely. In some cases, the artefacts may be more
numerous, but erosion has affected a large percentage of the site and the visible artefacts are displaced and of
limited archaeological value. The remaining two sites have been assessed to have a low-moderate or moderate
scientific significance. Due to the level of existing disturbance within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint, no
sites have been assessed as having a high scientific significance.

4.1.1

Effect of disturbance on the archaeological landscape

The major disturbances within the MCCO Additional Project Area that have altered the archaeological landscape
are:
1.

Extensive clearing of native vegetation - apart from some small pockets of vegetation in the western
portions, the entirety of the MCCO Additional Project Area has been cleared. This would suggest that
certain site types, such as scarred trees, will be extremely rare within the MCCO Additional Project Area. In
addition, extensive clearing will have encouraged downslope movement of soils. As the MCCO Additional
Project Area is generally sloping from north to south, this would indicate that soils, as well as the artefacts
that may have been within them, have accumulated in the southern portions of the MCCO Additional
Project Area.

2.

Soil movement - as noted above, landforms in the north of the MCCO Additional Project Area are within
degrading environments, while landforms in the south adjacent to Big Flat Creek are within an aggrading
environment. The archaeological implications are that sites in the north may have been displaced or
destroyed, while sites in the south are either buried or are representations of artefacts that have
accumulated in these more low-lying areas.

3.

Cultivation - substantial parts of the MCCO Additional Project Area have historically been cultivated. While
cultivation may not completely remove archaeological material from an area, it will, at least in the uppermost levels, severely disturb any archaeological deposits.

4.

Erosion - inspection of the MCCO Additional Project Area during the current assessment found that erosive
degradation of drainages has been extensive in the past. The drainage systems including Big Flat Creek,
have become channelised (perhaps losing their former Chain of Ponds morphology) and many show
evidence of bank collapse. Large areas of deep sheet wash erosion are present in the north. Additionally,
extensive gully erosion of creek banks and sheet wash erosion of adjacent landforms was identified across
the MCCO Additional Project Area. The major tributary to Big Flat Creek in the eastern portion of the MCCO
Additional Project Area has been subject to significant modification through erosion. The channelised
eastern extent of this tributary is deeply incised and broadens out into a wide sand plain in the west.

In summary, the impact of historical European farming practices within the MCCO Additional Project Area has
led to a significant modification of the pre-1788 environment. This includes a marked change in vegetation
cover, increased erosion and morphological changes to the local creeks. The impact of all these disturbances on
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the archaeological record is profound and any archaeological investigations of areas such as the MCCO
Additional Project Area are inevitably examining a depleted and disrupted archaeological landscape.

4.1.2

Archaeological Discussion and Management: Summary

The assessment of the MCCO Additional Project Area recorded 12 artefact scatters and 13 isolated finds. It also
re-assessed 49 previously recorded and registered sites that were known to exist in the MCCO Additional Project
Area. Therefore, in total, the archaeological assessment considers 74 sites.

4.2

Assessment of Scientific Significance

25 new sites were recorded within the MCCO Additional Project Area during the survey consisting of 12 artefact
scatters and 13 isolated finds. Of the artefact scatters, nine sites recorded less than 10 artefacts and only one
site recorded a high artefact density of over 100 artefacts (MN OS12). Only at three locations was it assessed
that there is potential for subsurface deposits: MN OS7 (low–moderate potential); MN OS11 (moderate
potential); and MN OS12 (moderate potential). None of the recorded sites was remarkable in its manifestation;
either in terms of the types of artefacts recorded, the raw material the artefacts were manufactured from or the
density and nature of the surface artefact manifestation. The recorded sites are also very representative of
artefact sites in the upper Hunter Valley both in terms of the types of artefacts recorded and the raw materials
from which the artefacts were manufactured.
As a result, most newly recorded sites have a low scientific significance as they generally have:


A low artefact density



No associated subsurface deposits



No remarkable features and are generally representative of other artefact sites in the upper Hunter Valley



A high likelihood of being in a secondary context



A limited ability to inform on the nature and spatial extent of past Aboriginal occupation in the MCCO
Additional Project Area.

Table 4-1 shows the scientific significance of the newly recorded artefact scatters and isolated finds. Under the
column ‘Justification’ a brief explanation is given of those site features that elevate or lower a particular site’s
scientific significance.
Table 4-1: Scientific significance of newly recorded sites
Site Name

Feature(s)

Potential for
subsurface deposits

Scientific
Significance

Justification

Mangoola North OS1

Artefacts: 2

Nil

Low

Low artefact density; lack of associated subsurface
deposits; disturbed context

Mangoola North OS2

Artefacts: 2

Nil

Low

Low artefact density; lack of associated subsurface
deposits; disturbed context

Mangoola North OS3

Artefacts: 2

Nil

Low

Low artefact density; lack of associated subsurface
deposits; disturbed context

Mangoola North OS4

Artefacts: 4

Nil

Low

Low artefact density; lack of associated subsurface
deposits; disturbed context

Mangoola North OS5

Artefacts: 11

Nil

Low

Low artefact density; lack of associated subsurface
deposits; disturbed context

Mangoola North OS6

Artefacts: 8

Nil

Low

Low artefact density; lack of associated subsurface
deposits; disturbed context

Mangoola North OS7

Artefacts: 2

Low–moderate

Low–moderate

Low artefact density; some potential for associated
subsurface deposits

Mangoola North OS8

Artefacts: 2

Nil

Low

Low artefact density; lack of associated subsurface
deposits; disturbed context

Mangoola North OS9

Artefacts: 6

Nil

Low

Low artefact density; lack of associated subsurface
deposits; disturbed context

Mangoola North OS10

Artefacts: 2

Nil

Low

Low artefact density; lack of associated subsurface
deposits; disturbed context

Mangoola North OS11

Artefacts: 12

Moderate

Low–moderate

Low–moderate artefact density; some potential for
associated subsurface deposits

Mangoola North
OS12

Artefacts: 100+

Moderate

Moderate

High artefact density; some potential for associated
subsurface deposits

Mangoola North IF1

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context
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Mangoola North IF2

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

Mangoola North IF3

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

Mangoola North IF4

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

Mangoola North IF5

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

Mangoola North IF6

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

Mangoola North IF7

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

Mangoola North IF8

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

Mangoola North IF9

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

Mangoola North IF10

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

Mangoola North IF11

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

Mangoola North IF12

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

There are 49 previously recorded sites within the MCCO Additional Project Area.
All these sites were re-assessed during the 2018 survey to determine their current condition and significance.
Table 4-2 lists the 49 previously recorded sites in the MCCO Additional Project Area. The scientific significance of
these sites includes the determination of ‘unknown’ at some sites, such as the five rock shelter sites, where a
PAD has been registered but there is no surface manifestation of artefacts. To accurately determine the scientific
values at these sites further investigation, most likely excavation, would be required. Other sites range from low
scientific values (in the majority) to a few sites with moderate-high scientific values. These latter sites have been
afforded higher scientific values due to the high density of surface artefacts and the high possibility that there
are in situ archaeological deposits. However, as the sites are also heavily eroded in places, a determination of
high scientific values is not made at these sites as there is a high chance, in areas, of disturbance.
Table 4-2: Significance assessment for all previously recorded sites
AHIMS

Site name

Site Type

Scientific Significance

Justification

37-2-0509

Sandy Hollow, Singleton 1

Artefact scatter

Low-moderate

Moderate density of surface artefacts. Some
potential for subsurface deposits

37-2-0739

Manobalai-Castle Rock 2

Isolated artefact

Low

Precise location of site is unknown

37-2-0740

Manobalai-Castle Rock 3

Isolated artefact

Low

Precise location of site is unknown

37-2-0741

Manobalai-Castle Rock 4

Artefact scatter

Low

Precise location of site is unknown

37-2-0742

Manobalai-Castle Rock 5

Artefact scatter

Low-moderate

Moderate density of surface artefacts. Some
potential for subsurface deposits

37-2-2164

BFC01

Artefact scatter

Low

Artefacts unable to be located

37-2-2190

BFC28

Artefact scatter

Low

Low artefact density and low probability of
associated subsurface deposits

37-2-2191

BFC29

Artefact scatter

Low

Artefacts unable to be located

37-2-2193

BFC31

Artefact scatter

Moderate

Moderate surface artefact density and some
potential for subsurface deposits. Some general
disturbances in the area

37-2-3882

BFC69

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

37-2-3883

BFC70

Artefact scatter

Low

Artefacts unable to be located

37-2-3884

BFC71

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

37-2-3990

BFC90

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

37-2-3991

BFC91

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

37-2-4109

BFC96

Artefact scatter

Low

Low artefact density and low probability of
associated subsurface deposits

37-2-4116

BFC92

Artefact scatter

Low

Low artefact density and low probability of
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associated subsurface deposits
37-2-4117

BFC93

Artefact scatter

Low

Low artefact density and low probability of
associated subsurface deposits

37-2-4118

BFC94

Artefact scatter

Low

Low artefact density and low probability of
associated subsurface deposits

37-2-4119

BFC95

Artefact scatter

Low-moderate

Moderate density of surface artefacts. Some
potential for subsurface deposits

37-2-4491

BFC99

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

37-2-4492

BFC100

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

37-2-4563

BFC102

Artefact scatter

Low

Low artefact density and low probability of
associated subsurface deposits

37-2-4580

BFC107(MDG1)

Isolated
artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

37-2-4582

BFC109 (MDG3)

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

37-2-4863

BFC111

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

37-2-5425

BFC150

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

37-2-5428

BCF113A

Artefact scatter

Low

Low artefact density and low probability of
associated subsurface deposits

37-2-5430

BFC115

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

37-2-5431

BFC116

Artefact scatter

Low

Moderate artefact density but highly disturbed
(erosion) with a low probability of associated
subsurface deposits

37-2-5432

BFC117

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

37-2-5433

BFC118

PAD

Unknown

Undetermined until further investigation can take
place

37-2-5434

BFC119

PAD

Unknown

Undetermined until further investigation can take
place

37-2-5439

BFC124

Artefact scatter

Low

Low artefact density and low probability of
associated subsurface deposits

37-2-5440

BFC125

Artefact scatter

Moderate

Moderate-high artefact density and moderate
probability of associated subsurface deposits

37-2-5441

BFC126

Artefact scatter,
PAD

Moderate-high

High artefact density and high probability of
associated subsurface deposits

37-2-5442

BFC127

Artefact scatter,
PAD

Moderate-high

High artefact density and high probability of
associated subsurface deposits

37-2-5443

BFC128

Rockshelter,
PAD

Unknown

Undetermined until further investigation can take
place. Preliminary assessment would indicate that
PAD is unlikely due to the slope of the rockshelter
floor and the restricted depth of potential deposit

37-2-5444

BFC129

Rockshelter,
PAD

Unknown

Undetermined until further investigation can take
place. Preliminary assessment would indicate that
PAD is unlikely due to the slope of the rockshelter
floor and the restricted depth of potential deposit

37-2-5445

BFC130

Rockshelter,
PAD

Unknown

Undetermined until further investigation can take
place. Preliminary assessment would indicate that
PAD is unlikely due to the slope of the rockshelter
floor and the restricted depth of potential deposit

37-2-5446

BFC131

Rockshelter,
PAD

Unknown

Undetermined until further investigation can take
place. Preliminary assessment would indicate that
PAD is unlikely due to the small size of the
rockshelter

37-2-5447

BFC132

Rockshelter,
PAD

Unknown

Undetermined until further investigation can take
place

37-2-5448

BFC133

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

37-2-5449

BFC134

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context
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37-2-5450

BFC135

Artefact scatter

Low

Low artefact density and low probability of
associated subsurface deposits

37-2-5451

BFC136

Artefact scatter

Low

Low artefact density and low probability of
associated subsurface deposits

37-2-5452

BFC137

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a secondary context

37-2-5480

MCO001

Isolated artefact

Low-moderate

Now recorded as an artefact scatter with a moderate
density of surface artefacts. Some potential for
subsurface deposits

37-2-4490

BFC98

Artefact Scatter

Salvaged

37-2-5429

BCF114A

PAD

Site was situated on an undifferentiated, sloping
landform on thin soils. Nearby watercourse was
assessed as a modified drainage, rather than a true
creek. As such, the presence of a PAD was assessed
as unlikely. BC114A was investigated in the test
excavation program.

4.2.1

Likely Impacts to Aboriginal Cultural Heritage as a result of the Project

The preceding investigation has determined that there are 74 known Aboriginal sites in the MCCO Additional
Project Area consisting of:


25 newly recorded sites,



49 previously recorded sites (BFC98 has been salvaged under permit and BFC114a has been determined to
be ‘not a site’).

Of these 74 sites, 26 are located within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint and will be impacted should the
MCCO Project be approved.
Table 4-3 lists the 26 sites within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint. Most of the sites that will be impacted by
the MCCO Project have a low scientific significance. Only two sites have higher values, with one having moderate
scientific values and the other having low–moderate scientific values.
Table 4-3: Sites within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint
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AHIMS

Site name

GDA Zone 56 Easting

GDA Zone 56 Northing

37-2-0741
37-2-2193

Site type

Scientific significance

Manobalai-Castle Rock 4

282366

6429691

Artefact Scatter

Low

BFC31

281240

6426955

Artefact Scatter

Moderate

37-2-3884

BFC71

279867

6427119

Isolated Find

Low

37-2-3990

BFC90

281031

6428000

Artefact Scatter

Low

37-2-4116

BFC92

281209

6427089

Artefact Scatter

Low

37-2-4117

BFC93

281221

6427043

Artefact Scatter

Low

37-2-4118

BFC94

281279

6427036

Artefact Scatter

Low

37-2-4119

BFC95

281295

6427016

Artefact Scatter

Low- moderate

37-2-4491

BFC99

280346

6427883

Isolated Find

Low

37-2-4492

BFC100

280903

6427775

Isolated find

Low

37-2-4563

BFC102

279819

6426539

Artefact Scatter

Low

37-2-5425

BFC150

281157

6427427

Isolated Find

Low

37-2-5428

BFC113A

280986

6428161

Isolated Find

Low

37-2-5430

BFC115

281046

6428510

Isolated Find

Low

37-2-5431

BFC116

280994

6428280

Artefact Scatter

Low

37-2-5432

BFC117

280935

6428081

Isolated Find

Low

37-2-5449

BFC134

280473

6428323

Artefact Scatter

Low

Pending

MN OS9

280665

6426947

Artefact Scatter

Low

Pending

MN OS8

281323

6427157

Artefact Scatter

Low

Pending

MN OS6

281484

6427507

Artefact Scatter

Low

Pending

MN OS4

280897

6428031

Artefact Scatter

Low

Pending

MN OS1

281109

6429054

Artefact Scatter

Low

Pending

MN IF3

282813

6428831

Isolated Find

Low

Pending

MN IF5

281343

6428107

Isolated Find

Low

Pending

MN IF6

281266

6427960

Isolated Find

Low

Pending

MN IF11

281179

6427171

Isolated Find

Low
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4.2.2

Impacts to a former portion of ACHOA-5

As part of the original approval for the Mangoola Coal Mine a conservation area was proposed along Big Flat
Creek (ACHOA-5) which shared both ecological and archaeological values. During the planning phase for this
Project it was identified that an access corridor would be required across Big Flat Creek and Wybong Road to link
the two operational areas.
As such, approximately 12.0 ha of originally proposed area of ACHOA-5 is located within the MCCO Additional
Project Area. Of this, approximately 4.20 ha lies within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint and is proposed to
be impacted by the MCCO Project should it be approved. This represents approximately 1% and 0.4% of all
ACHOA area currently managed by Mangoola respectively.
This portion of the former ACHOA has been excised from the Voluntary Conservation Agreement (VCA). This VCA
application will ensure the protection of the remaining portion of ACHOA-5 in perpetuity.
The overpass area providing connection to the MCCO Project contains five sites that are within the Proposed
Disturbance Footprint and will be impacted by the MCCO Project. These sites are 37-2-4117 (BFC93: low
scientific significance); 37-2-4116 (BFC92: low scientific significance); 37-2-4119 (BFC95: low-moderate scientific
significance); 37-2-4118 (BFC94: low scientific significance); and 37-2-2193 (BFC31: moderate scientific
significance).
To mitigate the loss of scientific values at these sites, a program of limited manual excavation is proposed to
take place in the former portion of ACHOA-5 so that information regarding the nature and extent of these sites is
captured, but only after project approval. This methodology is detailed within the MCCO Aboriginal Archaeology
Assessment Report.

4.3

Archaeological Management of Known Aboriginal Sites

4.3.1

Archaeological salvage

As a result of the current assessment, 26 sites have been recorded within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint.
45 sites in the MCCO Additional Project Area will be avoided as they are located outside of the Proposed
Disturbance Footprint. As seen in Table 4-4, the most common management strategy recommended on
archaeological grounds alone is for the salvage of a site through the recording and collection of surface artefacts.
This recommendation is made due to:


The nature of the recorded sites (93% of sites are isolated finds or low-density artefact scatters with no
associated subsurface deposits)



Generally thin A-Horizon soils that preclude subsurface archaeological deposits



Being generally located in landforms of lower archaeological potential (i.e. in areas distant to reliable water)



Generally high previous disturbance from a range of factors including erosion and land use practices



The low archaeological values assigned to the sites.

Sites designated for surface artefact collection have a very limited ability to further inform the community about
the history and culture of the area. While any potential research questions are limited, some information can
nevertheless be gained.
Table 4-4 sets out the recommended archaeological management of all sites within or adjacent to the Proposed
Disturbance Footprint.
Table 4-4: Management recommendations for sites within the Proposed Disturbance
Footprint
Scientific
significance

Degree of harm

Comment

Management strategy

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density artefact
scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

BFC31

Artefact
Scatter

Moderate

Total (Although the site
spans the Proposed
Disturbance Footprint
boundary, it is
recommended that the
entire site be salvaged.)

Moderate surface
artefact density and
some potential for
subsurface deposits.
Some general
disturbances in the
area

Archaeological excavation as the
site is located within a former
portion of ACHOA-5 and was
intentionally not investigated
during the test excavation
program.

BFC71

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

AHIMS ID

Site name

Site type

37-2-0741

ManobalaiCastle Rock
4

37-2-2193

37-2-3884
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37-2-3990

BFC90

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density artefact
scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

37-2-4116

BFC92

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density artefact
scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

37-2-4117

BFC93

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density artefact
scatter

Archaeological excavation as the
site is located within a former
portion of ACHO-5 and was
intentionally not investigated
during the test excavation
program. Excavation at this site
to sample northern bank of Big
Flat Creek.

37-2-4118

BFC94

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density artefact
scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

37-2-4119

BFC95

Artefact
Scatter

Lowmoderate

Total

Moderate surface
artefact density and
some potential for
subsurface deposits.
Some general
disturbances in the
area

Archaeological excavation as the
site is located within a former
portion of ACHOA-5 and was
intentionally not investigated
during the test excavation
program.

37-2-4491

BFC99

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

37-2-4492

BFC100

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

37-2-4563

BFC102

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density artefact
scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

37-2-5425

BFC150

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

37-2-5428

BFC113A

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

37-2-5430

BFC115

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

37-2-5431

BFC116

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density artefact
scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

37-2-5432

BFC117

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

37-2-5449

BFC134

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density artefact
scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

Pending

MN OS1

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density artefact
scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

Pending

MN OS4

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density artefact
scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

Pending

MN OS6

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density artefact
scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

Pending

MN OS8

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density artefact
scatter

Archaeological excavation as
the site is located within a
former portion of ACHOA-5 and
was intentionally not
investigated during the test
excavation program. Excavation
at this site to sample northern
bank of Big Flat Creek.

Pending

MN OS9

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density artefact
scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

Pending

MN IF3

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

Pending

MN IF5

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

Pending

MN IF6

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

Pending

MN IF11

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

4.3.2

Sites requiring specific management to prevent harm

There are four sites that are closely adjacent to the Proposed Disturbance Footprint and may be unintentionally
harmed by the MCCO Project unless specific management is undertaken to avoid impacts. Due to their proximity
to proposed works, these sites are at greater risk of unintentional impact when compared to sites located
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further away. These sites should be permanently fenced and signed prior to works beginning to provide
adequate protection.
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Table 4-5: Sites requiring specific management to ensure conservation

4.3.3

AHIMS ID

Site name

GDA Zone 56 Easting

GDA Zone 56 Northing

37-2-0742
37-2-5433

site type

Scientific significance

Manobalai-Castle Rock 5

283181

6429240

Artefact Scatter

Low-moderate

BFC118

282324

6428173

PAD

Unknown

37-2-5480

MCO001

283039

6428912

Artefact Scatter

Low

Pending

MN OS5

279841

6427694

Artefact Scatter

Low

Management of blast impacts

There are five previously registered rock shelters with PAD within the Project Area: BFC128 (37-2-5443); BFC129
(37-2-5444); BFC130 (37-2-5445); BFC131 (37-2-5446); and BFC132 (37-2-5447).
All rock shelters were inspected during the survey and none recorded any evidence of Aboriginal occupation and
all were regarded as being very unlikely to contain PAD. However, they have been registered on AHIMS and so
there are two courses of possible action:


Undertake archaeological excavations within the rock shelters to determine if they are sites or not; or



Undertake to preserve the sites in situ. This would mean ensuring that blast impacts were managed to
ensure that no harm came to the shelters or the potential deposits within them.

The blast assessment completed by Enviro Strata Consulting as part of the MCCO EIS has not identified any
significant ground vibration levels that are likely to cause impacts to the identified rockshelter sites. As per the
current operation, an assessment of blast impacts will be undertaken on a yearly basis by an independent
consultant for the Project to ensure that there are no impacts occurring to these sites as a result of blasting by
the project. It is recommended that the rockshelter sites be included in the annual site condition monitoring
requirements.
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5

Aboriginal Community Consultation

Aboriginal people have rights and interests in the assessment and control of cultural heritage objects and places.
In recognising these rights and interests, all parties concerned with identifying, conserving and managing cultural
heritage should acknowledge, accept and act on the principles that Aboriginal people:


are the primary source of information about the value of their heritage and how this is best protected and
conserved;



must have an active role in any Aboriginal cultural heritage planning process;



must have early input into the assessment of the cultural significance of their heritage and its management
so they can continue to fulfil their obligations towards their heritage; and



must control the way in which cultural knowledge and other information relating specifically to their
heritage is used, as this may be an integral aspect of its heritage value.

Consultation with Aboriginal people about cultural heritage places and the way those places should be managed
is required under Part 6 of the NP&W Act. The processes of consultation are specifically outlined in the
Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water publication 'Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation
requirements for proponents 2010'.
This project has followed these guidelines and has also been consistent with the DECC 2005 guidelines.
Table 11.1 outlines the extensive series of consultation activities and workshops conducted by the MCCO Project
throughout the preparation of this ACHAR.

5.1

Consultation Objectives and Approaches
'Consultation with Aboriginal people is an integral part of the process of investigating and assessing
Aboriginal cultural heritage. Aboriginal people who hold cultural knowledge about the area, objects
and places that may be directly or indirectly affected by the proposed activity must be given the
opportunity to be consulted. This is done through the process of investigating, assessing and
working out how to manage the harm from the proposed activity. Consultation must adhere to the
requirements set out in Clause 80C of the NPW Regulation' (OEH 2011:2).
'Conservation, interpretation and management of a place should provide for the participation of
people for whom the place has special associations and meanings, or who have social, spiritual or
other cultural responsibilities for the place' (Australia ICOMOS 1999).

Based on the SEAR's and OEH guidelines for Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment in NSW, Aboriginal
participation and involvement of in all stages of cultural heritage assessment and management has been
fundamental to the MCCO Project’s ACHAR.
After formal notification and expressions of interest in the MCCO Project by the RAPs, Project staff approached
the Knowledge Holder groups (WNAC, Gomeroi and the PCWP) to understand if they wished to use the
consultation model that has been developed during the consultation process for other Glencore sites (namely
the Bulga Optimisation Project, the Mt Owen Continued Operations Project and the United Wambo JV Project).
PCWP chose to provide their own cultural values assessment report to the MCCO Project, while the WNAC and
Gomeroi participated in the site visits and workshops facilitated by ACHM and Mangoola.
Fundamental to the consultation process was the active participation of all RAPs in the assessment of Project
impacts, and the development of management recommendations and measures relevant to the Aboriginal
cultural significance values statements and assessment concerns.
The steps employed in the cultural heritage assessment for the MCCO Project include(d):


Extensive workshop discussions with the Community RAPs



RAPs statements of cultural values, survey methodology comments and sharing of historic information
including Project area land use context statements;



Reference to OzArk archaeological reports to gain an understanding of other components of the Aboriginal
cultural heritage assessment;



Facilitation of RAPs consultation on the cultural values of the MCCO Additional Project Area, and where
required, Walks on Country to discuss Aboriginal cultural heritage values;



Archival investigation;
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Consultation with OEH; and



Assessment of the key cultural heritage issues for the MCCO Project, considering relevant guidelines,
policies and plans and input from RAPs including Traditional Owners and Knowledge Holders.

As an outcome of this process, this ACHAR presents a combined understanding of Aboriginal cultural heritage
values of the MCCO Additional Project Area, as identified by all RAPs, historical research and the archaeological
assessment.
This ACHAR also presents an impact assessment that incorporates the views of all RAPs and presents a series of
management measures and recommendations that have been prepared in consultation with the RAPs.

Figure 5-1: Integrated ACHAR approach.

The following sections provide a summary of the key stages of consultation with and involvement of all of the
RAPs in the preparation of the ACHAR, excluding a description of the consultation undertaken for the separate
report prepared by the PCWP and the report information compiled in consultation with the Community RAPs.
Figure 5-1 (above) illustrates how the information gathered from both workshops and the PCWP assessment
sources, combined with the results of the MCCO Project’s archaeological assessment have been prepared to
provide a comprehensive assessment of cultural significance values of the Proposed Disturbance Footprint in the
MCCO Additional Project Area, and to provide a consolidated management framework for the MCCO Project
based on intergenerational equity and Care and Control considerations.

5.2

Cultural Heritage Assessment Process for the Project

The key stages of the cultural heritage assessment process used by the MCCO Project are derived from the
Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (OEH 2011).
The stages of consultation and assessment, as described in the Guidelines for Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Impact
Assessment and Community Consultation (DEC 2005) include:


Undertaking a preliminary assessment to determine if the MCCO Project is likely to have an impact on
Aboriginal cultural heritage
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Identifying the Aboriginal cultural heritage values associated with the area through consultation with
Aboriginal people with cultural knowledge or responsibilities for country in which the proposed project
occurs, written and oral research and field investigations



Understanding of the significance of the identified Aboriginal cultural heritage values



Assessing the impacts of the proposed development on Aboriginal objects and Aboriginal places



Describing and justifying the proposed outcomes and alternatives, and



Documenting the Aboriginal cultural heritage impact assessment and the conclusion and recommendations
to afford appropriate protection of Aboriginal cultural value.

5.2.1

Four Stages of Consultation and Assessment

Consultation consistent with the DEC (2005) and DECCW (2010a) guidelines and in accordance with the
principles of The Burra Charter (Australia ICOMOS, 2013) has involved four consultation stages as detailed in the
DECCW (2010a) guidelines outlined below.
Stage 1: During Stage 1 the MCCO Project undertook formal notification of the proposed Project and the ACHAR
process, and the opportunity for Aboriginal parties to formally register their interest in the MCCO Project. Stage
1 of the DECCW (2010) consultation process aims to ‘Identify, notify and register Aboriginal people who hold
cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects and / or places in the
area of the proposed Project’.

5.2.2

Agency Notification

In accordance with Section 4.1.2 of DECCW (2010), the MCCO Project notified the following organisations on 5th
October 2017 about the MCCO Project, and sought information on any Aboriginal people or organisations who
may hold cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance associated with the MCCO
Additional Project Area:
Table 5-1: Agency Notifications
Agency
Wanaruah Local Aboriginal Land
Council (WLALC)
Office of the Registrar of
Aboriginal Land Rights Act
(ORLAR)
Office of Environment
Heritage (OEH)

and

Native
Title
Services
Corporation (NTSCorp)
National Native Title Tribunal
(NNTT)
Muswellbrook
(MSC)

Shire

Council

Hunter
(HLLS)

Land

Services

5.2.3

Local

Date
Notified

Date
Response

05/10/2017

20/10/2017

Provided extensive list of RAP's not necessarily represented by or associated with
the WLALC

05/10/2017

10/10/2017

Advised that there were no Registered Aboriginal Owners pursuant to Division 3
of the Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983

05/10/2017

11/10/2017

Responded with list of individuals who might have interests in the MCCO
Additional Project Area

05/10/2017

20/11/2017

Advising that NTSCorp represent the Gomeroi People native title claimants

05/10/2017

05/10/2017

Advised that Gomeroi People and Scott Franks and Anor on behalf of the Plains
Clans of the Wonnarua People have overlapping native title claims over the
MCCO Additional Project Area

05/10/2017

16/10/2017

Provided contact details for WLALC and HVAC

05/10/2017

Response

No response

Public Notification

Advertisements were placed in the following publications seeking registrations of interest for the MCCO Project


Hunter Valley News (published 11th October 2017)



Muswellbrook Chronicle (published 13th October 2017)

A copy of these advertisement is provided in Appendix 11.3.2.

5.2.4

Written Notification to invite Participation in the ACHAR Process

Following the newspaper advertisements and correspondence mentioned above, a comprehensive list was
developed containing the contact details of 91 Aboriginal parties. A written notification was posted to each of
these between 26th-30th October 2017 to provide the opportunity to register an interest and participate.
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In accordance with Section 4.1.6 of DECCW (2010a) guidelines, on the 14th December 2017 a copy of the
following documentation was provided to OEH and WLALC at the end of the formal Stage 1 registration period:


The Advertisements placed in the Muswellbrook Chronicle and the Hunter Valley News;



Copies of original letters sent to Aboriginal parties notifying them of the MCCO Projects Aboriginal cultural
heritage assessment process; and



A list or record of those Aboriginal parties who registered an expression of interest in the MCCO Project’s
Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment.

As specified in Section 4.1.5 of DECCW (2010a) guidelines, all RAPs were afforded the opportunity to withhold
their information being provided to OEH.
A copy of the initial letter sent to the identified individuals and organisations is shown in Appendix 11.3.1.

5.2.5

Registration of Aboriginal Parties

In accordance with Section 4.1.3 of DECCW (2010), all 91 Aboriginal parties identified through the process noted
above were sent notification letters, introducing the MCCO Project and inviting their registrations of interest by
13th November 2017. By 14th December 2017 the MCCO Project had 37 Registered Aboriginal Parties.
A full list of all RAPs is included in Appendix 11.2.
Stage 2: Mangoola, OzArk, and ACHM conducted initial Project description consultation, which included
presenting information on the proposed Project to all Aboriginal parties who registered an interest in Stage 1.
Four of these Aboriginal stakeholder groups asked to be consulted separately. Copies of this information was
shared with all RAPs. Consultation with the RAPs involved a combination of consultation forums, including
meetings, briefing sessions and included inspections of the MCCO Additional Project Area. Stage 2 also included
the briefings to the PCWP, Gomeroi and WNAC groups. In accordance with Section 4.2.1 of DECCW (2010a), the
RAPs who had registered an interest in the MCCO Project during Stage 1 were sent a letter on 19th-22nd
February 2018 inviting their participation in the archaeological surveys commencing on the 5th February 2018.

5.2.6

ACHAR Agreement with PCWP

Through the consultation during Stage 2 PCWP elected to produce their own ACHAR. The PCWP report was to be
completed and delivered to Mangoola with a comprehensive assessment of the cultural values of the MCCO
Additional Project Area from the PCWP's perspective, and to provide management recommendations for the
MCCO Project. These recommendations were to specifically address intergenerational equity as well as Care and
Control considerations.
The remaining RAP's and Knowledge Holder groups were consulted during sessions facilitated by Mangoola and
ACHM.

5.2.7

Draft Archaeological Survey Methodology

In accordance with Sections 4.2, 4.3.1 and 4.3.2 of DECCW (2010a), the Draft Archaeological Survey
Methodology, including a Project Community Information Sheet was mailed out to Registered RAPS for
comment (28-day review) on 15th December 2017. MCCO received positive feedback from a number of RAPs.
This feedback is presented in Appendix 11.3.6.

5.2.8

Draft Archaeological Test Pitting Methodology

In accordance with Sections 4.2, 4.3.1 and 4.3.2 of DECCW (2010a), the Draft Archaeological Test Pitting
Methodology and archaeological survey results summary was sent out to RAPS for comment (28-day review) on
6th April 2018. MCCO received positive feedback from a number of RAPs. This feedback is presented in
Appendix 11.3.21.
Stage 3 of the DECCW (2010a) consultation process relates to (a) gathering information about the cultural
significance and cultural values of an assessment area, (b) seeking Aboriginal registrant information that will
enable the cultural significance of the place to be determined and (c) providing Aboriginal registrants with the
opportunity to provide input on cultural heritage management options.: During Stage 3, OzArk conducted
extensive archaeological fieldwork and ACHM conducted cultural values workshops and consultation with
WNAC, Gomeroi and the Community RAPs. The PCWP chose to conduct their own consultation, which is
presented in Appendix 11.6
As part of the overall assessment approach, Mangoola also conducted regular consultation; and provided
support and advice to the PCWP, Gomeroi and WNAC in relation to the MCCO Project, and specifically in relation
to the preparation of separate ACHAR's or targeted cultural values workshops. To assist the groups, Mangoola
provided access to materials and facilitated land access, to enable these groups to assess their cultural heritage
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values, the significance of Aboriginal cultural places and artefacts, the likely Project impacts, if approved, and
their management measures. Many of the RAPs were also involved in the archaeological fieldwork.
Some of the RAPs also provided comment on site specific and cultural, social, historic and aesthetic values,
which included the significance of archaeological and cultural sites, and values associated with flora and fauna
and landscape features to inform the assessment and management measures.
The MCCO Project and ACHM conducted workshop sessions during Stage 3 to review and discuss the Community
RAPs and the Knowledge Holder group values and recommendations, prior to the issue of the ACHAR reports for
their 28-day review period. This approach provided the opportunity for all RAPs to discuss recommendations
and to provide further comment on Aboriginal cultural heritage values and management measures.
During Stage 3 activities included:


Proposal from PCWP to undertake their own cultural values assessment (contracts exchanged).



WNAC cultural values site visit and closed values meeting / workshops (held 9-10 May and 17-21 September
2018). The discussions from the 17th September meeting were not to be disclosed.



Gomeroi cultural values site visit and workshops (held 9-10 May and 17 September 2018)



Community RAP cultural values site visit and workshops (held 9-10 May and 17 September 2018)



Hickey Family cultural values workshop (held 20 September 2018)



Invitations to RAP's for participation in the archaeological survey (sent out 19th January 2018)



Invitations to RAP's for participation in the archaeological test pitting (sent out 6th April 2018)



Archaeological survey (13 days fieldwork)



Archaeological test excavation (1-day fieldwork).

5.3

Stage 4 Consultation – Draft ACHAR Review

Stage 4: Mangoola, OzArk and ACHM conducted further consultation in relation to the RAPs review of the MCCO
Projects draft cultural heritage assessment report, to seek feedback, modify reports as appropriate, receive and
review submissions and to incorporate any additional input into the finalised ACHAR.
Stage 4 of the DECCW (2010a) consultation process relates to RAPs reviewing the draft ACHAR and providing
feedback.
Each of the RAPs was contacted by phone and asked how they would like to receive the Draft ACHAR. The
options were either by email (file transfer) or by Express Post (hard copy).
A hard copy was sent by default to any of the RAPs who could not be contacted.
Draft copies of the ACHAR were dispatched to all RAP's on the 19th December 2018.
This communication also informed the RAPs that the 28-day review period would end on 25th January 2019
(however this was subsequently extended by several days). Comments on the Draft ACHAR were received from 6
RAPs.
Copies of the feedback received from the RAPs on the draft ACHAR is included in Appendix 11.4.

5.3.1

Comments on the Draft ACHAR

The majority of feedback received about the draft ACHAR was of a positive nature and supportive of the manner
in which the ACHAR process had been conducted. Following the 28-day review period a total of six comments
(see Appendix 11.4) were received including five comments that were largely supportive of the content of the
draft ACHAR and were mainly in relation to the archaeological investigation completed as part of the AAIA. The
AAIA provided additional response to some of the comments raised in the submissions received and is provided
in Appendix 11.5.
The only negative commentary received during the entire ACHAR process came from the Wanaruah Local
Aboriginal Land Council (WLALC) and indicated that the WLALC represented 3,000-4,000 Wonnarua people of
the Hunter Valley. The comments from the WLALC were, in part, critical of the ACHAR approach undertaken
however did not introduce further additional material from Traditional Owners relevant to the MCCO Additional
Project Area.
The ACHAR is not intended to be a work of exhaustive historical scholarship, but an attempt to capture the
contemporary cultural values and views of those Aboriginal people who registered an interest in participating in
the consultation and fieldwork program for the MCCO Project. The ACHAR has covered the items raised in the
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response by the WLALC and (in particular) Section 6 of this ACHAR deals with the cultural and spiritual
significance of the Project Area extensively.
Several other important points of clarification were raised by the WLALC and are responded to below:


WLALC regard the Tindale (1940) map on in Figure 3-1 as 'wildly inaccurate'. The author recognises that not
everyone agrees with the maps of country created by Tindale, however as one of the foremost
anthropologists of his time, we cannot ignore his work in this context, and relatively few other credible
sources of this type exist.



Spiritual and Cultural significance are discussed at length in Section 6 of this ACHAR.



WLALC have suggested that a range of additional historical and literary source material should have been
included in the ACHAR. As noted, this is a cultural values assessment and not intended to be an exhaustive
historical review of the wider Hunter Valley and it is the view of the author that consideration of the
suggested additional literature would not alter the conclusions of this ACHAR.



The WLALC response introduces the importance of several sites in the region to Wonnarua people (i.e. a
Bora Ground near Yarraman Holiday Stay and "Skull Rock"). While these places are undoubtedly significant,
they are both located well outside the MCCO Project Area and not going to be impacted. They are therefore
not directly relevant to this ACHAR.



There is absolutely no misunderstanding on the part of the author as to the differences between knowledge
holders and Native Title holders / applicants. Regardless, all RAPs who participated the consultation
program as part of the preparation of this ACHAR were provided opportunities to provide their cultural
values in respect to the MCCO Additional Project Area.



The WLALC response mentions the remaining physical evidence of caves, cultural objects and modified
trees as being of traditional cultural and contemporary value. For the sake of clarity, there are no caves or
modified trees within the MCCO Additional Project Area.

5.4

Summary of Consultation Activities

Appendix 11.1 provides a detailed log of all consultation activities undertaken for the MCCO Project.
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6

Cultural Heritage Values and Significance Assessment

Assessing the cultural significance of places or objects is central to both understanding and managing heritage
places and is a requirement of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment reporting process. This section briefly
describes the process and presents the cultural significance assessment for the Aboriginal heritage places in the
MCCO Additional Project Area.
This section of the report specifically recognises that Aboriginal people are the primary determinants of
information regarding the significance of cultural heritage objects, places or values. Indeed, this primacy is
explicitly recognised by the Office of Environment and Heritage:
OEH recognises and acknowledges Aboriginal people as the primary determinants of the cultural
significance of their heritage. In recognising these rights and interests, all parties concerned with
identifying, conserving and managing cultural heritage should acknowledge, accept and act on the
principles that Aboriginal people:
- Are the primary source of information about the value of their heritage and how this is best
protected and conserved,
- Must have an active role in any Aboriginal cultural heritage planning process,
- Must have early input into the assessment of the cultural significance of their heritage and its
management so they can continue to fulfil their obligations towards their heritage, and
- Must control the way in which cultural knowledge and other information relating specifically to
their heritage is used, as this may be an integral aspect of its heritage value.

6.1

Definition of Cultural Significance

Cultural significance can be associated with or attached to any place, concept or object by any group or groups
of people and is embodied in the place itself (i.e. its fabric, use, associations, and meanings, relationship to other
concepts, places or objects). Place means any geographically defined area, and may include features, elements,
objects, spaces and views. The place may have tangible (physically identifiable) or intangible (conceptual ideas or
spiritual beliefs) values or a combination of both, or a range of values held by different individuals or groups.
Places can be large or small, discrete or widespread. The concept of place can embody all of the physically
identifiable elements of a landscape (i.e. historical, indigenous or natural heritage values). Place may also exist in
the intangible realm, where conceptual or spiritual values are held over places or landscapes with little
observable physical evidence or fabric (Australia ICOMOS, 2013).

6.2

Nature of Cultural Significance

The nature of cultural significance is determined by understanding the interrelationship of the following core
values, and the constituent factors assessed. These values are:

6.2.1

Aesthetic Value

A concept, place or object can have cultural significance if it is significant in exhibiting particular aesthetic
characteristics. Such as:


Importance to a community for aesthetic characteristics.



Importance for its creative, design or artistic excellence, innovation or achievement.



Importance for its contribution to the aesthetic values of the setting demonstrated by a landmark quality or
having impact on important vistas or



Otherwise contributing to the identified aesthetic qualities of the cultural environs or the natural landscape
within which it is located.

6.2.2

Historic Value

A concept, place or object can have cultural significance if it is significant in exhibiting particular historic
characteristics. Such as:


It is significant in the evolution or pattern of the history of a locality, region, state, nation or people.



Importance for the density or diversity of cultural features illustrating the human occupation and evolution
of the locality, region, state or nation.



Importance in relation to an event, phase or activity of historic importance in the region, state or nation
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Importance for close association with an individual or individuals whose life, works or activities have been
significant within the history of the region, state or nation



Importance as an example of technical, creative, design or artistic excellence, innovation or achievement in
a period.

6.2.3

Scientific Value

A concept, place or object can have cultural significance if it is significant in exhibiting scientific characteristics.
Such as:


It has demonstrable potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of the natural or
cultural history of the region, state or nation



Importance for information contributing to a wider understanding of natural or cultural history by its use as
a research site, teaching site, type locality, reference or benchmark site.



Importance for its potential to yield information contributing to a wider understanding of the history of
human occupation of the locality, region, state or nation.



It is significant in demonstrating a high degree of technical innovation or achievement.

6.2.4

Social Value

A concept, place or object can have cultural significance if it is significant in exhibiting social characteristics. Such
as:


Association with a community or cultural group for social, cultural, educational or spiritual reasons.



Importance as a concept, place or object highly valued by a community or cultural group for reasons of
social, cultural; religious, spiritual, aesthetic or educational associations.



Importance in contributing to a community’s sense of place and/or identity.

6.2.5

Spiritual Value

The Draft 2013 ICOMOS practice note 'Understanding and Assessing Cultural Significance' defines 'spiritual
value' as the 'intangible values and meanings embodied in or evoked by a place which give it importance in the
spiritual identity, or the traditional knowledge, art and practices of a cultural group. Spiritual value may also be
reflected in the intensity of aesthetic and emotional responses or community associations and be expressed
through cultural practices and related physical structures' (ICOMOS, 2013: 1).
The physical qualities of the place may inspire a strong and/or spontaneous emotional or metaphysical response
in people, expanding their understanding of their place and purpose in the world, particularly in relation to the
spiritual realm. The term spiritual value was recognised as a separate value in the 1999 Burra Charter (ICOMOS,
1999). It is still included in the definition of social value in the Commonwealth and most state jurisdictions.
Spiritual values may be interdependent on the social values and physical properties of a place and its
surrounding landscape.
A place may exhibit spiritual values if:


The place contributes to the spiritual identity or belief system of a cultural group



The place is a repository of knowledge, traditional art or lore related to spiritual practice of a cultural group



The place is important in maintaining the spiritual health and well-being of a culture or group



The physical attributes of the place play a role in recalling or awakening an understanding of an individual or
group’s higher purpose and place in relation to the spiritual realm.



The spiritual values of the place find expression in cultural practices or human-made structures or inspire
creative works.

6.3

Degree of Cultural Significance

Once the nature of the cultural significance of a place or object is understood, it is essential to understand the
extent or degree of that cultural significance. This is typically established by considering:

6.3.1

Rarity

A concept, place or object can have cultural significance if it:

UW01

Page | 37

Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project


Demonstrates or possesses rare, uncommon or endangered aspects of the cultural heritage of a locality,
region, state or nation.



Demonstrates or possesses rare, endangered or uncommon structures, landscapes or phenomena.



Demonstrates or possesses a distinctive way of life, custom, process, land-use, function or design no longer
practiced in, or in danger of being lost from, or of exceptional interest to, the region, state or nation.

6.3.2

Representativeness

A concept, place or object can have cultural significance if it:


Is significant in demonstrating the characteristics of a class of cultural concepts, objects, places or
environments in the State.



Is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a range of concepts, objects, landscapes or
environments, the attributes of which identify it as being characteristic of its class.



Is important in demonstrating the principal characteristic of the range of human activities (including way of
life, philosophy, custom, process, land-use, function, design or technique) in the environment of the locality,
region, state or nation.

6.3.3

Condition, Integrity and Authenticity



Condition refers to the current state of the concept, place or object in relation to each of the values for
which that concept, place or object has been assessed. Condition reflects the cumulative effects of
management and environmental events.



Integrity is a measure of the likely long-term viability or sustainability of the values identified, or the ability
of the concept, place or object to restore itself or be restored, and the time frame for any restorative
process.



Authenticity refers to the extent to which the fabric of the concept, place or object is in its original state.

6.4

Collecting Cultural Values Information

Cultural Values information was collected during a series of site visits and two separate cultural values
workshops for each group held during May and September 2018 respectively. During these activities, ACHM
discussed the importance of including any 'cultural values' in the ACHAR to both demonstrate connection to the
places concerned but also to preserve any cultural knowledge which might exist regarding the MCCO Additional
Project Area.
Most of the outcomes from the cultural values workshops were more management oriented than an exposition
of any cultural values.
Over the course of the cultural values workshop and site visit very little traditional or cultural knowledge was
forthcoming, despite considerable efforts being applied to elicit any such knowledge or values. Many of the
participants felt that this knowledge had generally been lost largely through historical circumstance (i.e.
dispossession and forced resettlement) and through the passage of time (i.e. loss of elders and distance of
contemporary people to past events).
In general, the participants in the workshops and site visit expressed a strong contemporary 'connection to
country' and were generally opposed to mining and the environmental damage which this may entail, but did
not demonstrate any traditional lore, ritualised usage or customary connection to the MCCO Additional Project
Area, nor did the RAPs specifically object to this Project.

6.4.1

Questionnaire

During the workshops held in September 2018, a questionnaire was developed and handed out to workshop
participants to augment the collection of cultural values information from the RAP's (see example in Appendix
11.3.17). The questionnaire was handed out to all participants in the workshops, however only 17 were
completed and returned. An analysis of the resulting information from those who completed the questionnaires
(n=17) provided the following key focus areas.
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Figure 6-1: Test analysis of the questionnaire responses from 17 of the RAPs.

6.5

WNAC Cultural Values Workshops

An initial workshop was held with the WNAC in Muswellbrook in May 2018. A very well attended 2-day
workshop was then held on the 18-19th September with WNAC in Singleton. This 2-day session followed a oneday 'in-house' workshop held by WNAC where the group assembled to discuss the MCCO Project with no outside
attendees. The WNAC workshop focused broadly on employment, health, business opportunities and training
for WNAC members, with only generic references to the cultural values of the MCCO Additional Project Area.

6.6

Gomeroi Cultural Values Workshops

An initial workshop was held with the Gomeroi in Muswellbrook in May 2018. A second workshop was then held
on the 17th September in Muswellbrook. There were 3 attendees only at both workshops.

6.7

Hickey's Cultural Values Workshops

Representatives of the Hickey family requested that they be consulted separately by the MCCO Project. To
facilitate this, the MCCO Project arranged for separate workshops in May 2018 and September 2018. There were
no attendees at the May 2018 workshop. Two individuals who were not RAPs were sent along to the September
2018 workshop to represent the Hickey's; however, they did not feel comfortable commenting on behalf of the
Hickey family. During the workshop discussions however, the two participants were provided with project
updates and information to pass back to the Hickey Family. There were also discussions about the Aboriginal
cultural values of the MCCO Project area.

6.8

Community RAPs Cultural Values

An initial workshop was held with the Community RAP group in Muswellbrook in May 2018. A one-day workshop
was then held on the 17th September with the Community RAP group in Muswellbrook. The direction of
workshop focused broadly on employment, health, business opportunities and training, with only generic
references to the cultural values of the Project Area.

6.9

Cultural Values of the Plains Clan of the Wonnarua People (PCWP)

The cultural values report written by the PCWP was disclosed to ACHM. The following is an extract from the
PCWP report and recommendations which is included in full in Appendix 11.6.
The cultural landscape is greater than the sum of its parts, and the inter-relationships between the parts can be
significant. For this reason, the details matter, significant loss of integrity and meaning can occur through the attrition
of many small elements (Context et al 2002 cited in Brown 2010).
From the outset, the PCWP have been concerned to ensure that no single Aboriginal item or place within the project be
subject to an evaluation based on the systematic ranking of its Aboriginal cultural values relative to the other items or
places within the project area. This type of ranking is counter to the expression and belief of the PCWP that it is not one
item, artefact, grinding groove, plant or animal species that is of value to them in the project but rather it is the sum
total of all such component parts of the landscape, and its surrounds, that provide cultural meaning to them. This has
been clearly articulated by the late Aunty Barbara Foot. The following is an amended extract of notes made by Ms
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Sarah Paddington of OEH when in conversation with Aunty Barbara Foot and her son David in February 2011:

‘As a girl I would travel along Bowmans [Creek]. We’d go from the mission, to school to town ... My Dad
had a lot of cultural knowledge. He passed it on to me. He’d tell me places I could and couldn’t go. He
showed me important places. Places our ancestors still come through. I know how to read the signs of the
land, the seasons. The signs are our lore, they show the way – like people used street signs to have order.
Some of the signs, the trees, have been cleared but we know where they were from our ancestors, and we
know what they tell us. People not from here don’t have that knowledge....
The area is all important to us. We can’t break it up for each mine – that is how they are getting away
with destroying so much of our culture. They don’t understand how it all links together, so it doesn’t seem
as important when you look at this little bit or that little bit. That’s how they are breaking up our
community too – the mine mention money and that starts fights. The mines want the fights as they get to
keep what they want if the community is distracted (Aunty Barb Foot, February 2011 cited in attachment
to email forwarded by Ms Sarah Paddington of OEH to Mr Scott Franks and Mr Robert Lester, 17 April
2011).’
In line with Aunty Barb’s assessment, it remains the broad view of the PCWP that the steady attrition of elements of
the Aboriginal cultural landscape within their Wonnarua Country - especially those items of Aboriginal material culture
subject to archaeological assessment - has occurred as a direct result of the application of a process of systematic
ranking of items or places. The purpose of this section then is to provide a synthesis of the cultural value s that the
PCWP ascribes to the project area; and to provide a summary of these values in the context of standard Burra Charter
significance criteria. The statement of cultural significance that results from this summary and synthesis is by necessity
at the ‘whole of landscape’ rather than the individual item or place. Tocomwall acknowledges that this ‘whole of
landscape’ approach is not the evaluation mode adopted in the broader context of cultural heritage studies in NSW,
both of which attribute some form of ranking of significance to component parts of the Aboriginal cultural landscape
within the project area. Whilst this may make some elements of the integration of this report within the broader
cultural values assessment challenging, Tocomwall believes that to include such rankings would be counter to the
PCWPs world view; and consequently, would not be an effective synthesis of their cultural knowledge in and of the
project area and its surrounds.

The Heads of Family of the PCWP collectively support the following overview statement in relation to the cultural
significance of the study area to them:
‘We need to look at the landscape from a position of duty, responsibility, and focus on the achievement of
inter-generational equity. We do not own the land, in terms of European concepts of ownership. Our
ownership is in the context of the use of the land and its various animals and plants to sustain our bodies
and we gave/give homage to them by creating ceremonial dances for them. The importance of this
process should not be underestimated, for it is how our people worked with the environment, the
landscape, our neighbours and how we all from different Aboriginal language groups, worked as one with
Mother Nature. We were practising land management thousands of years before Europeans invaded our
country.’
The study area is in an area with close proximity to places that have been used by our people since the time of
creation. The location of ceremonial sites in the general area, as well as pathways between them, known today as song
lines, indicates that the cultural landscape of the study area and its environs holds significant values to the PCWP. The
path was placed there by our creator Baiami, which in the beginning would have been sheltered from prying eyes and
onlookers who were not supposed to know or see what was going on, unless invited. This pathway contains sites for
initiations and religious practises (Dream Time).

‘These same lands that may have interaction with this mine are places that represent what our people are
about. The landscape (and its environs: my addition) has present ceremonial places (bora grounds),
scarred trees, fishing holes, teaching and birthplaces and places to camp and prosper. In today’s terms
this is our home and our community. Even today you can talk to any member of our claim group and all
will have some type of association with this area.
Having Glencore work with our people to understand its importance is a great step forward but at this
stage it is a very small one as almost all reports that have been undertaken in the Hunter Valley and
elsewhere, in the past regarding Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Values, are centred solely on the
identification of stone objects within a given location. The normal stakeholder incentive for involvement in
this process is for paid fieldwork participation and often their expertise is in stone materials and
identification only.
Consideration in the past, by those in the archaeological industry, is that Aboriginal people had more to
say about the landscape than just stones and bones. This has never been fully canvassed which has been a
fundamental flaw in almost all previous reports. There has not been an inclusion of the values that
Aboriginal people place on the fauna and flora within a given study area. This is a major issue, not only for
Aboriginal people but for the wider community. The history of this country is for all to protect. As the
human race, we learn from our past and our history to better understand the future.
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The Hunter Valley has been heavily impacted on for decades from both coal mining and the agricultural
industries. The Plains Clans of the Wonnarua People’s (PCWP’s) country only has approximately 7.5% of
our lands left untouched. Our own traditional lores and customs need to be able to protect this remaining
pristine country for our people to live in harmony and for all future generations to learn from. We need to
continue teaching our people and all future generations about who we are and where we are from.
Most surveys focus tend on the artefacts that are found on the day and invariably no real effort is taken
to understand why they are there, what is happening or where the artefacts are located. Most are
recorded as isolated finds when in fact it is a series of sites that make up a complex camping ground being
a recognised Aboriginal site. We were taught from these lands as we grew up. It is a place where our
families lived, hunted and learnt to interpret the lands. To a non-Aboriginal person in this area is your
house, school, hospital, church, shopping centre, doctors, police station, your whole community or society.
That is why most reports do not reflect this; it is very complex for a non-Aboriginal to understand and
interpret the lands and put into words.
The land around the project is extremely important to our people. Today, the lands, as in most other
areas, are one of many pages in a book and allow us look back in time. It gives our people a better
understanding of the stories we were told, when we were young, what they were about and about why.
The land still has the footprints of our people from the beginning of time and allows our people to have
direct contact with our lands and our elders. As we looked around the landscape and participated in
surveys or test excavations, we found many artefacts. Each time we encountered these objects we felt the
presence of our people and the excitement that we were now standing in one of our people’s houses. It is
a firsthand experience and shows where our people lived, hunted, fought to defend their lands, thrived
and were happy and cried.
This part of the Hunter Valley makes us feel like we are coming home. The reality is though that this is a
place that will not be here in the future. Just as what has happened to the other homes of our people it
will be lost. To try and put in words exactly what this place is worth is beyond comprehension (Heads of
Family of the PCWP, September 2015).’
The landscape of the project area has a fundamental significance because of its historical, social, and scientific value to
the PCWP. For the PCWP the study area and surrounds is a complex, multi-layered cultural landscape where in
combination (a) the biophysical attributes of the landscape including the drainage systems, fauna and flora, geology
and soils; (b) the material traces of traditional Wonnarua people; (c) the historical associations and experiential
reference points of its members, and in particular those of the Franks family (and all associated descendant families);
and (d) the various spiritual, lived experiences and economic attachments of contemporary PCWP members contribute
to a high level of cultural significance for which words are considered inadequate to describe. This immensely
important cultural landscape is however perceived by the PCWP to be highly fragmented and subject to catastrophic
change and despoilment by the physical action and aesthetic impact of past, current and future mining activities.
Mining has been a progressive and substantial intrusion on this cultural landscape for which the PCWP feel a profound
and enduring sense of loss. This loss is compounded by their feelings of guilt and distress at not being able to protect
the land for which they have custodial responsibility.

The PCWP report focuses on the desire for a holistic approach to heritage assessments of entire landscapes,
rather than a site by site assessment of the MCCO Additional Project Area, alongside the significance of all parts
of the landscape to the PCWP.

6.10 Dominant Themes
There can be little doubt that the wider region surrounding the MCCO Additional Project Area is an area that
holds high cultural value(s) for Wonnarua and Gomeroi people. The wider landscape of the Hunter Valley is one
deeply imbued with meaning to both Wonnarua and Gomeroi people.
Many of the values expressed by those consulted throughout this project related to the wider region rather than
the MCCO Additional Project Area specifically. Senses of loss and longing, a variety of expressions of
'connectedness' and 'belonging' to landscapes, waterways, vegetation and animal communities, connection to
other known significant places within the region (i.e. Baimie Cave or various waterways) were expressed by
those consulted. Alongside the loss and longing, there is also an element of celebration in that those who are
speaking for country today have survived for nearly 200 years since first settlement and have adapted to and
overcome much adversity.
Many of the RAPs present at the workshops and site visit were deeply anti-mining, which is not an uncommon
sentiment among many Aboriginal communities Australia-wide. Almost all the RAPs expressed strong
connections to the archaeological sites which occur throughout the MCCO Additional Project Area (and the
wider region in general) even though some were highly critical of archaeologists and archaeological practices
through time. It is not uncommon for archaeologists to be criticised for their role in Aboriginal cultural heritage
management. Often, archaeologists are viewed as the facilitators of cultural destruction by Aboriginal people
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and have been criticized for many years for having too much 'power' in the assessment of Aboriginal cultural
heritage (c.f. Fourmile, 1989). Extensive consultation with Aboriginal communities about their 'cultural values'
alongside robust archaeological assessment is a way of attempting to overcome this perception, as well as
limiting the archaeological assessment to questions of scientific values rather than cultural values.
Any destruction of landscapes, including the physical, spiritual, and natural values imbued in it are seldom
condoned by Aboriginal people. One theme often repeated in Aboriginal communities is the concern that
contemporary Aboriginal communities have for the opinion of future generations and the overwhelming fear
that people in the future will think the people of today stood by and watched their 'country' being 'destroyed'
without defending it (i.e. sense of guilt).
Collated responses from the workshop questionnaires are included in Appendix 11.3.19

6.10.1 Limitations
There have been few limitations on the effective completion of this ACHAR.
Notably, the resources below have been incorporated into this report:


The ACHAR from the PCWP was fully disclosed to ACHM, so there has been no restriction on ACHM’s ability
to report on the cultural values presented by PCWP;



Information from the WNAC, Gomeroi and Community RAPs disclosed workshops is included in this report.

Consolidated recommendations based on all the workshops and PCWP cultural values assessment are presented
in Section 8.

6.11 Consolidated Cultural Values
To the extent possible, given the paucity of information provided by the RAPs, ACHM have constructed the
following table of cultural values. These tables also include oral and written information gathered by ACHM
through the workshop(s) and site visits with the Project RAPs.
A list of cultural values for the proposed Project Area is consolidated in Table 6-1 below.
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Value / Theme

Hickey's Cultural Values Workshops

Community RAPs

WNAC Cultural Values Workshops

Gomeroi Cultural Values Workshop

PCWP Cultural Values Report

Ancestral Connections to Places

Expressed Verbally

Expressed Verbally

Strongly Expressed

Expressed Verbally

Strongly Expressed

Contemporary Connection to Country

Expressed Verbally

Expressed Verbally

Strongly Expressed

Expressed Verbally

Strongly Expressed

'Cultural Values' over the Proposed Project Area

None Expressed

None Expressed

Generic values but not specific to Project Area

Generic values but not specific to Project Area

Generic values but not specific to Project Area

Connection to Archaeological sites

Expressed Verbally

Expressed Verbally

Expressed

Expressed Verbally

Strongly Expressed

Song lines

None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area

Traditional Knowledge

None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area

'Special' or Named Places

None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area

'Dreaming Tracks'

None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area

Creation Myths

None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area

Mythological Associations

None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area

Lore Grounds

None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area

Resource Procurement / Extraction and Use Sites (i.e. Stone Quarry)

None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area.

Resource Procurement / Extraction and Use Sites- (i.e. Flora and Fauna) None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area.
Massacre Sites

None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area

Contact History

None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area

Mission Period

None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area None identified in the MCCO Additional Project Area

Table 6-1: Consolidated Cultural Values
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6.12 Consolidated Statement of Significance
The assessment of cultural significance presented in this section relates primarily to the MCCO Additional Project
Area, but also includes commentary on the cultural significance of the wider region.
It is noted that the numerous Aboriginal stakeholders who participated in this cultural values assessment
process hold values which relate to the wider Hunter Valley region generally, and less directly to the MCCO
Additional Project Area (specifically).
There was very little additional information presented in any of the workshops, site visits or written material
which relate specifically to the MCCO Additional Project Area.
A common theme in many Aboriginal cultural heritage assessments is the proprietary interest members of the
relevant Aboriginal communities hold regarding the wider cultural landscape including archaeological sites or
places within any given area. This Project is no exception in this regard. Within the context of the current
assessment, there are strong on-going connections to places created and used by ancestors alongside
demonstrably strong interests in the way those places are managed or harmed because of this Project. These
sentiments are not unique and must certainly be considered in the overall assessment of the significance of the
places in question. The connection to these places is noted as often being relatively unspecific and generally do
not appear to relate to any surviving traditional knowledge or customary cultural practices.
The cultural values expressed by the participants in this assessment have been consistent in voicing an overarching concern for the wider landscape and criticism of the negative impact of mining on that landscape.
Consistent in the material collected is a sense of 'loss' or 'outrage' and grief at the treatment of Aboriginal
people since First Settlement (dispossession and genocide are mentioned repeatedly) through to more
contemporary experiences (i.e. the Stolen Generation).
There is also a consistent theme of the 'powerlessness' Aboriginal people often feel when confronted by
situations where they feel disempowered or unable to exercise influence on decision makers. There is a sense of
loss and lament for what once was, but with a very strong expression of 'corporate' ownership of the wider
region by the Wonnarua and Gomeroi people (regardless of the variety of ways in which those groups represent
their own interests). There is also an element of celebrating the survival of those who are now 'speaking for
country'. While the entire estate of the Wonnarua people is significant to those concerned, there is little direct
evidence (anecdotal or otherwise) of any particular or specific places or values of significance within the MCCO
Additional Project Area.
For many of the informants, the contemporary attachment to place appears based on the linkage to
archaeological places which were created by 'the ancestors' and thereby constituting a connecting thread to a
cultural world from another time.
This general lack of direct or specific cultural knowledge in no way diminishes the strength of connection to the
places within the MCCO Additional Project Area. However, the attachment to place is one which is
predominantly of contemporary association rather than traditional knowledge, custom, lore or practice.
It is noted that the surrounding area is held to be of higher significance to many members of the Wonnarua
community, however the sites and/or places within the MCCO Project held no higher significance or value(s)
than any other.
Significantly, many of the comments during the workshops highlighted the benefits of this ACHAR process to the
RAPs. Participants describe the process as having empowered the groups concerned by having provided the
opportunity for the groups to get together to discuss the cultural values assessments and discuss how this
process has benefited the group(s) as a whole.

6.12.1 Summary Opinion
Material presented or discussions with the participants often evoked the trauma of early European settlement
and the lasting effects of frontier violence, dispossession and the importance of Wonnarua and Gomeroi cultural
survival through time. These effects are seen within the context of contemporary Aboriginal society, and the
attempts by Aboriginal communities today to preserve remnants of cultural landscapes, places, lore, culture and
belonging. This is in no way denying the bona fides of the individuals involved or their life experiences but is
merely a comment on the events of the shared history of the Hunter Valley which has seen much of that rich
past destroyed.
The material collected during the ACHAR process for this Project clearly communicates a deep contemporary
attachment to place, although in common with most of the more urbanised regions of Australia, the
understanding of 'place' and the cultural lore and traditions associated with it only exist in a fragmentary state.
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There has been some discussion of connections to apical ancestors who originate from within Wonnarua
country. Members of the different Knowledge Holder groups claim connection to some (or all) of these apical
ancestors (e.g. Sarah Madoo). There is however, no evidence of any continuing traditional practices or
observances of ritual or ceremony within the MCCO Project area, which can be directly attributed to the postEuropean settlement disruption and dislocation of traditional Aboriginal culture throughout the Hunter Valley.
Knowledge of some of these practices does still exist.
There was some discussion of creation or ancestral beings (i.e. Baimie) in discussions about ritual practices or
ritualised places, named landscape features or places within or in proximity to the MCCO Additional Project Area
where ritual or lore may have been physically practiced. Much of the discussion is descriptive and relates to
generalised Aboriginal lifeways at the time of first settlement, and the historical impact of white settlement on
Aboriginal people and is common to many Aboriginal groups throughout Australia.

6.13 Conclusions
This ACHAR has ascertained that there are no traditional cultural values associated with the MCCO Additional
Project Area (directly and specifically) held by the participants in this ACHAR process. By 'traditional' cultural
values, we refer to these in the Native Title sense as an inherited and cohesive body of 'traditional' knowledge,
laws and customs that are still observed and maintained by a group. However, in common with many urbanised
communities, strong contemporary cultural values exist in almost universal claims of 'connection' to the land in
question, and a sense of anguish and/or anger at having been 'disconnected' from the land in question by
historical circumstances.
It is the opinion of the author that the MCCO Additional Project Area has undergone considerable modification
since European settlement. Traditional Aboriginal lifeways and customs began to disappear in the early days of
contact with Europeans and had largely disappeared before the turn of the 19th Century. Much of the natural
landscape no longer exists in any cohesive manner, as the long history of agriculture in the area has irreversibly
altered the landscape. Combining the historical disconnection of people from place with the extensive landscape
modification since settlement means that the MCCO Additional Project Area has a relatively low cultural
significance when compared to other places within the wider region. This is also consistent with the
archaeological assessment, which has determined that most of the archaeological sites are of low scientific
significance.
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7

Avoidance of harm

7.1

Project Rationale

The OEH (2011) guidelines state that an ACHA report must include 'Justification for any likely harm, including a
discussion of any alternatives considered for the proposal. This must demonstrate how all feasible options to
avoid or minimise harm were considered'.
In developing the footprint and the design of the proposed impacts for the Project, Mangoola has considered
mining options, layouts, overburden emplacements and infrastructure arrangements to optimise the Project’s
final design in conjunction with constraints and attempting to reduce the impacts to cultural heritage.

7.2

Opportunities to avoid impact

Throughout the design phase of the Project, efforts have been made to reduce the total amount of disturbance
to the land. The completed design has been optimised and incorporates:
a.

The removal of the Eastern Out of Pit Emplacement Area

b.

A redesign of the clean water diversion drains and

c.

An overall reduction in disturbance of approximately 100 ha.

These efforts during the redesign phase of the project have reduced the potential harm to Aboriginal cultural
heritage within the MCCO Project area.

7.3

Sustainable Development Principles

This ACHAR has considered the impact of the proposed Project on the known Aboriginal objects of the MCCO
Additional Project Area and places external to it, and the range of cultural significance values associated with the
MCCO Additional Project Area.
Impact assessment has included consideration of the proposed activity and direct impacts, indirect impacts and
cumulative impacts to archaeological and /or cultural places and ecologically sustainable development (ESD)
principles. OEH (2011) requires that proposed development activities be discussed in the context of ESD, in
particular the principles of precautionary approach and intergenerational equity.
As stated by OEH (2011):
1.

The precautionary principle states that where there are threats of serious or irreversible environmental
damage, lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing measures to prevent
environmental degradation

2.

The principle of inter-generational equity holds that the present generation should make every effort to
ensure the health, diversity and productivity of the environment – which includes cultural heritage – is
available for the benefit of future generations.

The Project's RAPs have been involved in a formal and structured program of consultation and participation via
site visits, workshops and producing their own reports.
The RAPs undertook inception briefings and task inductions prior to any archaeological or cultural survey,
focusing on providing a clear understanding of the Project and its description, the MCCO Additional Project Area,
and the area proposed to be disturbed for the Project. The briefings described the types of activities proposed
and their potential impacts, being the extension of the mining area, and the area required for the construction
of associated infrastructure.
The following opportunities for consultation and site access were provided by the Project:


Site visits (which were well attended). Site visits were available at any time throughout the Project.



A series of RAP workshops were held in May and September 2018



Archaeological survey results were sent by letter to all RAPs (including those who participated in the
fieldwork).



Archaeological sub-surface testing results were presented during the September 2018 workshops.



Feedback was provided to all RAPs in order to understand the direct impacts, and the RAPs were given
formal opportunities to comment on and provide feedback on indirect and cumulative harm.
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The Project's proposed management measures including conservation, care and control and intergenerational
equity were derived from the input and suggestions of the RAPs.
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8

Recommendations

8.1

Introduction

As discussed in detail in Section 4, there are 26 archaeological sites located within the Proposed Disturbance
Footprint that will be impacted by the Project
The 26 sites that are liable to be impacted consist of 15 artefact scatters and 11 isolated finds. 24 of these sites
(92 per cent) are assessed as having low scientific values due to low artefact densities, lack of associated
subsurface deposits and observed disturbances. Two sites (8 per cent) have either low-moderate or moderate
scientific significance with both being in the previously planned portion of the ACHOA that will be impacted by
the Wybong Road Overpass
The Project would also result in indirect impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage values within the MCCO
Additional Project Area and the wider region and would also add to the cumulative loss of cultural heritage in
the Hunter Valley.
The Project consulted with the RAPs to seek input and then feedback into the development of management
options and recommendations should the Project be approved or not approved.
For the Project, all Aboriginal registrants were afforded opportunities to identify mitigation and management,
care and control considerations and intergenerational equity options to inform the consolidated management
options presented in this ACHAR.

8.2

Management Measures

Management measures presented here are consistent with those developed for other recent Glencore projects
in the Hunter Valley.
There are two types of management measures developed because of the assessment process:
1.

On-Site Management Measures, and

2.

Off-Site Management Measures

On-site management measures may include actions such as archaeological salvage, protective fencing, artefact
analysis, curation arrangements, induction programmes and the development or updating of an ACHMP.
Off-site management measures may include actions such as community development programmes, scholarships,
educational activities or elder's camps.
In these projects, management measures have aligned to the Aboriginal Community Wellbeing Toolkit and
criterion from OEH, in particular the elements that focus on ‘Culture’. For the Project, of the 8 key principals of
the toolkit, the following three are the basis of the management measures proposed:


Sense of Community;



Education and learning, and



Cultural identity.

Some of the principals of the Toolkit (such as Infrastructure and services, economic strength and development,
and community health and safety) are more closely aligned with the existing and ongoing Glencore Australia
Reconciliation Action Plan process which includes consultation with a working group that includes local
Aboriginal community Representatives.
The proposed management measures have been developed for the Project based on the assessment outcomes
including recommendations from the workshops and other submissions. Whilst a range of different views and
recommendations were provided some common themes were presented which strongly aligned with ‘Sense of
Community’, ‘Education’ and ‘Learning and Cultural Identity’ principals.
This led the Project to propose funding projects in:


Caring for Land – This was a common theme raised by the community. The program proposed focuses on
Education and Learning from the Wellbeing Toolkit;



Sense of Community and Cultural Identity – There were a range of management measures raised that
involved bringing people together for community and/or Cultural purposes and activities. The program
proposed focuses on the Sense of Community and Cultural Identity aspects of the Wellbeing Toolkit, and.
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Education and Learning – There were a range of management measures raised that involved Cultural
Awareness/Education/Training, especially for younger people (both for Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal
youth). The program focuses on Education and Learning with potential flow on effects to the Cultural
Identity and Sense of Community aspects of the Wellbeing Toolkit.



The proposed management measures will also include:
a.

Alignment to the principles of the Aboriginal Community Wellbeing Toolkit (OEH 2012) that the project
focuses on;

b.

Alignment with findings from this ACHA and the Archaeological assessment;

c.

the need for management options to be achievable for practical implementation;

d.

Provision of sustainable outcomes to promote intergenerational equity;

e.

Able to show value for money.

Table 8-6 contains the proposed management and mitigation measures which will be implemented should the
Project be approved.

8.2.1

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Management Plan

Mangoola has an existing Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Management Plan which will be significantly revised to
reflect the results of the archaeological assessment undertaken for the Project and this ACHAR.

8.2.2

The proposed management measures from the Knowledge Holder groups and RAPs

The following care and control, conservation and intergenerational equity management measures have been
compiled from verbal and written material collected from the RAPs during the site visits and workshops
throughout 2018.
These measures are described in the following tables and have been summarised by themes and 'areas of
commonality'. This has allowed the Project to formulate a set of common recommendations to mitigate or offset
harm.
Table 8-1: Community RAP recommendations.

Rec No.

Community RAPs Recommendation

RAP01

Ensure equal participation in all cultural heritage work for all RAPs

RAP02

Return all cultural materials held by archaeological consultants to the MCCO Additional Project Area immediately, with materials to
be stored on-site by Glencore until a suitable place for repatriation can be determined.

RAP03

Provide opportunities for training and education to Wonnarua people

RAP04

Glencore facilitate training and employment of young people in the mine other than through engagement in cultural heritage work

RAP05

Glencore to facilitate access to areas set aside as cultural heritage offsets

RAP06

Any materials repatriated from the archaeological salvage should be relocated as close to the point of origin as possible.

Table 8-2: Recommendations made by the Wanaruah Local Aboriginal Land Council.
Rec. No.
WLALC01

Wanaruah LALC Recommendations

Local Historical Research to fill in gaps or confirm existing knowledge

WLALC02

Cultural Protection Areas, including 100-200m buffers along Wybong and Big Flat Creek

WLALC03

Creation of an Aboriginal controlled cultural education unit

WLALC04

Apprenticeships for 3-5 Wanaruah people

WLALC05

Support for Business Start-Ups

Table 8-3: Recommendations made by the Plains Clan of the Wonnarua People
Rec. No.
PCWP01

UW01

Plains Clan of the Wonnarua People
Desire to partner with Glencore in longer term mine related activities that bring economic and cultural benefit to PCWP
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Table 8-4: Recommendations made by the Gomeroi Knowledge Holders
Rec. No.

Gomeroi

GOM01

Provide opportunities for education and training both within the mines and outside the mines

GOM02

Cultural heritage survey participation equity

Table 8-5: Recommendations made by the Wonnarua Nation Aboriginal Corporation.
Rec No.

Wonnarua Nation Aboriginal Corporation

WNAC01

WNAC seek funding to augment an existing community-based health fund

WNAC02

WNAC seek funding for regular community gatherings to allow members to reconnect with people and country

WNAC03

WNAC seek funding for an arts fund

WNAC04

WNAC seek funding for education opportunities including options such as Clontarf / Polly Farmer / Scholarships / Apprenticeships

WNAC05

WNAC seeking funding for small business opportunities and capacity development

WNAC06

Request access to land to ensure continued cultural connection

8.2.3

Notes on RAP Recommendations

While certain specific items have been recommended by the RAP's (as outlined in the preceding four tables)
there are also a wide range of general themes that have emerged from our work with the same RAP's over the
last 8 years. Sometimes individuals have difficulty articulating what they would like to see as outcomes from a
specific project. The general themes are recurring however and focus on (a) equity in heritage management field
work (b) land access (c) business opportunities (d) education opportunities (e) heritage preservation / land
management and (e) employment opportunities.
There are also circumstances where individuals and/or groups may not want to have their specific
recommendations publicly disclosed as there may be existing commercial sensitivities or negotiations already
underway.
Table 8-6 builds on the specific recommendations provided by the RAPs in Tables 8-1 to 8-5.
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Action Area

ACHMP
ACHAR

Survey, Collection and Analysis

Care and Control

Research and Additional Assessment

Intergenerational Equity

UW01

Action
Number

Table 8-6: This table is a consolidated management recommendations and options table based on possible previous management recommendations
from the PCWP, Gomeroi, WNAC and Community RAPs for this and other ACHAR's.

Theme

Gomeroi

WNAC

X

X

PCWP

A1

Cultural Awareness Induction / Training

A2

Cultural Signage and Education

A3

Recognition of Stakeholders in ACHAR

A4

Cultural Heritage Equity

A5

Archaeological Methodology and protocols

X

A6

Archaeological Interpretation

X

A7

Establish Artefact Storage facility / Keeping Place

A8

Learning and Land Access

A9

3D Scan / Modelling of Project Area

A10

Final landform and revegetation involvement

X

X

A11

Mine site land management contracts

X

X

A12

Wonnarua Cultural Mapping and recording

X

A13

Museum Collections

X

A14

Cultural Heritage Research

X

A15

Flora and Fauna Research

X

A16

Cultural Heritage training

A17

Employment and Business Opportunities

A18

Regular Community Meetings / Meeting Place

X

A19

Research on Wonnarua horticulture

X

A20

Wonnarua lore and custom training

A21

Wonnarua Educational Funding Scholarships / Apprenticeships / School Based

A22

Horticultural & Revegetation Training

A23

Rehabilitation / Land Management & Training

X

X

X

X

Community
RAP

Hickey's

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X
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8.2.4

Proposed Management Measures

Table 8-7 and Table 8-8 contain the Cultural Heritage Management and Conservation Measures which were
developed from the management and conservation measures proposed by RAPs and Knowledge Holder groups
during the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment undertaken for the MCCO Project. These have been derived by
assessing each and every RAPs management and mitigation suggestions.
By providing common themes to the RAPs management and mitigation suggestions, the Project is better able to
review and respond to the RAPs care and control, conservation and intergeneration equity recommendations.
The MCCO Project proposes management measures which address specific RAP derived issues. The MCCO Project
have drawn out the consistent themes from the RAPs and have developed measures to be undertaken in the event
of approval, which address these key themes.
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Table 8-7: Proposed On-Site Management Measures from the Project
Action No

Action Item

MCCO Management Measure

R01

Update ACHMP

The existing Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Management Plan (ACHMP) will be reviewed for the Project within 12 months of Project Approval to outline
all Aboriginal heritage management measures for the Project, responsibilities of all parties and the timeframe for required heritage works.
The ACHMP will include a staged approach to the required research and salvage works to ensure that areas required for earliest disturbance are
completed as a priority.

R04

ACHMP Dispute Resolution process

The revised ACHMP will include specific provisions regarding ongoing engagement with the RAPs and would include mechanisms for dispute resolution
and communications protocols.

R05

Survey, collection and Analysis

Salvage (excavation, analysis and collection) as per the recommendations of the OzArk Archaeological Values Assessment Report for the salvage of the
128 sites to be harmed within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint.
See the OzArk report - Management and Mitigation of Recorded Aboriginal Sites (Appendix 11.5) for further details.

R06

Discovery of previously unknown
cultural heritage items

The Project agrees to follow all relevant NSW Government guidelines regarding the location of human skeletal remains. The Project will apply the
precautionary principle to the development of management measures for the Proposed Disturbance Footprint.
This approach will include the development of culturally appropriate management measures for the management of human remains, should this occur
during the Project life. Protocols and approach will be developed in consultation with RAPs and updated in the revised ACHMP

R07

Recording of Archaeological Sites

The ACHMP will be revised to include the new sites identified in the Aboriginal Archaeological Values Assessment Report completed for the Project

R09

Care and Control Measures regarding Care and control management measures will be developed and included in the ACHMP for Aboriginal objects recovered through the Archaeological
Aboriginal Objects
research and salvage program implemented for the Project and for long term storage of artefacts recovered from previous research and salvage
programs. The care and control management measures will have regard to cultural considerations. '

Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Management
Plan (ACHMP)

Survey, collection and
analysis

The Project acknowledge the desire for a regional Wonnarua Keeping Place. Mangoola also acknowledged the MCCO Project lies on the overlapping
boundary to the Gomeroi Native Title Claim.However, this facility does not currently exist. The MCCO Project propose to store artefacts from the
salvage program on-site. Should a regional Keeping Place be developed, subject to community support, MCCO would support the relocation of cultural
heritage material to that place. MCCO will consider the repatriation of artefacts across rehabilitation areas as part of a closure planning process at the
cessation of mining.
Care and Control

R10

Repatriation of artefacts from MCCO
Project Area

MCCO acknowledge the desire for a regional Wonnarua Keeping Place. Mangoola also acknowledged the MCCO Project lies on the overlapping
boundary to the Gomeroi Native Title Claim.However, this currently does not exist. MCCO propose to store artefacts from the salvage program onsite. Should a regional Keeping Place be developed, subject to community support, MCCO would support the relocation of artefacts.

MCCO will consider the repatriation of artefacts across rehabilitation areas as part of a closure planning process at the cessation of mining.
R11

UW01

Sites not to Be Impacted

The Project will implement the Aboriginal archaeological management measures program for sites in the MCCO Additional Project Area that will not
be impacted by the Project as recommended in the Aboriginal Archaeological Values Assessment report for the Project. These measures will be further
outlined in the updated ACHMP.
As noted in the AAIA 45 sites in the MCCO Additional Project Area will be avoided as they are located outside of the Proposed Disturbance Footprint.
Further Mangoola will provide for the maintenance of the landscape in a 23.5 ha area termed here the ‘MCCO Cultural Heritage Management Area’
that encompasses landforms adjacent to the tributary to Big Flat Creek in the southeast of the MCCO Additional Project Area.

Page | 53

Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

Table 8-8: Proposed Off-Site Management Measures.
Action
No

Action Item

MCCO Proposed Management Measure
Currently Glencore Coal Assets Australia (GCAA) through its voluntary Community Investment Program is committed to:

R12

Education and Learning



The Galuwa Aboriginal School scholarship program which currently supports 30 scholarships for Aboriginal students from the Upper Hunter in years 6,7
and 8 to support their academic progress, cultural identity and career aspirations.



Singleton Clontarf Academy supporting 80 Aboriginal boys and 4 staff at Singleton High School to support the personal development and education of
these boys.

GCAA’s approach to supporting Aboriginal education is to work closely with NSW Department of Education to provide meaningful and needed Aboriginal
education support that compliments and does not duplicate existing initiatives within NSW Education and other providers who support Aboriginal Education.
Further support of Aboriginal education following approval of the MCCO Project would be considered, to align to this approach to support similar Aboriginal
education initiatives where there is a substantiated gap in support or service provision.

Intergenerational Equity

Knowledge Holders and RAPs raised a range of issues and potential mitigation strategies with regards to cultural loss, these included:
R13

Sense of Community
Cultural Identity

and 


A desire for community (or groups) to come together outside of development application/disturbance processes, and
A desire for a range of cultural experiences (such as cultural camps, Elders Camps, teaching to younger generations)

Mangoola would consider supporting a program or activities to assist in promoting cultural awareness and education for young people.

R14
R15

Leadership, Empowerment and
Employment opportunities for Aboriginal stakeholders was raised as an item that would benefit the wider community. Mangoola in consultation or
Influence
conjunction with GCAA would consider supporting a traineeship or work experience program through a third-party provider in the area of cultural heritage
management, biodiversity or land management, ecology, rehabilitation or other appropriately related field.
Land Management
A process and criteria for the application offer this support would be developed following approval of the MCCO Project.

The support for these programs would be available for applications from the local Aboriginal community for a period of 3 years from the commencement of the
Timing and Support for the Research, Caring for Land, Bringing People
MCCO Project. A process and criteria for the application for this support would be developed following approval of the MCCO Project. A total budget of
Together and Cultural Awareness and Education Programs
$150,000 will be allocated for these programs, subject to approval of the MCCO Project.

UW01
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8.3

Management Measures - No Project Approval Scenario

Should the proposed Project not be approved the potential impacts would not occur, and there would be no risk
to the cultural values and archaeological sites identified in this ACHAR.
In this scenario, the Project would not need to update the existing approved ACHMP and would continue to
monitor and manage the identified Aboriginal archaeological and cultural heritage values related to the existing
approved mining area through that management plan.
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10 Glossary
Absolute Dating: Is the process of determining a
specific date for an archaeological or paleontological
site or artefact. Some archaeologists prefer the terms
chronometric or calendar dating, as use of the word
"absolute" implies a certainty and precision that is
rarely possible in archaeology. See also relative
dating.
Adze: A stone tool made on flakes with steep flaking
along the lateral margins and hafted for use as a
wood working tool.
Alluvial Terrace: A terraced embankment of loose
material adjacent to the sides of a river valley.
Amorphous: Showing no definite crystalline structure.
Angle Of Applied Force: The angle at which the force
of flaking is applied to a core.
Angular fragment: A piece of stone that is blocky or
angular.
Anisotropic: Having some physical properties which
vary in different directions.
Anvil: A portable stone, used as a base for working
stone tools. Anvils most frequently have a small
circular depression in the centre which is the impact
damage from where cores were held while being
struck by a hammer stone. An anvil may be a multifunctional tool also used as a grindstone and hammer
stone.
Archaeological
Context:
The
situation
or
circumstances in which a particular item or group of
items is found.
Archaeological site types: The archaeological site
types encountered in Australia can be divided into
three main groups:
Historical archaeological site: An archaeological site
formed since the European settlement containing
physical evidence of past human activity (for example
a structure, landscape or artefact scatter).
Aboriginal contact site: A site with a historical context
such as an Aboriginal mission station or provisioning
point, or a site that shows evidence of Aboriginal use
of non-traditional Aboriginal materials and
technologies (e.g. metal or ceramic artefacts).
Aboriginal prehistoric archaeological site: A site that
contains physical evidence of past Aboriginal activity,
formed or used by Aboriginal people before European
settlement.

UW01

These sites may be:
Artefact scatters
Isolated artefacts

Scarred Trees
Mounds

Rock shelters
Burial Structures

Rock art
Hearths

Shell middens

Quarries

Ethnographic Items

Grinding Patches

Archaeology: The study of the past through the
systematic recovery and analysis of material culture.
Archaeology relies heavily upon science and cognate
disciplines to provide interpretations of the past life
ways of the peoples under investigation.
Artefact: any movable object that has been utilised
modified or manufactured by humans.
Artefact scatter: A surface scatter of cultural material.
Aboriginal artefact scatters are often defined as being
the occurrence of five or more items of cultural
material within an area of about 10m x 10m.
Australian Height Datum: The datum used to
determine elevations in Australia. The AHD is based
on the mean coastal sea level being zero metres AHD.
Australian Small Tool Tradition: Stone tool
assemblages found across Australia, with the
exception of Tasmania, dating between 8000 BP to
European contact. The tool types include hafted
implements (e.g. Bondi points), bifacial and unifacial
points, geometric microliths, and blades.
The
assemblage is named for its distinct lack of larger
‘core tools’ which characterised earlier assemblages.
Axe: A stone-headed axe or hatchet or the stone head
alone, characteristically containing two ground
surfaces which meet at a bevel.
Backed Artefact: Backed artefacts are flakes
retouched until they have one or more steep and
relatively thick surfaces that are covered with
negative scars. Since the backing retouch was
accomplished with a bipolar and/or anvil-rested
knapping technique, these retouched surfaces
typically show negative scars originating from two
directions, a pattern that is sometimes described as
"double backing". Backed pieces are a feature of the
‘Australian small tool tradition’, dating from about
8000 BP in southern Australia.
Bearing: An angle measured clockwise from a north
line of 0° to a given surveyed line.
Bevelled Edge: An edge which has had its angle
altered.
Biface: A flaked stone artefact which has flake scars
on both ventral and dorsal surfaces.
Bipolar: Technique of knapping where a core is rested
on an anvil and force applied to the core at an angle
close to 90o in the direction of the core's contact with
the anvil.
Blade: A flake at least twice as long as it is wide.
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Blaze: A mark carved in a tree trunk at about breast
height. This type of mark was traditionally used by
explorers or surveyors to indicate a route of passage
in a certain direction, or a particular camp location.
Bulb of Percussion: Is a convex protuberance located
at the proximal end of the ventral surface of a flake,
immediately below the ring crack.
Bulbar Scar: The negative scar on a core that results
from the bulb of percussion on the extracted flake.
Burial site: Usually a sub-surface pit containing
human remains and sometimes associated artefacts.
Human burials can also occur above the ground
surface within rock shelters or on tree platform
burials.
Burin: A stone implement roughly rectangular in
shape with a corner flaked to act as a point for
piercing holes.
Cadastral: From the Latin, a cadastre is a
comprehensive register of the real property of a
country, and commonly includes details of the
ownership, the tenure, the precise location (some can
include GPS coordinates), the dimensions (and area),
the cultivations if rural and the value of individual
parcels of land.
Chert: Is a fine-grained silica-rich microcrystalline,
cryptocrystalline or microfibrous sedimentary rock
that may contain small fossils. It varies greatly in
colour (from white to black), but most often
manifests as gray, brown, greyish brown and light
green to rusty red. Its colour is an expression of trace
elements present in the rock, and both red and green
are most often related to traces of iron (in its oxidized
and reduced forms respectively).
Cleavage Plane: A plane of weakness or preferred
fracture in a rock.
Composite: An artefact made up of two or more parts
joined together.
Conchoidal Fracture: describes the way that brittle
materials break when they do not follow any natural
planes of separation. Materials that break in this way
include flint and other fine-grained minerals, as well
as most amorphous solids, such as obsidian and other
types of glass. Conchoidal fractures often result in a
curved breakage surface that resembles the rippling,
gradual curves of a mussel shell; the word "conchoid"
is derived from the word for this animal. A swelling
appears at the point of impact called the bulb of
percussion. Shock waves emanating outwards from
this point leave their mark on the stone as ripples.
Other conchoidal features include small fissures
emanating from the bulb of percussion.
Conjoin: A physical link between artefacts broken in
antiquity. A conjoin set refers to a number of
artefacts which can be been refitted together.
Contours: Lines joining points of equal height on a
topographic map. Contour lines that are relatively
close together depict an area of steep terrain on the
earth's surface; whereas lines depicted a distance
apart represent flat areas on the earth’s surface.
UW01

Core: An artefact from which flakes have been
detached using a hammer stone. Core types include
single platform, multi-platform, and bipolar forms.
Cortex: Weathered outer surface of rock, usually
chemically altered.
Crazing: Production of visible surface cracks by
uncontrolled heating of rock.
Crown land: Technically belonging to the reigning
sovereign, is a class of public land, provided for the
enjoyment and benefit of the people.
Crushing: Abrasion, small fracturing and the
formation of ring cracks, usually along an artefacts
edge.
Cryptocrystalline: Rock in which the crystal structure
is too fine for clear resolution with an optical
microscope.
Cultural significance: Cultural significance means
aesthetic, historic, scientific, social or spiritual value
for past, present or future generations (Australia
ICOMOS Burra Charter Article 1.2).
Cultural Materials: The products of human behaviour,
such as stone artefacts or food debris.
Datum: In surveying and geodesy, a datum is a
reference point or surface against which position
measurements are made, and an associated model of
the shape of the earth for computing positions.
Horizontal datum’s are used for describing a point on
the earth's surface, in latitude and longitude or
another coordinate system. Vertical datum’s are used
to measure elevations or underwater depths. The
previous datum used in Australia was known as the
Australian Geodetic Datum (AGD). However, this was
restricted because it was defined to best fit the shape
of the earth in the Australian region only. The change
in datum’s had a major consequence to all
coordinates.
Both
latitudes/longitudes
and
eastings/northings were shifted by approximately 200
metres in a north-easterly direction.
Debitage: The term debitage refers to the totality of
waste material produced during lithic reduction and
the production of chipped stone tools. This
assemblage includes, but is not limited to, different
kinds of lithic flakes, shatter, and production errors
and rejects.
Decortication: Removal of cortex from a stone
artefact.
Dendrochronology: Is the method of scientific dating
based on the analysis of tree-ring growth patterns.
Denticulated: Describes a stone tool which has one
edge worked into a series of notches giving a toothed
or serrated cutting edge.
Discard: The movement of an object from its systemic
context to an archaeological context.
Distal: The end of a flake opposite the bulb; the area
of a flake containing its termination.
Direct Freehand Knapping: A method of holding the
material to be flaked in the unsupported hand and
directing the hammer stone with the other hand.
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Dorsal Surface: The face of a flake which was the core
surface prior to flake removal and may therefore
retain negative flake scars or cortex.
Edge ground implement: A tool, such as an axe or
adze which has been flaked to a rough shape and
then ground against another stone to produce a sharp
edge.
Edge modification: Irregular small flake scarring along
one or more margins of a flake, flaked piece or core,
which is the result of utilisation/retouch or natural
edge damage. Edge damage refers to the removal of
small flakes from the edge of an artefact.
Elevation: The height above mean sea level.
Eraillure Flake: A flake formed between the bulb of
force and the bulbar scar. Sometimes the eraillure
flake adheres to the core in the bulbar scar. The
eraillure flake leaves no scar on the core, but always
leaves a scar on the ventral surface of the flake. The
eraillure flake is convex / concave (like a meniscus
lens), has no distinct features on the "dorsal face",
but may contain compression rings on the bulbar
face.
Ethno-archaeology: The study of human behaviour
and of the material culture of living societies in order
to learn how items enter the archaeological record,
thus allowing the formation of hypotheses as to how
items of material culture entered the archaeological
record in pre-history.
Ethnographic Site: Often overlooked in cultural
heritage management, an ethnographic site is one
which has particular spiritual or ritual significance to a
particular group of people. They are more commonly
referred to as ‘dreaming sites’ in Australia, and most
appropriately
recorded
by
someone
with
anthropological qualifications.
Excavation: The systematic recovery of archaeological
data through the exposure of buried sites and
artefacts. Excavation is a destructive process, and
hence it is accompanied by comprehensive recording
of every aspect.
Excavation Report: Once an excavation has finished, a
report outlining the reasons, aims, methods used and
findings from the excavation as well as some
conclusions drawn from interpreting the artefacts.
Faceted Platform: A platform which is created by the
removal of a number of flake scars.
Feather Termination: A termination of the fracture
plane that occurs gradually (i.e. there are no sharp
bends in the plane), producing a thin, low angled
distal margin.
Feature: In excavations, a feature is something that a
human made in the past that has not been or cannot
be moved. Examples of this would be a house floor or
a hearth (fire pit). When archaeologists are
excavating, they often come across features.
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Flake: A piece of stone removed from a core during
the process of knapping by the application of external
force, which characteristically shows traces of the
processes of removal: concentric fracture ripples and
a bulb of percussion. Flakes with a length: breadth
ratio of 2:1 or more are usually referred to as blades.
In some cases, flakes are the result of shaping a block
of stone into a tool of some kind. When removed
from a prepared core, however, they were usually
used as blanks for making tools. Primary flakes (also
called decortication flakes) are large, thick flakes
struck off a core when removing the cortex and
preparing it for working. Secondary flakes (also called
reduction flakes) are large flakes struck off a piece to
reduce its size or thickness. Tertiary flakes are small
flakes struck off when shaping the detail of a piece to
make a specific tool. Retouching flakes are tiny,
extremely thin flakes pinched or pushed off a piece to
finish it, to fine-shape part of the surface, sharpen it,
or resharpen it. Notching flakes are produced when
putting hafting notches in stone tools.
Force: The quantity of energy exerted by a moving
body; power exerted; energy exerted to move
another body from a state of inertia.
Formal tool: an artefact that has been shaped by
flaking, including retouch, or grinding to a
predetermined form for use as a tool. Formal tools
include scrapers, backed pieces, adzes and axes.
Fracture: Irregular surface produced by breaking a
mineral across rather than along cleavage planes.
GDA94: Geocentric Datum of Australia. A spatial
reference system which is universally implemented
across Australia. The Geocentric Datum of Australia
(GDA) is a coordinate reference system that best fits
the shape of the earth as a whole. It has an origin
that coincides with the centre of mass of the earth,
hence the term 'geocentric'
Geodesy: The science and mathematical calculations
of the shape and size of the Earth.
Geographic coordinates: a geographic coordinate
system enables every location on the earth to be
specified, using mainly a spherical coordinate system.
There are three coordinates: latitude, longitude and
geodesic height.
Geographic Information Systems: Is any system for
capturing, storing, analysing, managing and
presenting data and associated attributes which are
spatially referenced to Earth. GIS is a system or tool or
computer based methodology to collect, store,
manipulate,
retrieve
and
analyse
spatially
(georeferenced) data.
Geometric microlith: A small tool that has been
fashioned from breaking apart a microblade. The
piece is then retouched or backed and a small tool
formed.
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Gilgai soils: Soils with an undulating surface,
presenting as a pattern of mounds and depressions.
Gilgai soils contain swelling clays, which shrink and
swell with alternate drying and wetting cycles. They
display strong cracks when dry. Elements of the soil
circulate and move during the shrink-swell process.
Global Positioning System: GPS is a satellite based
navigation system originally developed by the United
State's Department of Defence. A GPS receiver
calculates a position by measuring distances to four
or more satellites of a possible 24. These orbit the
Earth at all times.
Grain: A description of the size of particles or crystals
in rocks or sand. Coarse grained rocks have particles
or crystals which are large (1mm or more), and fine
grained rocks have particles which are small (0.1mm
or less).
Greywacke: Hard fine-grained rock of variable
composition containing some quartz and feldspar but
mostly very fine particles of rock fragments.
Graticule: A network of crossing lines on a map
representing parallels of latitude and meridians of
longitude as defined by the projection.
Grid: The division of an archaeological site into small
squares that denote different areas of excavation,
making it easier to measure and document the site.
Grid coordinates: A point on a map given as an
easting and northing reading. The values are given in
metres.
Grindstone: The abrasive stone used to abrade
another artefact or to processes food. Upper and
lower grind stones used to grind plants for food and
medicine and/or ochre for painting. A hammer stone
sometimes doubles as a hammer stone and/or anvil.
Hammer stone: a piece of stone, often a creek/river
pebble/cobble, which has been used to detach flakes
from a core by percussion. During flaking, the edges
of the hammer stone become ‘bruised’ or crushed by
impact with the core. Hammer stones may also be
used in the manufacture of petroglyphs.
Hand-Held: Description of the method used to
immobilize the rock during knapping, it which it is
held in one hand and struck by a hammer stone held
in the other hand.
Hardness: Resistance of material to permanent
deformation.
Hearth: Usually a sub-surface feature found eroding
from a river or creek bank or a sand dune – it
indicates a place where Aboriginal people cooked
food. The remains of hearth are usually identifiable by
the presence of charcoal and sometimes clay balls
(like brick fragments) and hearth stones. Remains of
burnt bone or shell are sometimes preserved with a
hearth.
Heat treatment: The thermal alteration of stone
(including silcrete) by stone workers to improve its
flaking qualities.
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Heritage: The word 'heritage' is commonly used to
refer to our cultural inheritance from the past that is
the evidence of human activity from Aboriginal
peoples through successive periods of later migration,
up to the present day. Heritage can be used to cover
natural environment as well, for example the Natural
Heritage Charter. Cultural heritage can be defined as
those things and places associated with human
activity. The definition is very broad, and includes
Indigenous and historic values, places and objects,
and associated values, traditions, knowledge and
cultures.
Heritage Place: A place that has aesthetic, historic,
scientific or social values for past, present or future
generations – ‘this definition encompasses all cultural
places with any potential present or future value as
defined above’. Heritage place can be subdivided into
Aboriginal place and historical place, for the purposes
of this document.
Hinge Termination: A fracture plane that turns
sharply toward the free surface of the core
immediately prior to the termination of the fracture.
The bend of the ventral surface is rounded and should
not be confused with a step termination.
Historic place: A place that has some significance or
noted association in history.
Homogeneous: Uniform structure and property
throughout the material.
Hunter-gatherer: A member of a society who gains
their subsistence in the wild on food obtained by
hunting and foraging.
Hydrology: Is the study of the movement,
distribution, and quality of water throughout the
Earth.
ICOMOS (International Council on Monuments and
Sites): ICOMOS is a nongovernment professional
organisation closely linked to UNESCO, with national
committees in some 100 countries with the
headquarters in France. ICOMOS promotes expertise
in the conservation of cultural heritage. It was formed
in 1965, and has a responsibility to advise UNESCO in
the assessment of sites proposed for the World
Heritage List. Australia ICOMOS was formed in 1976.
Its fifteen member executive committee is
responsible for carrying out national programmes and
participating in decisions of ICOMOS.
Incipient Crack: A crack or line of weakness in the
rock.
Inclusion: An impurity or foreign body in the stone
that reduces the homogeneity of the rock.
Indirect Percussion: Punch technique.
Interpretation: The process of explaining the meaning
or use of an artefact.
Inward Force: Force applied to the platform, and
directed into the body of the core.
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Isolated artefact: The occurrence of less than five
items of cultural material within an area of about 100
sq. metres. It/they can be evidence of a short-lived
(or one-off) activity location, the result of an artefact
being lost or discarded during travel, or evidence of
an artefact scatter that is otherwise obscured by poor
ground visibility.
Knapper: A person who creates stone artefacts by
striking rocks and causing them to fracture.
Knapping Floor: The debris left on one spot and
resulting from the reduction of one block of raw
material. A knapping location is a site comprised of
one or more knapping floors.
Koori: Koori is an Aboriginal term used to describe
Indigenous people from Victoria and southern New
South Wales.
Lateral Margins: The margins of a flake either side of
the percussion axis.
Latitude: The angular distance along a meridian
measured from the Equator, either north or south.
Layer: The layer is the level in which archaeologists
dig. All excavation sites have different numbers of
layers. Archaeologists try to work out when they are
moving to a new layer by cultural or man-made clues
like floors, but sometimes they will go by changes in
soil colour or soil type.
Longitude: The angular distance measured from a
reference meridian, Greenwich, either east or west.
Longitudinal Cross Section: The cross-section of a
flake along its percussion axis.
Magnetic north: The direction from a point on the
earth's surface to the north magnetic pole. The
difference between magnetic north and true north is
referred to as magnetic declination.
Maintenance: The process of keeping an artefact in a
particular state or condition. An edge which is being
used is maintained by flaking off blunted portions. A
core is maintained by keeping its characteristics
within the limits required for certain types of flaking.
Manufacture: The process of making an artefact.
Manuport: Foreign fragment, chunk or lump of stone
that shows no clear sings of flaking but is out of
geological context and must have been transported to
the site by people.
Map scale: The relationship between a distance on a
map and the corresponding distance on the earth's
surface.
Margin: Edge between the ventral and dorsal surfaces
of a flake.
Material culture: A term that refers to the physical
objects created by a culture. This could include the
buildings, tools and other artefacts created by the
members of a society.
Mercator projection: A conformal cylindrical
projection tangential to the Equator. Rhumb lines on
this projection are represented as straight lines.
Meridian: A straight line connecting the North and
South Poles and traversing points of equal longitude.
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MGA94: The Universal Transverse Mercator
coordinates of eastings, northings, and zones
generated from GDA94 are called Map Grid of
Australia 1994 coordinates.
Microblade: A very small narrow blade.
Microcrystalline: Rocks in which the crystals are very
small but visible in an optical microscope.
Microwear: Microscopic use-wear.
Moiety: A moiety is a half. Tribes were composed of
two moieties (halves) and each clan belonged to one
of the moieties.
Mound: These sites, often appearing as raised areas
of darker soil, are found most commonly in the
volcanic plains of western Victoria or on higher
ground near bodies of water. The majority were
probably formed by a slow buildup of debris resulting
from earth-oven cooking: although some may have
been formed by the collapse of sod or turf structures.
It has also been suggested some were deliberately
constructed as hut foundations.
Morphology: The topographical characteristics of the
exterior of an artefact.
Mosaic: A number of continuous aerial photographs
overlapped and joined together by way of 'best fit' to
form a single non-rectified image.
Negative Bulb of Force: The concave surface left after
a flake has been removed. See Bulbar Scar.
Notched: Serration or series of alternating noses and
concavities.
Obtrusiveness: How visible a site is within a particular
landscape. Some site types are more conspicuous
than others. A surface stone artefact scatter is
generally not obtrusive, but a scarred tree will be.
Overhang: The lip on a core or retouched flake,
caused by the platform being undercut by the bulb on
the flake removed.
Overhang Removal: The act of brushing or tapping
the platform edge in order to remove the overhang in
a series of small flakes.
Overlays: The Victorian Planning Provisions establish
a number of different Overlays to show the type of
use and development allowed in a municipality.
Heritage Overlays will list places of defensible cultural
heritage significance.
Patina: An alteration of rock surfaces by molecular or
chemical change (but not by attrition, hence not to be
confused with sand blasting).
Pebble/cobble: Natural stone fragments of any
shape. Pebbles are 2-60 mm in size and cobbles are
60-200 mm in size.
Percussion: The act of hitting a core with a hammer
stone to strike off flakes.
Percussion Flaking: The process of detaching flakes by
striking with a percussor.
Percussion Length: The distance along the ventral
surface from the ring crack to the flake termination.
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Place: Place means a site, area, land, landscape,
building or other works, group of buildings or other
works, and may include components, contents,
spaces and views. (Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter
Article 1.1)
Plane of Fracture: The fracture path which produces
the ventral surface of a flake.
Planning scheme: The legal instrument that sets out
the provisions for land use, development, and
protection in Victoria. Every municipality in Victoria
has a planning scheme.
Platform: Any surface to which a fabricator is applied
when knapping.
Platform Angle: 1. The angle between the platform
and core face on a core. 2. The angle between the
platform and dorsal surface on a flake. 3. The angle
between the platform and flaked surface on a
retouched flake.
Platform Preparation: Alteration of the portion of the
platform which receives the fabricator by grinding,
polishing or flaking. Removal of small flake scars on
the dorsal edge of a flake, opposite the bulb of
percussion. These overhang removal scars are
produced to prevent a platform from shattering.
Platform removal flake: A flake which contains a
platform on the dorsal surface.
Point of force application: The area of the platform in
contact with the indenter during knapping. Also
known as point of contact.
Positive Bulb of Force: Bulb of force.
Post-depositional processes: The natural or cultural
processes which may differentially impact upon
archaeological sediments after they deposited.
Potlids: A concave-convex or plano-convex fragment
of stone. Potlids never have a ringcrack or any other
feature relating to the input of external force. They
often have a central protuberance which indicates an
internal initiation to the fracture. Potlids are the
result of differential expansion of heated rock.
Pre-contact: Before contact with non-Aboriginal
people.
Post-contact: After contact with non-Aboriginal
people.
Pressure Flaking: The process of detaching flakes by a
pressing force. Also Static Loading.
Primary decortication: The first removal of cortex
from a core, creating a primary decortication flake.
The flake will have a dorsal surface covered entirely
by cortex.
Procurement: Obtaining raw materials.
Provenance: The location of an artefact or feature
both vertically and horizontally in the site.
Archaeologists record the provenance of artefacts
and features in their field books and on the artefact
bag. Provenance is important because it gives
archaeologists the history and context of an object,
i.e., exactly where it was found on the site.
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Punch: An object which is placed on a core or
retouched flake and receives the blow from the
percussor.
Quarry: A place where humans obtained stone or
ochre for artefact manufacture. A place where stone
or ochre is exposed and has been extracted by
Aboriginal people. The rock types most commonly
quarried for artefact manufacture in Victoria include
silcrete, quartz, quartzite, chert and fine-grained
volcanics such as greenstone.
Quartz: A form of silica.
Quartzite: Sandstone in which the quartz sand grains
are completely cemented together by secondary
quartz deposited from solution.
Radiocarbon Dating: Also called carbon dating and C14 dating. It is used to work out the approximate age
of an artefact by measuring the amount of carbon 14
it contains. This dating technique is not perfect. It can
only be used on organic remains (typically wood or
charcoal). Also radiocarbon is only accurate to ±50
years, and cannot accurately date objects more than
50,000 years old.
Redirecting Flake: A flake which uses an old platform
as a dorsal ridge to direct the fracture plane.
Redirection: Rotation of a core and initiation of
flaking from a new platform situated at right angles to
a previous platform. It produces a redirecting flake.
Reduction: Process of breaking down stone by either
flaking or grinding.
Reduction Sequence: A description of the order in
which reduction occurs within one block of stone.
Rejuvenate: The process of flaking in such a way that
further reduction is possible or is easier. This usually
involves removing unwanted features, such as step
terminations, or making unsuitable characteristics
more favourable, for example changing the platform
angle. A Rejuvenation flake is a flake that has been
knapped from a core solely for the purpose of
preparing a new platform and making it easier to get
flakes off a core, as it reduces that angle between
platform and core surface.
Relative Dating: A general method of dating objects,
which uses their relation to other objects. For
example, artefacts found in lower layer are typically
older than artefacts in higher layer.
Relic: Deposit, object or material evidence of human
past.
Replica: A copy of a prehistoric artefact made by a
modern investigator for research purposes.
Replicative Systems Analysis: A method of analysing
prehistoric artefacts by creating exact replicas of all
the manufacturing debris.
Reserves: The word 'reserve' derives from the land
being reserved for a particular public use. Crown land
retained in public ownership, but not reserved is
termed unreserved Crown land.
Resharpening: The process of making a blunt edge
sharper by grinding or flaking.
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Retouched Flake: A flake that has subsequently been
re-flaked. A flake, flaked piece or core with
intentional secondary flaking along one or more
edges.
Retouching: The act of knapping a flake into a
retouched flake.
Ridge: The intersection of two surfaces, often at the
junction of two negative scars.
Ring Crack: A circular pattern of micro-fissures
penetrating into the artefact around the Point of
Force Application and initiating the fracture. It
appears on the ventral surface usually as a semicircular protuberance on the edge of the platform.
Rock art: Paintings, engravings and shallow relief
work on natural rock surfaces. Paintings were often
produced by mineral pigments, such as ochre,
combined with clay and usually mixed with water to
form a paste or liquid that was applied to an
unprepared rock surface.
Run: A large area of land in which squatters could
pasture their stock without a lot of fencing necessary.
Employed shepherds looked after various areas of the
runs. Runs became consolidated pastoral holdings.
Many of the runs were about 25 sq miles in area and
later became parishes.
Sand: Quartz grains with only a small content of other
materials. Grain size 2.00 mm to 0.05 mm.
Sandstone: A sedimentary rock composed of sand,
and with only a small amount of other material, which
has been consolidated by argillaceous or calcareous
bonding of grains.
Sahul: This is the name given to the continent when
Australia and New Guinea were a single landmass
during the Pleistocene era. During this period, sea
levels were approximately 150 metres lower than
present levels.
Scar: The feature left on an artefact by the removal of
a flake. Includes negative bulb, negative ring crack
and negative termination.
Scarred tree: Scars on trees may be the result of
removal of strips of bark by Aborigines e.g. for the
manufacture of utensils, canoes or for shelter; or
resulting from small notches chopped into the bark to
provide hand and toe holds for hunting possums and
koalas. Some scars may be the result of nonAboriginal activity, such as surveyors’ marks.
Scraper: A flake, flaked piece or core with systematic
retouch on one or more margins.
Screen: A screen is used by an archaeologist to sift
excavated soil in search of small artefacts like nails,
ceramic fragments, and organic material like seeds,
shell, and bone. Can be either manual (hand held) or
mechanical.
Secondary Decortication: The removal of cortex from
a core after the primary decortication flake. A
secondary decortication flake is one that has both
cortex and flake scars on the dorsal surface.
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Selection: Runs were subdivided into selections for
farming, agriculture and grazing homesteads. After a
period of yearly rental payments, the selector could
often obtain freehold ownership.
Shell midden: A surface scatter and/or deposit
comprised mainly of shell, sometimes containing
stone artefacts, charcoal, bone and manuports.
These site types are normally found in association
with coastlines, rivers, creeks and swamps – wherever
coastal, riverine or estuarine shellfish resources were
accessed and exploited.
Sieve: See Screen.
Significance: Significance is a term used to describe
an item's heritage value. Values might include natural,
Indigenous, aesthetic, historic, scientific or social
importance.
Silica: Silicon dioxide.
Silcrete: A silicified sediment.
Siliceous: Having high silica content.
Site: An area designated for archaeological
exploration by excavation and/or survey usually due
to the presence of a concentration of cultural
material.
Step Termination: A fracture plane that turns sharply
towards the free surface of the core immediately
prior to the termination of the fracture. The bend of
the ventral surface is sharp, often a right angle.
Stratification: Over time, debris and soil accumulate
in layers (strata). Colour, texture, and contents may
change with each layer. Archaeologists try to explain
how each layer was added--if it occurred naturally,
deliberately (garbage), or from the collapse of
structures-and they record it in detailed drawings so
others can follow. Stratigraphy refers to the
interpretation of the layers in archaeological deposits.
Usually, the artefacts found on top are the youngest
(most recent), while those on the bottom are the
oldest.
Structures (Aboriginal): Can refer to a number of
different site types, grouped here only because of
their relative rarity and their status as built structures.
Most structures tend to be made of locally available
rock, such as rock arrangements (ceremonial and
domestic), fish traps, dams and cairns, or of earth,
such as mounds or some fish traps.
Surface Site: A site where artefacts are found on the
ground surface.
Taphonomy: The study of the depositional and
preservation processes which produce archaeological
or paleontological material.
Termination: The point at which the fracture plain
reaches the surface of a core and detaches a flake.
Tertiary Flake: A flake without cortex.
Theodolite: Instrument used by a surveyor for
measuring horizontal and vertical angles.
Thermal Treatment: Alteration of siliceous materials
by controlled exposure to heat.
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Thickness: Measurement of the distance between the
dorsal and ventral surfaces of a flake.
Thumbnail scraper: A convex edged scraper that is
small, generally the size of a thumbnail.
Tool: Any object that is used.
Topographic map: A detailed representation of
cultural, hydrographic relief and vegetation features.
These are depicted on a map on a designated
projection and at a designated scale.
Transverse Cross Section: The cross section of a flake
at 90o to the length.
Transverse Mercator projection: A projection similar
to the Mercator projection, but has the cylinder
tangent at a particular meridian rather than at the
equator.
True north: The direction to the Earth's geographic
North Pole.
Tula: A flake with a prominent bulb, large platform
and platform/ventral surface angle of about 130o,
which is retouched at the distal end. Not to be
confused with a Tula Adze.
Tula
Adze:
A
composite
tool
observed
ethnographically, consisting of a stone artefact (often
a Tula), a wooden handle and resin.
Unidirectional Core: Core from which flakes were
removed from one platform surface and in only one
direction.
Unifacial: Artefact flaked on only one side.
Unit: Archaeologists lay out a grid over a site to divide
it into units, which may vary in size, and then figure
out which units will be dug. Archaeologists dig one
unit at a time. Keeping track of specific
measurements between artefacts and features gives
archaeologists the ability to draw an overall map
looking down on the site (called a floor plan), to get
the bigger picture of the site.
Use-wear: Damage to the edges or working surfaces
of tools sustained in use.
Ventral Surface: The surface of a flake created when
it is removed and identified mainly by the presence of
a ring crack.
Visibility: The degree to which the surface of the
ground can be seen. This may be influenced by
natural processes such as wind erosion or the
character of the native vegetation, and by land-use
practices, such as ploughing or grading. Visibility is
generally expressed in terms of the percentage of the
ground surface visible for a project area.
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11 Appendices
11.1 Table of all Consultation Activities

Notes

To/From Who

Description

OEH
Requirement
Section

Consultation
Type

Stage

Date

Table 11-1: Consultation Activities

05-Oct17

1

Letters to
Agencies

4.1.2

Letter requesting RAP
contacts

Hunter Local Land Services (HLLS)

Send via Express Post (see Resister)

05-Oct17

1

Letters to
Agencies

4.1.2

Letter requesting RAP
contacts

Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH)

Send via Express Post (see Resister)

05-Oct17

1

Letters to
Agencies

4.1.2

Letter requesting RAP
contacts

Native Title Services Corporation (NTSC)

Send via Express Post (see Resister)

05-Oct17

1

Letters to
Agencies

4.1.2

Letter requesting RAP
contacts

Muswellbrook Shire Council (MSC)

Send via Express Post (see Resister)

05-Oct17

1

Letters to
Agencies

4.1.2

Letter requesting RAP
contacts

Office of the Registrar of Aboriginal Land
Rights Act

Send via Express Post (see Resister)

05-Oct17

1

Letters to
Agencies

4.1.2

Letter requesting RAP
contacts

National Native Title Tribunal (NNTT)

Send via email to enquiries@nntt.gov.au

05-Oct17

1

Letters to
Agencies

4.1.2

Letter requesting RAP
contacts

Wanaruah Local Aboriginal Land Council
(WLALC)

Send via Express Post (see Resister)

1

Letters to
Agencies

Receiving information
regarding RAPs

HLLS

6/10/17 - letter delivery date
20/10/17 - LDK left voice message on
Toby Whaleboat's mobile
6/11/17 - LDK sent email to Toby
Whaleboat and admin address. As per
phone conversation, Toby will reply to
email.

20-Oct17

1

Letters to
Agencies

Receiving information
regarding RAPs

OEH

received via email (6/10-17 - letter
delivery date)

20-Nov17

1

Letters to
Agencies

Receiving information
regarding RAPs

NTSC

6/10/17 - letter delivery date
20/10/17 - LDK contact NTSC and
indicated they would send the
information via email
6/11/17 - LDK sent email, followed by a
phone conversation: NTSC cannot provide
names at present. Solicitor (Grace
Manning-Davis) will send through a
summary of conversation 16/11/17 - LDK
left message for Grace Manning-Davis
(solicitor)

16-Oct17

1

Letters to
Agencies

Receiving information
regarding RAPs

MSC

received via email (6/10/17 - letter
delivery date)

10-Oct17

1

Letters to
Agencies

Receiving information
regarding RAPs

Office of the Registrar

received via email (6/10/17 - letter
delivery date)

05-Oct17

1

Letters to
Agencies

Receiving information
regarding RAPs

NNTT

received via email (6/10/17 - letter
delivery date)

20-Oct17

1

Letters to
Agencies

Receiving information
regarding RAPs

WLALC

received via email (6/10/17 - letter
delivery date)

05-Oct17

1

Public Notices
RAPs

Public Notice in Newspaper

Muswellbrook Chronicle

proof sent to Fairfax Media for publication

05-Oct17

1

Public Notices
RAPs

Public Notice in Newspaper

Hunter Valley News

proof sent to Fairfax Media for publication

13-Oct17

1

Public Notices
RAPs

4.1.3,
4.1.4

Public Notice in Newspaper

Muswellbrook Chronicle

appeared in publication

11-Oct17

1

Public Notices
RAPs

4.1.3,
4.1.4

Public Notice in Newspaper

Hunter Valley News

appeared in publication

26-Oct17 to 30Oct-17

1

Letter sent to
known parties

4.1.3,
4.1.4,
4.1.5, 4.2

Invitation to register as an
MCCO Project RAP

91 contacts (two group mailings))

23-Oct17 to
22-Nov17

1

Letters of
registration
from RAPs

RAP Registration

Registrations received as per folder (33
RAPs)

14-Dec17

1

Copy of EOI
Letters,
Registered RAPs
List and Public

Email submission as per
Section 4.1.6

OEH - Steven Cox
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4.1.6

91 letters, 33 Registered RAPs and 2
Public Notices
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Notices
14-Dec17

1

Copy of EOI
Letters,
Registered RAPs
List and Public
Notices

4.1.6

Email submission as per
Section 4.1.6

WLALC - Noel Downs

15-Dec17

2

Send Draft
Archeological
Survey
Methodology to
RAPs for
Comment

4.2, 4.3.1,
4.3.2

Draft Archeological Survey
Methodology, including an
MCCO Community
Information Sheet, mailed
out to Registered RAPS for
comment (28-day comment
period)

33 Contacts as listed in RAP database

15-Dec17

2

Send Draft
Archeological
Survey
Methodology to
RAPs for
Comment

4.2, 4.3.1,
4.3.2

Draft Archeological Survey
Methodology, including an
MCCO Community
Information Sheet, mailed
out for comment (28-day
comment period)

Scott Franks

19-Dec17

2

Send Draft
Archeological
Survey
Methodology to
RAPs for
Comment

4.2, 4.3.1,
4.3.2

Draft Archeological Survey
Methodology, including an
MCCO Community
Information Sheet, emailed
out for comment (28-day
comment period) to all
registered RAPs with an
email address

All RAP emails on Registered RAP list
(except Scott Franks)

19-Dec17

2

Send Draft
Archeological
Survey
Methodology to
NTSCorp

4.2, 4.3.1,
4.3.2

Draft Archeological Survey
Methodology, including an
MCCO Community
Information Sheet, emailed
to NTSCorp in relation to
Gomeroi People

Grace Manning-Davis

Email from JM

19-Dec17

2

Send Draft
Archeological
Survey
Methodology to
WNAC

4.2, 4.3.1,
4.3.2

Draft Archeological Survey
Methodology, including an
MCCO Community
Information Sheet, emailed
to Laurie Perry (WNAC)

Laurie Perry

Email from JM
Email filed under Correspondenc/01
Methodology

19-Jan18

2

Letter of
Engagement Seek Cultural
Information
from RAPs
(General)

3.4, 4.3.3

Provision of field work
details/expectations/Registr
ation of Engagement
Form/Field Worker
Application Form

Express Post

19-Jan18

2

Letter of
Engagement Seek Cultural
Information
from RAPs
(Gomeroi)

3.4, 4.3.3

Provision of field work
details/expectations/Registr
ation of Engagement
Form/Field Worker
Application Form

Express Post

22-Jan18

2

Letter of
Engagement Seek Cultural
Information
from RAPs
(PCWP)

3.4, 4.3.3

Provision of field work
details/expectations/Umbell
a Agreement

Scott Franks (PCWP)

Email from JM
Includes Umbrella Agreement

22-Jan18

2

Letter of
Engagement Seek Cultural
Information
from RAPs
(HVAC)

3.4, 4.3.3

Provision of field work
details/expectations/Umbell
a Agreement

Rhonda Griffiths/Ross Pahuru (HVAC)

Email from JM
Includes Umbrella Agreement

22-Jan18

2

Letter of
Engagement Seek Cultural
Information
from RAPs
(WNAC))

3.4, 4.3.3

Provision of field work
details/expectations/Umbell
a Agreement

Laurie Perry (WNAC)

Email from JM
Includes Umbrella Agreement

05-Feb18

2

Archeological
Walking Suvey
of the MCCO
Project Area

4.3.3

Conducted by OzArk. 2
teams consisting of 2
Archaeologists + 4 RAPs

06-Feb18

2

Archeological
Walking Suvey
of the MCCO
Project Area

4.3.3

Conducted by OzArk. 2
teams consisting of 2
Archaeologists + 4 RAPs

07-Feb18

2

Archeological
Walking Suvey
of the MCCO
Project Area

4.3.3

Conducted by OzArk. 2
teams consisting of 2
Archaeologists + 4 RAPs
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91 letters, 33 Registered RAPs and 2
Public Notices

Information to Scott Franks was sent via
email by JM
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08-Feb18

2

Archeological
Walking Suvey
of the MCCO
Project Area

4.3.3

Conducted by OzArk. 2
teams consisting of 2
Archaeologists + 4 RAPs

09-Feb18

2

Archeological
Walking Suvey
of the MCCO
Project Area

4.3.3

Conducted by OzArk. 2
teams consisting of 2
Archaeologists + 4 RAPs

12-Feb18

2

Archeological
Walking Suvey
of the MCCO
Project Area

4.3.3

Conducted by OzArk. 2
teams consisting of 2
Archaeologists + 4 RAPs

13-Feb18

2

Archeological
Walking Suvey
of the MCCO
Project Area

4.3.3

Conducted by OzArk. 2
teams consisting of 2
Archaeologists + 4 RAPs

14-Feb18

2

Archeological
Walking Suvey
of the MCCO
Project Area

4.3.3

Conducted by OzArk. 2
teams consisting of 2
Archaeologists + 4 RAPs

15-Feb18

2

Archeological
Walking Suvey
of the MCCO
Project Area

4.3.3

Conducted by OzArk. 2
teams consisting of 2
Archaeologists + 4 RAPs

16-Feb18

2

Archeological
Walking Suvey
of the MCCO
Project Area

4.3.3

Conducted by OzArk. 2
teams consisting of 2
Archaeologists + 4 RAPs

06-Apr18

2

Test Excavation
Methodology RAP comment
request and
Preliminary
Archeological
Assessment
Summary
(OzArk)

4.2, 4.3.1,
4.3.2

Draft Test Excavation
Methodology and
Archeological Assessment
Summary mailout to all
Registered RAPS for
comment (28-day comment
period)

36 Contacts as listed in RAP database

Express Post

06-Apr18

2

Test Excavation
Methodology RAP comment
request and
Preliminary
Archeological
Assessment
Summary
(OzArk)

4.2, 4.3.1,
4.3.2

Draft Test Excavation
Methodology and
Archeological Assessment
Summary emailed for
comment (28-day comment
period)

Des Hickey (WW)

Email from JM

06-Apr18

2

Test Excavation
Methodology RAP comment
request and
Preliminary
Archeological
Assessment
Summary
(OzArk)

4.2, 4.3.1,
4.3.2

Draft Test Excavation
Methodology and
Archeological Assessment
Summary emailed for
comment (28-day comment
period)

Scott Franks (PCWP)

Email from JM

06-Apr18

2

Test Excavation
Methodology RAP comment
request and
Preliminary
Archeological
Assessment
Summary
(OzArk)

4.2, 4.3.1,
4.3.2

Draft Test Excavation
Methodology and
Archeological Assessment
Summary mailed out for
comment (28-day comment
period)

Grace Manning-Davis (NTSCorp),
representing Gomeroi

Express Post

06-Apr18

2

Test Excavation
Methodology RAP comment
request and
Preliminary
Archeological
Assessment
Summary
(OzArk)

4.2, 4.3.1,
4.3.2

Draft Test Excavation
Methodology and
Archeological Assessment
Summary emailed for
comment (28-day comment
period)

Grace Manning-Davis (NTSCorp),
representing Gomeroi

Email from JM

16-Apr18

3

Invitation to
Cultural Values
Workshops/Site
tour

4.3.3

Mailout Cultural Values
Workshop invite

Un-aligned RAPs (9 RAP groups)

Mail out (regular post) - see RAP Database
under Workshop Groups

16-Apr18

3

Invitation to
Cultural Values
Workshops/Site
tour

4.3.3

Mailout Cultural Values
Workshop invite

HVAC (14 RAP groups)

Mail out (regular post) - see RAP Database
under Workshop Groups
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16-Apr18

3

Invitation to
Cultural Values
Workshops/Site
tour

4.3.3

Mailout Cultural Values
Workshop invite

Hickeys (6 RAP groups)

Mail out (regular post) - see RAP Database
under Workshop Groups

16-Apr18

3

Invitation to
Cultural Values
Workshops/Site
tour

4.3.3

Mailout Cultural Values
Workshop invite

Gomeroi (3 RAP groups)

Mail out (regular post) - see RAP Database
under Workshop Groups

16-Apr18

3

Invitation to
Cultural Values
Workshops/Site
tour

4.3.3

Mailout Cultural Values
Workshop invite

WNAC (3 RAP groups)

Mail out (regular post) - see RAP Database
under Workshop Groups

16-Apr18

3

Invitation and
schedule
regarding
Values
Workshops
(email)

4.3.3

Email Cultural Values
Workshop invite to those
RAPs with an email address

Group 1 - HVAC - 12 RAP Groups

Email - see RAP Database under
Workshop Groups

16-Apr18

3

Invitation and
schedule
regarding
Values
Workshops
(email)

4.3.3

Email Cultural Values
Workshop invite to those
RAPs with an email address

Group 2 - Gomeroi - 3 RAP Groups

Email - see RAP Database under
Workshop Groups

16-Apr18

3

Invitation and
schedule
regarding
Values
Workshops
(email)

4.3.3

Email Cultural Values
Workshop invite to those
RAPs with an email address

Group 3 - WNAC - 3 RAP Groups

Email - see RAP Database under
Workshop Groups

16-Apr18

3

Invitation and
schedule
regarding
Values
Workshops
(email)

4.3.3

Email Cultural Values
Workshop invite to those
RAPs with an email address

Group 4 - Hickeys- 6 RAP Groups

Email - see RAP Database under
Workshop Groups

16-Apr18

3

Invitation and
schedule
regarding
Values
Workshops
(email)

4.3.3

Email Cultural Values
Workshop invite to those
RAPs with an email address

Group 5 - Un-aligned - 8 RAP Groups

Email - see RAP Database under
Workshop Groups

17-Apr18

2

Test Excavation
Methodology RAP comment
request and
Preliminary
Archeological
Assessment
Summary
(OzArk)

4.2, 4.3.1,
4.3.2

Draft Test Excavation
Methodology and
Archeological Assessment
Summary emailed for
comment (28-day comment
period) to those RAPs that
had not yet received
documents by mail

3 RAPs (W. Taggart, WNAC and UAC)

24-Apr18

2

Test Excavation
Notification to
OEH

Requireme
nt 15c of
the Code
of Practice

Notification to OEH re: Test
Excavation date (14 days
prior to activity)

Originally sent to Nicole Davis (who is on
leave) so forwarded to regional mail
address (rog.hcc@environment.nsw.gov.au)
which is the standard address for all Project
queries and notifications

Sent via email by Ben Churcher (OzArk) see Test Excavation Methodology' folder
under 'Correspondence'

30-Apr18

2

Test Excavation
Notification to
OEH

Receipt of Notification from
OEH

From OEH (Nicole Davis) to OzArk (Ben
Churcher)

Email from OEH

09-Apr18

2

Test Excavation
Methodology RAP Reply

4.3.3

Test Excavation
Methodology - RAP
Comments

From Culturally Aware (Tracey Skene)

Comments send via email

15-Apr18

2

Test Excavation
Methodology RAP Reply

4.3.3

Test Excavation
Methodology - RAP
Comments

From Didge Ngunawal Clan (Paul Boyd and
Lilly Carroll)

Comments send via email

17-Apr18

2

Test Excavation
Methodology RAP Reply

4.3.3

Test Excavation
Methodology - RAP
Comments

Murra Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal
Corporation (Ryan Johnson)

Comments send via email

27-Apr18

2

Test Excavation
Methodology RAP Reply

4.3.3

Test Excavation
Methodology - RAP
Comments

Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation
(Jesse Carroll-Johnson)

Comments send via email

09-May18

3

Cultural Values
Workshop and
MCCO Site Tour

4.3.3

Workshops held at MCCO
Project Office and included
a bus tour of the Project
area

HVAC (12 RAPs) and Gomeroi (4 RAPs)

UW01
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10-May18

3

15-May18

3

16-May18

4.3.3

Workshops held at MCCO
Project Office and included
a bus tour of the Project
area

Test Excavation
(1 site)

4.3.3

Test excavation on one PAD
site that included 2
archeologists and 2 RAPs

3

Archeological
Walking Suvey
of the MCCO
Project Area
(unassessed
areas)

4.3.3

Walking survey in Project
area that was not previously
assessed (2 archeologist and
4 RAPs)

17-May18

3

Archeological
Walking Suvey
of the MCCO
Project Area
(unassessed
areas)

4.3.3

Walking survey in Project
area that was not previously
assessed (2 archeologist and
4 RAPs)

18-May18

3

Archeological
Walking Suvey
of the MCCO
Project Area
(unassessed
areas)

4.3.3

Walking survey in Project
area that was not previously
assessed (2 archeologist and
4 RAPs)

30-Aug18

3

Invitation to
Cultural Values
Workshop #2

4.3.3

Cultural Values Workshop
#2 invite mailout

HVAC (16 RAP groups)

Mail out (regular post)

30-Aug18

3

Invitation to
Cultural Values
Workshop #2

4.3.3

Cultural Values Workshop
#2 invite mailout

WNAC (6 RAP groups)

Mail out (regular post)

30-Aug18

3

Invitation to
Cultural Values
Workshop #2

4.3.3

Cultural Values Workshop
#2 invite mailout

Hickeys (7 RAP groups)

Mail out (regular post)

30-Aug18

3

Invitation to
Cultural Values
Workshop #2

4.3.3

Cultural Values Workshop
#2 invite mailout

Gomeroi (3 RAP groups)

Mail out (regular post)

30-Aug18

3

Invitation to
Cultural Values
Workshop #2

4.3.3

Cultural Values Workshop
#2 invite mailout

Un-aligned RAPs (4 RAP groups)

Mail out (regular post)

30-Aug18

3

Invitation to
Cultural Values
Workshop #2

4.3.3

Cultural Values Workshop
#2 invite emailed to those
RAPs with an email address

WNAC (6 RAP groups)

Email - to those RAPs with email
addresses

30-Aug18

3

Invitation to
Cultural Values
Workshop #2

4.3.3

Cultural Values Workshop
#2 invite emailed to those
RAPs with an email address

Gomeroi (3 RAP groups)

Email - to those RAPs with email
addresses

31-Aug18

3

Invitation to
Cultural Values
Workshop #2

4.3.3

Cultural Values Workshop
#2 invite emailed to those
RAPs with an email address

Hickeys (7 RAP groups)

Email - to those RAPs with email
addresses

31-Aug18

3

Invitation to
Cultural Values
Workshop #2

4.3.3

Cultural Values Workshop
#2 invite emailed to those
RAPs with an email address

HVAC (13 RAP groups)

Email - to those RAPs with email
addresses

31-Aug18

3

Invitation to
Cultural Values
Workshop #2

4.3.3

Cultural Values Workshop
#2 invite emailed to those
RAPs with an email address

Un-aligned RAPs (4 RAP groups)

Email - to those RAPs with email
addresses

31-Aug18

3

Invitation to
Cultural Values
Workshop #2

4.3.3

Cultural Values Workshop
#2 invite mailout

Paulette Ryan (HTO) - new address

Mail out (regular post)

17-Sep18

3

Cultural Values
Workshop #2

4.3.3 4.3.7

Cultural Values Workshop
#2 held in Muswellbrook for
Gomeroi (3 RAPs) and HVAC
(11 RAPs)

18-Sep18

3

Cultural Values
Workshop #2

4.3.3 4.3.7

Cultural Values Workshop
#2 (Day 1) held in Singleton
for WNAC (5 RAPs and 15
Elders)

19-Sep18

3

Cultural Values
Workshop #2

4.3.3 4.3.7

Cultural Values Workshop
#2 (Day 2) held in Singleton
for WNAC (5 RAPs and 15
Elders)

20-Sep18

3

Cultural Values
Workshop #2

4.3.3 4.3.7

Cultural Values Workshop
#2 held in Muswellbrook for
Hickeys (2 RAPs)

UW01

WNAC (4 RAPs + 8 Elders) and Hickeys (0
RAPs)
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19-Dec18

4

Draft Aboriginal
Cultural Values
Assessment
Report provide to RAPs
for review and
comment

4.4.1 4.4.3

Email link of Draft ACVAR to
those RAPs requesting the
abililty to download file via
file transfer

19 RAPs

Refer to file for details: RAP Comment
Log_ACHAR

19-Dec18

4

Draft Aboriginal
Cultural Values
Assessment
Report provide to RAPs
for review and
comment

4.4.1 4.4.3

Express Post hard copy of
ACVAR to those RAPs
request it be mailed directly
or those RAPs who could
not be contacted to inquire
about preference.

20 RAPs

Refer to file for details: RAP Comment
Log_ACHAR

UW01
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11.2 List of RAPs for the Project
Group/Organisation
A1 Indigenous Services
Aboriginal Native Title Consultants
AGA Services
Amanda Hickey Cultural Services (AHCS)
Cacatua General Services
Crimson-Rosie
Culturally Aware
Devine Diggers Aboriginal Cultural Consultants
Didge Ngunawal Clan (DNC)
Gidawaa Walang Cultural Heritage Consultancy
Gomeroi Bigambul Traditional Owners
Gomeroi Namoi Traditional Owners
Gomery Cultural Consultants
Gringai Aboriginal Corporation
Hunter Traditional Owners Environmental Management Service
Hunter Valley Aboriginal Corporation
Hunter Valley Cultural Services
Indigenous Learning
Jarban & Mugrebea
JLC Cultural Services
Lower Hunter Aboriginal Incorporated
Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation
Murra Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal Corporation
N/A
N/A
Nyanga Walang
Plains Clans of the Wonnarua People (PCWP)
Ungooroo Aboriginal Corporation
Upper Hunter Wonnarua Council Inc
Valley ELM Corp
Wallangan Cultural Services
Wanaruah Local Aboriginal Land Council
Wattaka Wonnarua Cultural Consultants Services
Widescope Indigenous Group Pty Ltd
Wonn 1 Contracting (Kauwul)
Wonnarua Nation Aboriginal Corporation
Yinarr Cultural Services

UW01

First Name
Carolyn
John & Margaret
Ashley, Gregory & Adam
Amanda
George & Donna
Jeffery
Tracey
Deidre
Paul & Lilly
Craig
Fay
Stephen
David
Gregory
Paulette
Rhonda
Luke
Craig
Barry
Jenny-Lee
David
Vickilee
Ryan & Darleen
Carleen
Warren
Kevin
Scott
Taasha
Rhoda & Victor
Irene
Maree
Noel
Des
Steven & Donna
Arthur
Laurie
Kathleen

Surname
Hickey
Matthews
Sampson
Hickey
Sampson
Matthews
Skene
Perkins
Boyd & Carroll
Horne
Twidale
Talbot
Horton
Heard
Ryan
Griffiths
Hickey
Archibald
French
Chambers
Ahoy
Paddison
Johnson (Carroll)
Dent
Taggart
Duncan
Franks
Layer
Perry
Ardler
Waugh
Downs
Hickey
Hickey
Fletcher
Perry
Steward-Kinchela
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11.3 Consultation Documentation
11.3.1 Example Letter seeking Registrations

UW01
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11.3.2 Public Notices

Figure 11-1: Public Notice in the Hunter Valley News

UW01
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Figure 11-2: Public Notice in the Muswellbrook Chronicle.
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11.3.3 Agency Notifications
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11.3.4 Agency Responses
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11.3.5 Archaeological Survey Methodology
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11.3.6 Archaeological Survey 28 Day Review Feedback from RAPs
Group/Organisation

Abbreviation

Contact Person

Agree with
Methodology

A1 Indigenous Services

A1

Carolyn Hickey

Yes

22/1/18 - Glencore received verification via phone call

AGA Services

AGA

Ashley, Gregory
& Adam
Sampson

Yes

"Cacatua and AGA Services has discussed the Mangoola Coal
continued Operations Project Survey methodology that was
forwarded at our last meeting. Both AGA Services and Cacatua
are in support of the information that was forwarded."

Amanda Hickey Cultural
Services (AHCS)

AHCS

Amanda Hickey

Yes

22/1/18 - Glencore received verification via phone call

Cacatua General
Services

CGS

George & Donna
Sampson

Yes

22/1/18 - Glencore received verification via phone call
From email: "Cacatua and AGA Services has discussed the
Mangoola Coal continued Operations Project Survey
methodology that was forwarded at our last meeting. Both AGA
Services and Cacatua are in support of the information that was
forwarded."

Devine Diggers
Aboriginal Cultural
Consultants

DD

Deidre Perkins

Yes

22/1/18 - Glencore received verification via phone call

Didge Ngunawal Clan
(DNC)

DNC

Paul Boyd &
Lillylea Carroll

Yes

"Didge Ngundawal Clan are happy for the approvals to go
ahead and totally agree with the methodology. DNC has plenty
of experience in all parts of fieldwork and has worked with
nearly all archaeologists."

Gomery Cultural
Consultants

GCC

David Horton

Yes

(verbally acknowledge agreement)

Gringai Aboriginal
Corporation

GAC

Gregory Heard

Yes

"I would like to send in expression of interest for the above said
project.
I agree with the methodology and would like to be involved in
all areas of the project."

Hunter Traditional
Owner Environmental
Management Service

HTO

Paulette Ryan

Yes

Comments primarily relating to Salvage activities. "…regarding
the methodology, can we put that all artefacts coming out of
the spite go in to the buckets as this is a cultural matter as we
would like to handle artefacts before they are bag(ged) this has
been a problem in the pass everything else seem fine"

Jarban & Mugrebea

JM

Uncle Barry
French

Yes

22/1/18 - Glencore received verification via phone call

Lower Hunter Aboriginal
Incorporated

LHAI

David Ahoy

Yes

"On behalf of LHAI I agree with the draft ACHSM and have no
further comments to add."

Murra Bidgee
Mullangari Aboriginal
Corporation

MBM

Ryan & Darleen
Johnson (Carroll)

Yes

"I have read the Draft methodology review and the approach to
the protocols for the management of sensitive cultural
information for the above project. I endorse the proposed
approach and method recommendations by Ozark
Environmental & Heritage Plan."

Ungooroo Aboriginal
Corporation

UAC

Taasha Layer

Yes

22/1/18 - Glencore received verification via phone call

Wallangan Cultural
Services

WCS

Maree Waugh

Yes

22/1/18 - Glencore received verification via phone call

Widescope Indigenous
Group Pty Ltd

WIG

Steven & Donna
Hickey

Yes

"I agree with Methodology."

Wonn 1 Contracting
(Kauwal)

W1

Arthur Fletcher

Yes

"We wish to advise that we are in agreement with the draft
methodologies and loo5 forward to be included in the future
fieldwork."

Stephen Talbot

Yes

As discussed, I agree with the methodology however,
community should be given the opportunity to identify
significant areas. I would like to be given the opportunity to be
involved in all phases of works.

Noel Downs

Yes

Wanaruah Local
Aboriginal Land Council

WLALC

Methodology Comment

WLALC response to the MCCO draft survey methodology.
Under section 2.2 WLALC would like to add:
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There is believed to be a bora ground near the current
location of the Yarraman holiday stay. This bora’s extents
could be several kilometres it has not been studied. It
could be linked to the Anvil Hill complex and Skull rock.



Skull Rock formation has not rated a mention, this is of
concern. It would have been of significance as an odd
geological formation therefore a gift from the creator.



There were many micro blades found during the Mangoola
study, excavations and salvages. This is believed by the
community to show the area is potentially linked to a
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scarification area in the vicinity.


There are reports of a water spring in a cave. Although
often linked to evil places there is no local knowledge on
whether it was considered such or if it was a women’s site.

Under Section 3.8: Additional research questions.


What did the environment/ landscape look like prior to
settlement? What historical records are there to describe
the area at the time of settlement?



What historical records are held by NSW State Library,
National Archive, Universities, Local residents and Local
Historical societies relating to the area that may have
information about the local Aboriginal people in the area.
We know the Marowancal were over near Denman on the
Eastern side of the Hunter River, were these the same
people or were these Tooloompikilal, the Gundical (the
Gundical are possibly from over near Gunda and describing
the Tullong and Murrain Clans) or the Paninpikilal?



Do these records detail local Aboriginal Place Names?



What 3D landscape mapping of the area can be completed
prior to any destruction?

And Finally:

UW01



What methodologies are to be implemented to protect the
wetland aquifer?



The methodology for the survey is to include 100%
Coverage,



In areas where visibility is restricted there is to be a
Maintenance burn and a revisit to the areas concerned.



Survey and Test excavations will inform further research
design and management of sites and landscape.
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11.3.7 Example letter - Archaeological Survey Invitation
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13-Feb-18

14-Feb-18

15-Feb-18

16-Feb-18

09-Feb-18

Mary Franks

Mary Franks

Mary
Franks

Mary Franks

Mary Franks

Mary
Franks

Mary Franks

John Phillips

John Phillips

John Phillips

John Phillips

John
Phillips

John
Phillips

John Phillips

John Phillips

John
Phillips

John Phillips

Maree
Waugh

Maree
Waugh

Maree
Waugh

Maree
Waugh

Maree
Waugh

Maree
Waugh

Maree
Waugh

Maree
Waugh

Maree
Waugh

Maree
Waugh

Luke Hickey

Luke Hickey

Luke Hickey

Luke
Hickey

Luke
Hickey

Luke Hickey

Luke Hickey

Luke
Hickey

Luke Hickey

George
Sampson

Colleen Stair

Paul Boyd

Shaun
Carroll

Shaun
Carroll

Cliff
Johnson

Cliff Johnson

Dave Horton

Cliff
Johnson

Cliff Johnson

Ashley
Sampson

George
Sampson

Jeffery
Matthews

Jenny
Chambers

Allen
Paget

Krystal
Saunders

Jenny
Chambers

Allen
Paget

Krystal
Saunders

Paul Boyd

Ashley
Sampson

Jade Jones

Jade Jones

Wayne
French

Wayne
French

Wayne
French

Wayne
French

Wayne
French

Wayne
French

Wayne
French

Wayne
French

Wayne
French

Wayne
French

Allan
Talbot

Allan
Talbot

Allan Talbot

Allan Talbot

Allan
Talbot

Allan Talbot

PCWP

WNAC

HVAC

Gomeroi

UW01

12-Feb-18

08-Feb-18

06-Feb-18

Mary Franks

07-Feb-18

05-Feb-18

Group

11.3.8 Archaeological Survey Participants
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11.3.9 OzArk Archaeological Survey Summary
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11.3.10 OzArk Archaeological Survey Summary Presentation
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11.3.11 Example Letter inviting RAPs to First Cultural Values Workshop and Site Tour
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11.3.12 Cultural Values Workshop One Information
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11.3.13 Cultural Values Workshop One - Agenda
9-10 May 2018 - Morning Session
7:00am

Meet at the Mangoola Open Cut Administration Office (log-on required)

7:15am - 7:45am

Survey Results Overview (Ben Churcher – OzArk)

7:45am – 8:00am

Board bus in Mangoola carpark for site tour

8:00am – 9:30am

Site tour of the MCCO Project Area

9:30am – 11:00am

Cultural Values workshop and discussions (morning tea available)

11:00am – 11:30am

Lunch (provided)

11:30am

Log-off site (required)

9-10 May 2018 - Afternoon Session

UW01

12:30pm

Meet at the Mangoola Open Cut Administration Office (log-on required)

12:45pm – 1:15pm

Lunch (provided)

1:15pm – 1:45pm

Survey Results Overview (Ben Churcher – OzArk)

1:45pm

Board bus in Mangoola carpark for site tour

2:00pm – 3:30pm

Site tour of the MCCO Project Area

3:30am – 5:00pm

Cultural Values Workshop and discussions (afternoon tea available)

5:00pm

Log-off site (required)
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11.3.14 Cultural Values Workshop One - Attendees
Group 1 - 9 May 2018 (7:00am - 11:30am)
Group/Organisation

Participating Representative

Didge Ngunawal Clan (DNC)

Paul Boyd

Ungooroo Aboriginal Corporation

Allen Paget

Hunter Valley Aboriginal Corporation

Cliff Johnson

Aboriginal Native Title Consultants

Margaret & Joh Matthews

Cacatua General Services

George Sampson

Murra Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal Corporation

Ryan Johnson

Gomery Cultural Consultants

Gay Horton*

Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation

Shaun Carroll

AGA Services

Gregory Sampson

JLC Cultural Services

Jenny-Lee Chambers

Crimson-Rosie

Colleen Stair

Group 2 - 9 May 2018 (12.30pm-5.00pm)
Group/Organisation

Participating Representative

Jarban & Mugrebea

Les Atkinson

Gomeroi Namoi Traditional Owners

Stephen Talbot

Jarban & Mugrebea

Barry French

Jarban & Mugrebea

Wayne French

Group 3 - 10 May (7.00am-11.30am)
Group/Organisation

Participating Representative

Culturally Aware

Tracey Skene

Wonnarua Nation Aboriginal Corporation

Laurie Perry

Wonn 1 Contracting (Kauwul)

Arthur Fletcher

Upper Hunter Wonnarua Council Inc Wonnarua Elders Council (WEC)

Rhoda Perry

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Georgina Berry

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Richard Edwards

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Garry Reilly

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Sandra Miller

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Rae Reed

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Kerry Phillips

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

James Wilson-Miller

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Paul W Hinton

Group 4 - 10 May (12.30pm-5.00pm)
Group/Organisation

Participating Representative

No Attendees
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11.3.15 Example Letter inviting RAPs to Second Cultural Values Workshop
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11.3.16 Cultural Values Workshop Two Information
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11.3.17 Cultural Values Workshop Two - Questionnaire
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11.3.18 Cultural Values Workshop Two - Attendees
Group 1 - 17 September 2018 (8:30am - 12:00pm)
Group/Organisation

Participating Representative

Jarban & Mugrebea

Les Atkinson

Jarban & Mugrebea

Barry French

Jarban & Mugrebea

Wayne French

Group 2 - 17 September 2018 (12:30 pm - 4:00pm)
Group/Organisation

Participating Representative

Ungooroo Aboriginal Corporation

Allen Paget

Hunter Valley Aboriginal Corporation

Rhonda Griffiths

Aboriginal Native Title Consultants

Margaret & John Matthews

Cacatua General Services

Cassie Lee

Gomery Cultural Consultants

David Horton

AGA Services

Adam Sampson

JLC Cultural Services

Jenny-Lee Chambers

Crimson-Rosie

Colleen Stair

Yinarr Cultural Services

Kathleen Steward-Kinchela

Wanaruah Local Aboriginal Land Council

Noel Downs

Group 3 - 18-19 September 2018 (8:30am - 4:00pm)
Group/Organisation

UW01

Participating Representative

Culturally Aware

Tracey Skene

Wonnarua Nation Aboriginal Corporation

Laurie Perry

Wonn 1 Contracting (Kauwul)

Arthur Fletcher

Upper Hunter Wonnarua Council Inc
Wonnarua Elders Council (wec)

Rhoda Perry

Wallangan Cultural Services

Maree Waugh

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Georgina Berry

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Richard Edwards

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Garry Reilly

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Sandra Miller

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Kerry Phillips

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

James Wilson-Miller

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Alice Hinton-Bateup

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Lee Hinton

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Kevin Hinton

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Paul Hinton

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Tom Miller

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Maxine Conaty

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Noelene Bell

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Lee Perry

Wonnarua Elders Council (WNAC)

Patricia Burns
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Group 4 - 20 September 2018 (8:30am - 12:00pm)
Group/Organisation

UW01

Participating Representative

Hunter Valley Cultural Services

Mick Stair

Wattaka Wonnarua Cultural Consultants Services

Andrew Horton
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11.3.19 Workshop Two Questionnaire Responses
Topic/Them
e

Question

Respondent 1

Cultural
Values 1

Do you or your
family have any
specific cultural
knowledge or values
that you would like
to share regarding
the MCCO
Additional Project
Area (e.g. cultural
values, historic
values, scientific
and/or aesthetic
values)?

My family's
connection to
this land goes
back many
generations.
The land is the
lifeblood of all
of us and flows
through us.

Cultural
Values 2

If you answered no,
to the question
above, do you know
anyone who does
hold knowledge or
values over the
protected area?

Cultural
Values 3

Are you satisfied
that the
archaeological
assessment
undertaken for the
project is
comprehensive and
fit for purpose?

If I knew to
what extent the
assessment was
completed I
could comment
better. But I
must ask how
deep the
assessment was
done.

Cultural
Values 4

What are the most
important parts of
the landscape to
Aboriginal people?

For me the
Hunter River,
Redonberry Hill
and St. Clair
hold significant
importance.

Cultural
Values 5

What
recommendations in
relation to migration
should Glencore
consider in relation
to the potential
impacts of the
Project?

To ensure
future
generations can
appreciate the
natural
environments
and their
connection to
it.

Cultural
Values 6

Are postsettlement/Europea
n heritage places
important to you? If
so, how?

Yes, they
created the
built
environment
we live in
today, it
signifies our
modern history
and deserves to
be respected.

Cumulative
Impact

Can you tell us what
you think the
cumulative impacts
of this project might
be?

UW01

Respondent
2
Yes.

Respondent 3

Respondent 4

We do have
cultural
knowledge
and
connections
to this area.
Our families
lived and
worked on
this land.

As part of my
role as an
Aboriginal site
worker, to me
cultural
values are
high, same
with the
historic
values.

Respondent
5

Jimi Miller.

Yes.

Respondent 6

Respondent
7

Respondent 8

Respondent 9

Respondent 10

Respondent 11

Respondent 12
I have limited
knowledge of
Wonnarua lands
as
I'm a Gomeroi
person. But I
have an Aunt that
lives and wellknown Aunty
Margrett
Matthews.

Only what my
Mother and
Grandmother
and my other
Uncle.

Cultural,
scientific.

Cultural, ie
Gringai/Wonnarua
, settler history in
general. These
aspects are
important in
disseminating
knowledge to
'mines' for future
mining
developments.

As you should know
land is very
important as we
believe we belong
to the land.
Changes to the land
is changes to our
culture. My great
great grandmother
walked the land
free.

Family ancestral members
roamed around this area
which includes Sarah
Madoo and her children
and grandchildren.

The LALC hold
cultural
knowledge for this
area. Place names.
Some information
about the family
clan group. Whose
country it was.
This group was
moved from the
area in the 1850s
to (the crossing)
before being
dispersed to Breza
and St Clair in
1860s.

Yes. My Elders
of Wonnarua
Nation, of the
knowledge that
they hold, re:
Wonnarua
People, that
have been
passed down by
my
Grandmother
and other close
relatives.

Yes, I do.
Victor
Penny,
Laurie Perry
James Miller.

There are many
cultural
Knowledge
Holders whose
knowledge of
history, heritage
and cultural value
vary. Please be
aware of these
concerns.

Most of our
Wonnarua
people/families and
some
have more
knowledge, e.g.
Jimmy can speak
our
language in its true
form, others know
of sites.

Yes. Family members.

The Wedgetail
Eagle was the clan
totem.
Milyane/Wanthala
.

Respondent
13

Respondent
14

Respondent
15

Respondent 16

Respondent 18

Respondent 19

Respondent
20

Respondent 21

Eatens
Family.
Mainly song
line.

Extended
family
knowledge
passed down
from elders.
The edge of
song line.

Extended family
knowledge
passed down
from elders.

Have walked
the land and
have family
associated
with the land.

Yes family have
connection to
the land, by
working,
cultural
connections
(homestead).

(Respondent
ticked this
box)

(Respondent
ticked this box)

Yes.

Yes survey
wise but not
the test pitting.

(Respondent
ticked this
box)

Yes, it is
comprehensive
.

Yes.

Would like to
have more
impact and a
say in where
the
excavation
pits are dug.

No on scientific
level, yes but
on a cultural
level it should
have had a
separate
cultural report
this would have
saved us doing
this
questionnaire,
allowed.
Traditional
owners to have
more input
from beginning
of assessment
allowing us to
choose the
archaeologist.

Waterways.

Shelters.

Shelter used
for weather

Rivers, creeks,
shelters.

The whole
land itself!
Everything. It
all tells a
story
of our
people.

The whole
landscape is
important to us
it holds spiritual
and cultural
connections. It
leaves behind
our ancestors'
artefacts that
therefore show
connection of
them being on
the landscape.
It plays hand in
hand with the
associated
cultural
landscape that
overall tell the
story of the
landscape.

Funds made
available for
cultural
education of
the immediate
community of
the impact the
project causes.

Management
control.

That shelters
protected, by
blasting.
Salvage of all
artefacts.

All artefacts to
be salvages in
the impact area.

To listen to
us more and
not treat us
like idiots.

If the landscape
is in harm's way
and all
precautions
have been
exhausted and
that there is no
way of
protecting it
then mitigation
method of
having
compulsory
input by from
beginning being
part of decision
making. By
taking more
voluntary steps
to improve
relations with
communities.

N/A.

None.

No.

Yes, it has a
connection
with us.

Yes, some areas
such as
homestead
hold
importance to
us as it is
connected to
our
stories of the
land, oral
history, etc.

Loss of sites for
educational
purposes.
Already
low in this

Loss of sites.

Broken
spiritual
connection,
sadness
seeing the

Our culture is
inextricably
linked to the
environment
and that any

All good.

I am
dissatisfied
with some
archaeologist
s on some
project.

Mostly, but
more cultural
values should
be
understood,
heard and
respected.
Hopefully this
should
happen as
soon as
possible.

Yes.

Of no concern
to me, as a lot
of our artefacts
have been
moved relocated to
other areas due
to soil erosion
and changing
weather
patterns, storms
producing
floods that have
moved some.

No. because
there is new
technology
that exists
today which
can verify in
depth if
artefacts are
there?

As long as
Indigenous
interpretations are
included, I see no
problem.

Depends on who
the archaeologist is
working for.

Not really, still a feeling of
loss.

Would like to see
a lot more work
done researching
local historical
records to fill in
gaps and/or
confirm existing
knowledge.

No. Should have
been more test
pits over other
parts of the
landscape.

Free land.

Being able to
walk over,
around, the
land is a very
important
part of our
real
connection to
land and our
families.

All the
landscape
including flora
and fauna,
mother earth
and water.

All country in
important.

All found in the
Hunter Valley is
important to
me…
it is part of my
Aboriginal
Identity.

The land
itself,
rehabilitatio
n restored
back to its
original
landscape.

Redbourneberry
Hill, Hunter River,
St Clair, and
Glennies Creek.

The whole its our
land and its going to
be torn up for
money not for the
betterment of
Wonnarua families.

Water ways, sites of
significance land/water
ways.

All of it. Mostly
those where
people hunter
gathered, slept,
educated and
entertained.
Water ways and
habitat for staples,
e.g. possum, eels,
water rush,
grasses.

Creeks, rock
shelters and
terrace for
knapping places
where people
hunted, fished
and cultural
gatherings.

Resources of
all
descriptions
and 24-hour
access. Help
for elders and
families.

Mining
activities
destroy
country.
Nothing can
be
done country is
destroyed.

None.

All of the
above.

Mitigating
truthfully with
local designated
Indigenous
community by
investigating
program whereby
positive outcomes
will benefit all
concerned.
Training in most
areas of
employment,
education, training
and identified
Indigenous
positions.

Reimbursement to
the Wonnarua
families WNAC
members and it
should not be a spit
in the bucket

Loss/homestead re. our
family ancestry.

Cultural
protection areas
need to be
formalized.
Wybong and Big
flat Creek. 100200m either side
for sight at that
owned by
Mangoola.

Compensation or
try to move
around sites to
harm or impact
specific sites,
creeks, rivers and
grasslands.

Yes, most
definitely.
Because of
family
connections,
family
environment
and a
workplace.

Yes they are
and always
because its
part of us and
I acknowledge
time has
changed and
we have to
accept and
adopt.

White
settlement is
only of value
where Koori
participation
in involved.

Anything to do
with European
takeover of
Wonaarua Land
situated in the
Hunter Valley
is not important
to me.

No, not
really.

Yes! Many post
contact, culture
clash buildings do
have special
significance with
certain Indigenous
groups, not all, i.e.
Bowman's
Cottage, St Clair
Mission, church,
school, etc.

No Europeans don’t
hold our culture to
any value and they
should. Only place
our ancestors used
e.g. Ravensworth
Homestead.

No not really.

As it applies to the
ongoing history of
Aboriginal people.
Jimmy Blacksmith
lived through this
area.

Yes, it should be
Wonnarua and
Gomeroi.

Yes of course
its still our
history even
though it can
sometimes be
painful.

Destruction of
our land
mass. But
there is still
cultural

Positive:
Potentially
training and
employment
in many

Loss of
country. Loss
of wildlife.
Loss of
connection

Just the long
term affects
that result in
the
health of

Loss of
identity.

All positive
outcomes of this
project should
benefit all
associated with it.

Trying to employ
Aboriginal workers.
Pay WNAC.
Infighting of
Wonnarua people

Loss/flora/fauna/land/river
s system.

Further
destruction and
impact to the
cultural
landscape.

More destruction
to culturally
significant.

Mainly
environmental
for animals and
local
communities

Nil.

Respondent
17

Responden
t 22

Repatriatio
n to within
project
areas.
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fields, looking
after elders.
Targeted
employment
for
Aboriginals
and their
families.
Negative:
Environmenta
l and health
concerns.

to country.

Wonnarua
People
especially
affecting
our elders that
are still living on
this land.

Yes. Keeping
our C/H Histories,
storyline, and
songs.

Yes. For our
future
generations
and us. To be
as healthy
and our value
to the
community.

Yes. Spiritual
identity.

Yes. All cultural
heritage to do
with Wonnarua
Nation on
Wonnarua Land
is important to
me.

Patterns of
reciprocity should
at all times be
adhered to on
equal terms.

and non-Wonnarua
people.

health wise.
Culturally the
whole
Mangoola
project has
significantly
destroyed a
large part of
the cultural
landscape.

Yes.

Yes. There are
sites which are
shared sites.
Glennies,
Bowmans Creeks,
St Clair, a
relocated
Bowmans Cottage.

Yes. We need them
to keep our culture
alive.

Yes. Keep them intact for
our future generations.

Yes. Stupid
question.

Yes. Cultural
landscape.

Cultural
Heritage
Protection A

Is the protection of
cultural heritage
places important to
you?

Cultural
Heritage
Protection B

What protection
options are
necessary, if any?

Safe guarding
our artefact
material. Look
at a keeping
place. Look at
lease of land
owners to
protect the
artefacts.

Are our voices
truly being
heard in a
respectful
way
from
governments
including
local, state,
government?

Once mining
destroys it is
gone.

The area of land
known as
'Redbourneberr
y Hill/Reserve'
situated just on
the outskirts of
Singleton.

I can't do too
much about
it?

A surety of mines,
that ongoing
projects are
protected by
ongoing strategies
which benefits
local community
more, if mining
interest are
wound down!!

Fenced off. Moved
to WNAC land e.g.
St Clair.

Cultural camps for our
children, grandchildren and
great grandchildren.

Cultural burning is
effective for
hazard reduction
as well as
rehabilitation.
Sustainability of
water ways and
habitat to
continue the local
cultural resources.
100-200m either
side of
creeks.Cultural
management
practices.

Cultural and
heritage
information.

Mitigation I

How could cultural
heritage places be
mitigated if
protection is not an
option?

If protection
and safe
guards are
not in place.

On a prorata
of 2:1 of land
area, the
places should
be nominated
and identified
by the people
as highly
significant
places to be
protected and
mitigated
forever.

A facility
under the
guidence of
the
Wonnarua
elders, to
preserve and
display
cultural
artefacts
uncovered.

Consultation
with the Mine's
People, to try
and
achieve the best
outcome for my
people.

Out the
window.

Relocation of post
contact heritage
structures must be
considered at all
costs.

We should go to the
OEH, DPE local
council, State
and Commonwealth
government
ministers.

Compensate to retain
cultual integrity.

Investment into
Aboriginal
community
education.
The Upper Hunter
needs an
Aboriginal
community
controlled cultural
education unit.

Fencing and back
burning grasses.
Cultural courses,
care and control.

Mitigation II

What types of
programs do you
think are important
to Wonnarua people
to create
intergenerational
equity
opportunities?

Education.
Equity.
Capacity
building.
Training. Site
conservation
works.
Business
opportunities.
Offsets.
School-based
scholarships,
culture
workshops.

Education.
Equity.
Capacity
building.
Training. Site
conservation
works.
Business
opportunities.
Offsets.
Health.

Education.
Equity.
Capacity
building.
Training. Site
conservation
works.
Business
opportunities
.

Education.
Training.
Business
opportunities.

Education.
Capacity
works.
Training. Site
conservation
works.

Education. Equity.
Capacity building.
Training. Site
conservation
works. Business
opportunities.
Outcomes.

Education. Equity.
Capacity building.
Training. Site
conservation works.
Business
opportunities.
Offsets. Plus
reunions, health
cont., cultural
identity and
language revival,
permanent work/
employment, youth
cultural camps,
Elders
cultural camps,
scholarships outside
mining, e.g.
teachers, doctors,
etc.

Education. Equity. Capacity
buildings. Training. Site
conservation works.
Business operations.
Offsets. To keep our people
up to date with
technology. Scholarships
outside mining. Help
us replant with Indigenous
plants. Cultural and
arts, visual communication.

Education. Equity.
Capacity building.
Training.
Site conservation
works. Business
opportunities.
Offsets.
(Responder also
crossed out
'Wonnarua',
and noted in its
place: Aboriginal
who managed this
area. Wonnarua is
one of many
languages spoken
not necessarily the
main language.

Education.
Equity. Capacity
building. Training.
Site conservation
works. Business
opportunities.
Offsets.

Mitigation III

What specific
education programs
would you like to
see?

School
programs.
Language
programs.
Archaeologica
l site training.

Need job
specific
training and
qualifications
with a
demand so
that there in
always
working
opportunities.
Minimum 12

Care and
control?
Specific
signed
agreement
for fund,
management
and
reporting.
Integration
Equity:

Integration
equity.

Care and
control?
Training for
kids.

Care and control?
Care and control,
before and post of
potential mining
interests.
Intergeneration
equity for
perpetuity

Care and control?
Computers,
scholarships outside
of mining, arts,
sports, small
business, exclusion
within language,
technology, schools.

Care and control?
Elder of the nation keeping
up with systems
technology and training.
Cultural camps. Sports
at high level.

Care and control?
Cultural
engagement.
(respondent ticked
Integration Equity)

(Respondent
ticked care and
control and
integration
identity).
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Yes. To ensure
that our future
generations
have access to
and
understand
their heritage.

values
associated
with this land.

Education.
Equity. Capacity
building.
Training. Site
conservation
works. Business
opportunities.
Offsets.

Education.
Capacity
building.
Training. Site
conservation
works.
Business
opportunities
. Offsets.

Yes.

Education.
Equity.
Capacity
building.
Training.
Site
conservatio
n works.
Offsets.

Yes.

Education.
Equity.
Capacity
buildings.
Training.
Site
conservatio
n works.
Offsets.

Yes.

Education.
Equity.
Capacity
building.
Training.
Site
conservatio
n works.
Offsets.

case.

process
happen.

impact to our
cultural
sites and
landscape is like
taking a page
out of
oral history
stories.

Yes. Because it
is a part of our
cultural
history,
destroying the
cultural
heritage sites
would be
equivelant to
burning history
text books. It
would
be erasing our
cultural history
of these sites
are
destroyed.

Yes.
Important.

Yes. We have
lost a
significant
amount over
time
all places are
significant to
my people.

Yes. All sites are
important to
Aboriginal
people.

Yes. Because
our culture
should be
respected a
lot
more than it
is now.

Yes. It is our
culture and
connection to
the land
our grass roots
to our
ancestor's past.

Fencing.
Educating the
Mangoola
employees
about
Aboriginal
culture and
sites, so no
harm
accidently
occurs.
Monitoring of
sites to ensure
ongoing
protection.
Signs being put
up reminding
Mangoola
employees that
this specific
area is
protected and
it is not to be
disturbed.

Fence to
protect.

That all site be
protected or
freed. Free to
be
salvaged as
management
of RAPS.

Fencing.

To be part of
the process
from start to
finish.

Maybe by
having a small
panel of
knowledge
holders sitting
alongside
Glencore on
decision
making of the
land they
propose to
mine and
having the right
to have report
of what
happens
to their cultural
land.

Education.
Access sites.

Relocate
artefacts to
area for
education
purposes.
Education for
all.

Slavage, offset
areas.

To record
and keep all
our cultural
information.

Having the right
to thoroughly
retrieve all
cultural
information
from the
landscape and
document
it on a cultural
perspective.

Education.
Equity.
Capacity
building.
Training.
Site
conservation
works.
Business
opportunities.
Offsets. Funds
for Aboriginal
kids (especially
boys)
education
focusing on
different ways
of
learning the
government
curriculum
which our
kids struggle
greatly with.
Funds to set up
an
Aboriginal
health care
center in
Muswellbrook.
Part fund the
AMS and
replicate in
Muswellbrook.
(This is what is
most
important to
me).

Education.
Equity.
Capacity
building.
Training.
Site
conservation
works.
Business
opportunities
.
Offsets.

Education.
Equity.
Capacity
building.
Training.
Site
conservation
works.
Business
opportunities.
Offsets.

Education.
Equity. Capacity
building.
Training.
Site
conservation
works. Business
opportunities.
Offsets.

Education.
Equity.
Capacity
building.
Training.
Site
conservation
works.
Business
opportunities
.
Offsets.

Education.
Equity. Capacity
building.
Training.
Site
conservation
works. Business
opportunities.
Offsets. Giving
community to
utilise their
skills
and work on
building
partnership
with Glencore.

Funds towards
the girls
Academy
program at
Muswellbrook.
Funds towards
PCYC programs
for young
Indigenous
Australians.

Care and
control?
Training.

Care and
control?
Access to all
artefacts, all
sites,
important
trails.

(Respondent
ticked care and
control and
integation
identity).

Care and
control?
And
conservation
museum for
artefacts.

Care amd
control?
Conservation
and landhorticulture
programs,
management
ecology, GIS
program learns
mapping.
Integrating
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Other
Matters

UW01

months
employment
to get on their
feet.

Funding for
research to
reconnect.

What specific
capacity building
programs would you
like to see?

Training and
employment
quotas to assist
in social equity
and ensuring
future
generations are
adequately
skilled to
succeed.

Business start up.

As above.

Identified
sporting skills
should be
financially
assisted.

What specific
training programs
would you like to
see?

Small business
management
and mentoring.
Full time
traineeships
and
apprenticeships
. University
internships and
graduate
programs. High
school work
experience
program.

Training in:
technology
programs,
cultural
workshop.

Rehab of
mine sites machine
operators.
Specific to
needs of
company.

Identify
individual's
skills and
interest
develop work
experience,
training
programs.

What specific
opportunities would
you like to see in
relation to business
development?

Indigenous
businesses to
be able to
utilise a
financial
committee for
the duration of
a contract to
purchase plant
equipment, etc.
Diploma/Cert IV
Small Business
Management to
ensure the
potential
businesses are
adequately
skilled and
competent in
all facets of
business and
are able to
manage their
business
interests.

Set up
business in
arts shop.
Tourism
business.
Youth
programs.

Respect.
Training and
jobs. Creating
opportunities
where there
is a demand.

The
opportunity
to undertake
courses in
business
management.

Need
correctional
services and
assistance.
Work
rehabilitation
employment.
Up-skilling for
the
worlkforce.

Meeting with
WEC with
appropriate
Glencore
management
on an agreed
timeframe
and
appointment.
The
Aboriginal
community
should be a
part of the
process from
day one, from
initial start of
the process,
dealing with
flora and
fauna,
surveying,
etcc, for site
protection.

What other matters
do you think should
be addressed by this
process as part of
the Project?

equity: Working
with Indigenous
people on
cultural camps
beyond
program and
community.

Anything to do
with our youth
in their sporting
abilities and job
training.

Education.

Realistic policy
developments
which foster and
nurture realistic
outcomes.

Language W/S to
our children before
our Knowledge
Holders pass. Same
as our Cultural Land
to refurbish the
fauna that has been
lost with all the
mining going on.

Juvenile justice, working
with children programs.
Cultural healing.

Cultural education
unit to deliver up
to Cert. 2
level. Courses to
engage
community $2
million
over 3-4 years.

Aboriginal health,
dentist, local
Aboriginal
housing
buildings.

Funding for
Aboriginal
housing to help
local
families and
employment
opportunities.

(Respondent
ticked this
box)

Training
opportunities,
employment of
Aboriginal
people in all
aspects,
operations.

Develop skills
training
Aboriginal
mentors.

Working
together and
building
partnerships.

Building
relationship
with
community on
a
business level.
Opportunity of
John Ventures
with
community.
Working with
health, issues,
mental
health domestic
violence,
holding or
being part of
forums on a
sponsorship
level.

All of the
above.

Mining related
positions for
apprentices and
young adults, full
funded from
mining coffers.
Indigenous
projects
coordinators, for
mining
interests.

Business. Language.
Cultural camps.
Scholarships. Arts.
Technology.
Understanding our
fauna as the old
people did.
Scholarships r.e.
HECS.

Language
(Wonnarua/Gringai)

3-5 Aboriginal
apprenticeships
each year for
people who live
locally and went
to school here.

Cultrural and
awareness care
and control
training.

More
apprenticeship
s and
traineeships
specifically for
all Aboriginal
age groups.
Skill
building
programs for
young people
(15-25?) to
build skills that
are essential to
be employed.

(Respondent
ticked this
box)

Employment of
mentors,
assistance in
training.

Traineeships.
Apprenticeships
.

School based
traineeships
and
scholarships.

School based
traineeships,
apprenticeships
,
scholarships,
language and
culture
programs,
learning apps culture - land
etc.

Small
businesses
take
Aboriginal
trained
youth
workers.

Small business
enterprises
associated with
mining concerns,
ie truck driving,
fencing, land
regeneration,
machine
operators,
surveying
assistants, etc.

WNAC to be
greater,
rework/employmen
t WNAC
to continue to be
here longer than
the mines. WNAC to
continue our
culture and
language. Giving
land to grow plants
from Wonnarua
Lands.

Development management
skills with Wonnarua
Nation members. Bail
houses for Koori kids,
cultural camps for more
days.

Support for start
ups and ongoing
mentoring.

More locals
trained in
business.

Continue in
training.

Continue
through,
training, in
contracts for
fencing,
horticultures.

Fencing
cntracts, tree
planting.

Support and
training for
our people,
and to
become self
supportive.

Assistance in
helping
community set
up their
business by
leasing office
space and
paying the
lease for 12
months until
business builds
up
contracts, etc.
Putting the
community
through
business
counsel and
building their
Governance
education up,
or either
putting up a
fund for
community to
tap into to.

Educate our
youth,
educate our
elders. Small
business
managemen
t skills, safe
houses for
youth on
being
released
from
internment.

Cross cultural
training for mining
personnel in local
history, culture
and heritage of
affected groups,
developed,
structured and
delivered by
local Elders or
persons of
knowledge.
Recognising the
groups who are
real Traditional
Owners and
supporting their
interest. Tell
governments that
only designated
owners of country
are the ones we
will engage with
and no other.

The most important
is renumeration to
WNAC and
that it is well and
truly appropriate in
regards to what the
mines will make
over the year they
are operating.

1. More days together as
Wonnarua families.
2. Art and cultural practice
for Wonnarua families.
3. Health and wellbeing for
Wonnarua children.
4. Application for language
online.
5. Top up WNAC's
education and health
program
to cover more programs.

Treaty/gap
closing. Cultural
landscape
protection.
Wybong Creek
along the length
owned by
Mangoola. 100200m either side.

Make sure things
get addressed
and do
recommendation
s of going
forward.

Ongoing
consultation.

Ongoing
meetings with
Glencore and
ongoing
consultations.

Training education.
Mental
health. Sprt.
Cultural
camps.
Cultural
healing.
Cultural
awareness.

Sponsorship of
community
attends high
cost
conference that
relates to
indigenous
people:
AAA
conference,
mining
conference,
health and
wellbeing
conference,
domestic
violence
conference,
homeless
conference,
(Naidoc?)
Awards, more
involvement in
(Naidoc?)
community
events on a
sponsorship
level,
assisting
financially in
research on
Aboriginal
issues, youth
and elders
events,
sporting, Elders
events in
community,
health forums,
mental
health forums,
drug and
alcohol forums,
cultural
program,
working with
elders on youth
programs

Getting rid of
the umbrella
agreement.
Actions
being taken to
improve
protection of
sites.

Repatriatio
n of
artefacts,
access to
areas
where
artefacts
are
repatriated
to, length
of time it
takes
to access
mines to
visit sites.
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for justice
services beyond
bars program Elder's
involvement,
learning culture
programs,
making
Aboriginal
memorial
walking trails in
conjunction
with national
park and wild
life,
literacy and
numeracy
programs, and
cultural
camps within
upper-lower
HUnter.
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11.3.20 Archaeological Test Excavation Methodology
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11.3.21 Archaeological Excavation 28 Day Review Feedback from RAPs
Group/Organisation

Contact Person

Methodology
Agree with
Methodology
Comments
Methodology Comment
Received

Culturally Aware

Tracey Skene

09-Apr-18

Didge Ngunawal Clan

Paul Boyd & Lilly
Carroll

Muragadi Heritage
Indigenous Corporation

Jesse CarrollJohnson

Murra Bidgee
Mullangari Aboriginal
Corporation

UW01

Ryan Johnson

15-Apr-18

27-Apr-18

17-Apr-18

Yes

"Culturally Aware has no issues at
this point with Methodology"

Yes

"DNC agrees to survey/study area
and wishes to continue in the next
stages of fieldwork for when
required."

Yes

"I have read the draft archaeological
test excavation methodology for the
above project and endorse Ozark
recommendations"

Yes

"I have read the proposed draft
Archaeological test excavation
methodology for the above project. I
endorse the recommendations
made by OzArk."
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11.3.22 Example Letter - Archaeological Test Pitting Invitation
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11.4 28-Day Review Feedback
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A retouched chert flake recorded at site MCO001 on the banks of Big Flat Creek.
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ABBREVIATIONS
The following abbreviations are used in this report.
AAIA

Aboriginal Archaeology Impact Assessment

ACHAR

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report

ACHMP

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Management Plan

AHIMS

Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (administered by
OEH)

AHIP

Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit

BCE

Before the Common Era (an alternative for using BC in dates)

BP

Before Present

DECC

Former New South Wales Department of the Environment and Climate
Change (now OEH)

EIS

Environmental Impact Statement

EP&A Act

The Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979

GIS

Geographical Information System

GPS

Global Positioning System

LALC

Local Aboriginal Land Council

LGA

Local Government Area

Mangoola

Mangoola Coal Operations Pty Limited

MCCO Project

Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

NPW Act

National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974

NSW

New South Wales

NSW NPWS

New South Wales National Parks and Wildlife Service (now OEH)

OEH

New South Wales Office of the Environment and Heritage

OzArk

OzArk Environmental & Heritage Management Pty Limited

PA

Project Approval

PAD

Potential Archaeological Deposit
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PCWP

Plains Clans of the Wonnarua People, Native Title Claimant Group

RAP

Registered Aboriginal Party

SBB

Sydney Basin Bioregion

SEARs

Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements

SSD

State significant development

Umwelt

Umwelt Environmental & Social Consultants
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GLOSSARY
Assemblage:

refers to all artefacts recorded at a particular location. In this report,
assemblage refers to stone artefacts as this was the only artefact class
recorded.

Bondaian:

A chronological period where bondi points become more frequent in artefact
assemblages. Post-3000 BP, although earlier at some sites.

Capertian:

Chronological phase preceding the Bondaian Phase. Pre-3000 BP, although
earlier at some sites.

Code of Practice Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New
South Wales under Part 6 NPW Act. Issued by DECCW in 2010, the Code of
Practice is a set of guidelines that allows limited test excavation without the
need to apply for an AHIP. The test excavation programme for this
assessment was conducted under the Code of Practice.
Debitage:

The term debitage refers to all the waste material produced during lithic
reduction and the production of stone tools. Therefore, technically, all artefacts
other than reworked tools are debitage. However, in this report debitage is
used in its other common meaning being the small flakes and chips produced
purely as a by-product of knapping. This distinguishes these small flakes from
the larger flakes that were removed (while technically ‘debitage’, a nonretouched flake can be used as a tool and therefore could have been the
intended end point for a knapping event).

Holocene:

is the geological epoch which lasted from around 12,000 years ago to the
present (10,000 BCE). This period is generally warmer and wetter than the
preceding Pleistocene period.

Pleistocene:

is the geological epoch which lasted from about 2.5 million years ago to
10,000 BCE. This period spans the world's recent period of repeated
glaciations. Aboriginal occupation of Australia occurs during the upper
Pleistocene.

Taphonomy:

The study of how artefacts can be moved in archaeological deposits due to
natural occurrences such as animals burrowing or treadage into the ground.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Mangoola Coal Mine is an open cut coal mine located approximately 20 kilometres (km) west of
Muswellbrook and 10 km north of Denman in the Upper Hunter Valley of NSW. Mangoola Coal
Operations Pty Limited (Mangoola) has operated the Mangoola Coal Mine in accordance with
Project Approval (PA) 06_0014 since mining commenced at the site in September 2010. The
Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project (MCCO Project) will allow for the continuation of
mining at Mangoola into a new mining area to the immediate north of the existing operations. The
MCCO Project will extend the life of the existing operation providing for ongoing employment
opportunities for the Mangoola workforce.
OzArk Environment & Heritage (OzArk) has been engaged by Umwelt Environmental and Social
Consultants (Umwelt) on behalf of Mangoola to complete an Aboriginal Archaeology Impact
Assessment (AAIA) for the MCCO Project. The purpose of this assessment is to form part of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) being prepared by Umwelt to accompany an application
for development consent under Division 4.1 and 4.7 of Part 4 of the Environmental Planning and
Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) for the MCCO Project. The AAIA has been undertaken in
accordance with the Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARs) and the
Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (OEH
2011). This report examines the scientific or archaeological values associated with the MCCO
Project and is a component of the Aboriginal Cultural Values Assessment Report being prepared
for the MCCO Project.
Assessment of the MCCO Additional Project Area took place with the assistance of Registered
Aboriginal Parties, Wonnarua Knowledge Holders and Gomeroi Knowledge Holders during
February and May 2018 and included a 13 day survey program. A test excavation program was
undertaken on 15 May 2018.
The assessment achieved excellent survey coverage at a time when there was very high ground
surface visibility due to an extended dry period. The survey coverage, coupled with the excellent
visibility, produced a high survey efficacy and an increased confidence in the survey results.
The assessment of the MCCO Additional Project Area recorded 12 artefact scatters and
13 isolated finds. It also re-assessed 49 previously recorded and registered sites that were known
to exist in the MCCO Additional Project Area.
Therefore, in total, this assessment considers 74 sites. The majority of these sites are stone
artefact sites although there are two potential archaeological deposits (PADs) and five
rockshelters with PAD in this number.
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Undertaking the impact assessment (Section 7.3) concluded that there are 26 sites (15 artefact
scatters and 11 isolated finds) within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint that will be impacted by
the MCCO Project.
As a result of information gained during the survey and test excavation, the majority of sites (n=24;
92 per cent of all 26 sites liable to be impacted) have been assessed as having low scientific
significance. In most cases this is because the sites are low density artefact scatters or isolated
finds located in landforms with thin A-Horizon soils where further subsurface archaeological
deposits are unlikely. In some cases, the artefacts may be more numerous but erosion has
affected a large percentage of the site and the visible artefacts are displaced and of limited
archaeological value. The remaining two sites have been assessed to have a low-moderate or
moderate scientific significance. Due to the level of disturbance within the Proposed Disturbance
Footprint, no sites have been assessed as having a high scientific significance (see Section 7.2
for further details).
The loss of the 26 sites, should the MCCO Project be approved, contributes to the cumulative
harm inflicted on Aboriginal sites in the region but as the sites are neither remarkable in their
manifestation nor contain artefacts that are not commonly represented in the region, this loss of
heritage value is manageable and the intergenerational loss arising from the MCCO Project is
considered to be minimal at a regional level.
A series of management options are advanced in this report to manage these impacts. Should
the MCCO Project be approved, four sites are recommended for further subsurface investigation
and all sites will be salvaged by a surface collection and recording of all visible surface artefacts
(see Section 8.3 for further details).
It is envisaged that the archaeological management strategy proposed by this AAIA will ensure
that artefacts are not only removed from direct impact but, within a research framework, our
understanding of the archaeological record within a key location associated with Big Flat Creek
within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint will be enhanced.
Following granting of a development consent for the MCCO Project the following archaeological
recommendations are made to responsibly mitigate the loss of cultural heritage in the Proposed
Disturbance Footprint.
1. The existing Mangoola Open Cut Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Management Plan
(ACHMP) will be updated in consultation with the Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs)
and the NSW Department of Planning and Environment (with input from the Office of
Environment and Heritage). The archaeological management recommendations within
this report should be incorporated into the ACHMP.
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2. 22 Aboriginal sites within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint are recommended to be
salvaged through a surface artefact collection. The protocol for this salvage is set out in
Section 8.4.1.
3. Four Aboriginal sites within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint (BFC31, BFC93, BFC95
and MN OS8) are recommended to be salvaged through a program of limited
archaeological salvage. The protocol for this salvage is set out in Section 8.4.2.
4. Four sites (Manobalai-Castle Rock 5, BFC118. MCO001 and MN OS5) as set out in
Section 8.3.2 require fencing and signage to prevent inadvertent harm from the MCCO
Project.
5. In order to address the issue of cumulative loss of sites in the district, the MCCO Project
will ensure management of a 23.5 hectare area of land in the southeast of the MCCO
Additional Project Area as discussed in Section 8.3.5. This MCCO Cultural Heritage
Management Area will be fenced to exclude livestock and will be signed to recognise the
area’s cultural and archaeological values. Mangoola will allow natural landform
rehabilitation to occur in this area but will also investigate non-intrusive erosion controls
such as seeding or hand planting of trees. The area will be monitored by Mangoola to
ensure weed and feral animal control is maintained. The area could be visited by
Aboriginal community members during scheduled monitoring programs (as per ACHMP
Section 3.6.1.1) or following a request to Mangoola.
6. The five registered rockshelters (37-2-5443 [BFC128]; 37-2-5444 [BFC129]; 37-2-5445
[BFC130]; 37-2-5446 [BFC131] and 37-2-5447 [BFC132] will be subjected to limited
archaeological excavation as set out in Section 8.3.4 to determine whether the shelters
have associated archaeological deposits. Depending on the results of the excavations,
the following outcomes will be followed:
a. If these investigations demonstrate that there are associated archaeological
deposits, the applicable shelters will have their site card updated to include this
finding. These rockshelter sites will not be subject to specific blast monitoring (as
geotechnical expert advice is that blast impacts are unlikely) but a photographic
record should be maintained so that any deleterious changes to the condition of
these sites is recorded and, if possible, remedied. This photographic monitoring
will be part of the existing monitoring program as set out in the ACHMP Section
3.6.1.1. The remaining deposits not disturbed by the limited archaeological
investigation shall be maintained in situ.
b. If these investigations demonstrate that there are no associated archaeological
deposits, the applicable shelters will be listed as ‘not a site’ by the agency of an
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Aboriginal Heritage Impact Recording Form and no further management is
required.
7. Mangoola will undertake to manage the 45 known Aboriginal sites within the MCCO
Additional Project Area but outside of the Proposed Disturbance Footprint listed in Table
8-3. Management of these sites will follow the procedures set out in the ACHMP Section
3.2.1.
8. Any salvaged artefacts will remain on site at the temporary artefact storage facility
maintained by Mangoola. At the cessation of mining in the Additional MCCO Project Area,
Mangoola will initiate consultation with RAPs to determine the ultimate fate of the artefacts
that could include being placed back in the landscape near to where they originated. Any
such decision would be subject to a Care and Control agreement between the RAPs and
OEH (see ACHMP Section 4).
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1 INTRODUCTION
OzArk Environment & Heritage (OzArk) has been engaged by Umwelt Environmental and Social
Consultants (Umwelt) on behalf of Mangoola Coal Operations Pty Limited (Mangoola) to complete
an Aboriginal Archaeology Impact Assessment (AAIA) for the Mangoola Coal Continued
Operations Project (MCCO Project). The purpose of the assessment is to form part of an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) being prepared by Umwelt to accompany an application
for development consent under Division 4.1 and 4.7 of Part 4 of the Environmental Planning and
Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) for the MCCO Project.
Australian Cultural Heritage Management Pty Limited (ACHM) will prepare the Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR). This AAIA will be an appendix to the ACHAR.

1.1 MCCO PROJECT OVERVIEW
Mangoola Coal Mine is an existing open cut coal mine located approximately 20 kilometres (km)
west of Muswellbrook and 10 km north of Denman in the Upper Hunter Valley of NSW (Figure
1-1). Mangoola has operated the Mangoola Coal Mine in accordance with Project Approval (PA)
06_0014 since mining commenced at the site in September 2010.
The MCCO Project will allow for the continuation of mining at Mangoola Coal Mine into a new
mining area to the immediate north of the existing operations. The MCCO Project will extend the
life of the existing operation providing for ongoing employment opportunities for the Mangoola
workforce. The MCCO Project Area includes the existing approved Project Area for Mangoola
Coal Mine and the MCCO Additional Project Area as shown on Figure 1-2. The Approved
Disturbance Area for the current operations is not part of this assessment and this area, as shown
on Figure 1-2 and Figure 1-3, has been previously assessed.
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Figure 1-1: Location of the MCCO Project in relation to Muswellbrook.
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Figure 1-2. Aerial showing the MCCO Project Area, the MCCO Additional Project Area, and the
Proposed Disturbance Footprint.
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1.2 THE MCCO PROJECT
The MCCO Project generally comprises:
•

Open cut mining at up to the same rate as that currently approved (13.5 million tonnes
per annum (Mtpa) of run of mine (ROM) coal) using truck and excavator mining methods

•

continued operations within the existing Mangoola Coal Mine

•

Mining operations in a new mining area located north of the existing Mangoola Coal Mine,
Wybong Road, south of Ridgelands Road and east of the 500 kilovolt (kV) Electricity
Transmission Line (ETL)

•

Construction of a haul road overpass over Big Flat Creek and Wybong Road to provide
access from the existing mine to the proposed Additional Mining Area

•

Establishment of an out-of-pit overburden emplacement area

•

Distribution of overburden between the proposed Additional Mining Area and the existing
mine in order to optimise the final landform design of the integrated operation.

•

Realignment of a portion of Wybong Post Office Road

•

The use of all existing or approved infrastructure and equipment for the Mangoola Coal
Mine with some minor additions to the existing mobile equipment fleet

•

Construction of a water management system to manage sediment laden water runoff,
divert clean water catchment, provide flood protection from Big Flat Creek and provide for
reticulation of mine water. The water management system will be connected to that of the
existing mine

•

Continued ability to discharge excess water in accordance with the Hunter River Salinity
Trading Scheme (HRSTS)

•

Establishment of a final landform in line with current design standards at Mangoola Coal
Mine including use of natural landform design principles consistent with the existing site

•

Rehabilitation of the proposed Additional Mining Area using the same revegetation
techniques as at the existing mine

•

A likely construction workforce of approximately 145 persons. No change to the existing
approved operational workforce

•

Continued use of the mine access for the existing operational mine and access to/from
Wybong Road, Wybong Post Office Road and Ridgelands Road to the MCCO Additional
Project Area for construction, emergency services, ongoing operational environmental
monitoring and property maintenance.

Figure 1-3 illustrates the key features of the MCCO Project. There are no proposed changes to
the extraction areas or approved disturbance areas at the existing and approved Mangoola Coal
Mine with all new proposed project features contained within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint
as shown on Figure 1-2.

Aboriginal Archaeology Impact Assessment: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

4

OzArk Environment & Heritage

Figure 1-3. MCCO Additional Project Area: Conceptual Project Layout.
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1.3 THE MCCO ADDITIONAL PROJECT AREA
The MCCO Additional Project Area has been used extensively for agriculture since the 1800s
and is comprised of rolling grazing land and patches of native woodland. The land to the
immediate south is occupied by the existing Mangoola Coal Mine which is surrounded by
Mangoola owned buffer land. To the north and east are further areas of Mangoola owned grazing
land and existing ecological offsets. Land to the north-west includes a parcel of forested Crown
Land which is surrounded by private grazing properties associated with the community of
Manobalai and further west by privately owned properties associated with the community of
Wybong. The nearest townships are Muswellbrook and Denman which lie approximately 20 km
east and 10 km west of the MCCO Additional Project Area respectively.
The MCCO Additional Project Area comprises approximately 1062 hectares (ha) located in
largely cleared land to the north of the existing Mangoola operations. Of this area, approximately
623 ha is contained within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint where all MCCO Project impacts
will be located. The remaining 439 ha within the MCCO Additional Project Area will not be
impacted by the MCCO Project (Figure 1-4) and operations within the existing approved
Mangoola Coal Mine will continue as approved by PA 06_0014 with no new disturbance
proposed.
The topography of the MCCO Additional Project Area is characterised by lower slopes, giving
way to undulating hills and rocky outcrops to the north and west. Lower topographic areas are
associated with drainage lines feeding Big Flat Creek to the south.
A dominant topographical feature in the surrounding landscape is the series of undulating wooded
hills which occur outside and to the north of the MCCO Additional Project Area. These hills rise
to a maximum height of approximately 360 metres (m) Australian Height Datum (AHD) and are
elevated approximately 200 m above the surrounding area.
The MCCO Project lies entirely within the catchment of Big Flat Creek, which is part of the upper
catchment of the Hunter River. Big Flat Creek drains south‐westerly through the MCCO Additional
Project Area before it converges with a major tributary and continues below the southern
boundary of the MCCO Additional Project Area. Most local Aboriginal sites have been recorded
in proximity to Big Flat Creek south of the MCCO Additional Project Area.
The MCCO Additional Project Area has been subject to agricultural land uses, including intensive
grazing and pasture improvement. Remnant native vegetation is generally confined to
watercourses, roadsides and areas of steeper topography that are not suitable for agricultural
purposes.
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Figure 1-4: Aerial showing the MCCO Additional Project Area.
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1.4 EXISTING ARCHAEOLOGICAL MANAGEMENT AT THE MANGOOLA COAL MINE
1.4.1

Background

Originally established as Anvil Hill Open Cut Mine in 2007 following the granting of Project
Approval (PA 06_0014) to Centennial Hunter Pty Limited, Mangoola acquired the mine in October
2007 and it was subsequently renamed as the Mangoola Coal Mine.
In accordance with Project Approval PA 06_0014, a Mangoola Open Cut Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Management Plan (ACHMP) was developed in consultation with the relevant Aboriginal
parties and was approved by the Department of Planning (now Department of Planning and
Environment: DPE). Since the initial Project Approval was issued, Mangoola Coal Mine has
undergone eight modifications to that approval. As required, the ACHMP has been updated and
approved by DPE when these modifications had an effect on Aboriginal cultural heritage. The
current ACHMP was first developed in December 2014, was reviewed in December 2017, and
the revision approved by DPE on 5 November 2018 (MANOC-1772150304-4642).
Should the MCCO Project be approved, the ACHMP will require updating to consider the
Aboriginal cultural heritage values of the MCCO Additional Project Area. This revised ACHMP
should contain the management recommendations set out in this AAIA (see Section 8). As such,
these recommendations also need to comply with the existing management regime already in
place at the Mangoola Coal Mine. What follows is a summary of the most relevant sections from
the existing ACHMP.
1.4.2

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Offsets (ACHOAs)

The Mangoola Coal Mine incorporates several areas set aside as offsets for their Aboriginal
cultural and/or ecological values. The approved ACHOAs include 1225 ha of land located along
Big Flat Creek, Anvil Hill, Wallaby Rocks, the Limb of Addy Hill and a section of Wybong Creek
and an associated rocky outcrop. These areas are joint offsets set aside for long term security
due to their Aboriginal cultural and ecological values. An additional area (the SC10 Management
Zone) is subject to long term security for the life of the mine due to its Aboriginal cultural value.
Other ecological offset areas include Habitat Enhancement Offset areas, Sustainable Agricultural
Offset areas and designated corridors designed to provide vegetated connectivity to areas
outside the Mangoola Coal Mine.
In accordance with Project Approval PA 06_0014, Mangoola is required to identify measures that
are implemented to protect Aboriginal sites located within the ACHOAs and to provide a detailed
plan for the management of Aboriginal cultural heritage values of high significance within these
areas. This must be done in a manner that recognises that Mangoola will be required to undertake
activities within these areas to ensure compliance with other approval conditions and the
requirements of other management plans.
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Annual inspections of the ACHOAs and SC10 Management Zone are currently undertaken to
ensure that these areas and the sites they contain are not adversely affected by mining activities
(be it directly or indirectly) and to monitor the effects of activities required under other
management plans (such as revegetation works) (see ACHMP Section 3.6.1.1).
1.4.3

Management activities

Many of the management activities required to be undertaken for the life of the mine have already
been completed in compliance with ACHMP requirements. These include:
•

Commencement of an annual Aboriginal community consultation meeting process

•

Development and implementation of a Blast Monitoring Program that includes a protocol
for evaluating and monitoring blasting impacts on rockshelters and demonstrating
compliance with blasting criteria

•

Survey of previously unsurveyed areas in proposed revegetation areas in relevant offset
areas and development of management strategies for sites identified in these areas

•

Salvage of archaeological sites within the Approved Project Area

•

Continued Implementation of an Aboriginal Cultural Education Program as part of the
induction process for employees and contractors

•

Fencing and signage of ACHOAs and SC10 Management Zone

•

Removal of stock and initiation of feral animal control within ACHOAs/SC10 Management
Zone and sites to be managed for in situ conservation

•

Development of site-specific ground vibration impact assessment criteria for rockshelters
that may be affected by blasting operations, with blast monitoring report provided to DPE.

1.4.4

Aboriginal party consultation

Aboriginal people have rights and interests in their heritage and the involvement of Aboriginal
people in the protection and management of their heritage is critical in maintaining the identity,
health and well-being of Aboriginal people. Consultation with Aboriginal people is therefore a
critical component of the ACHMP and of ongoing management of cultural heritage at the
Mangoola Coal Mine.
1.4.5

Management of sites outside of the currently approved operations

In accordance with Project Approval PA 06_0014, sites located outside currently approved
disturbance areas (but within lands owned/managed/subject to activities conducted by Mangoola)
should be protected.
All sites are listed on the Mangoola Coal Mine Aboriginal sites database that forms part of the
internal geographic information system (GIS) system. These records are checked prior to the
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issuing of any on-site approval for ground disturbance works. A Ground Disturbance Permit
(GDP) is required prior to any ground disturbing activities (see ACHMP Section 3.2.1).
1.4.5.1 New site recordings
All new sites (regardless of site type and whether or not they fall within currently approved
disturbance areas) will be recorded in accordance with NSW Office of Environment and Heritage
(OEH) requirements, including submission of a site card to OEH in accordance with Section 89A
of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act). In addition, all new sites are listed on the
Mangoola Coal Aboriginal archaeological sites GIS database.
Should a previously unknown Aboriginal scarred tree be identified, all works near the site will
cease and the Mangoola Coal Mine Environment and Community Department will be informed of
the presence of the site. The opportunity will then be provided to a qualified archaeologist, at least
two Aboriginal party representatives and a qualified arborist (if required) to inspect the newly
identified tree and evaluate whether the scarring is a result of Aboriginal cultural activities and, if
this is the case, to assess the Aboriginal cultural and archaeological significance of the site (see
ACHMP Sections 3.3 and 3.4).
1.4.5.2 Human skeletal remains
If a potential burial site or potential human skeletal material is exposed, the procedure should
follow the Policy Directive – Exhumation of Human Remains (NSW Department of Health 2008),
Skeletal Remains – Guidelines for the Management of Human Skeletal Remains under the
Heritage Act 1977 (NSW Heritage Office 1998) and the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Standards
and Guidelines Kit (NPWS 1997) (see ACHMP Section 3.5).

1.5 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 (Australia ICOMOS
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.
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1.5.1

State legislation

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act)
This Act, amended by the Environmental Planning and Assessment Amendment Act 2017,
establishes requirements relating to land use and planning. The framework governing
environmental and heritage assessment in NSW is contained within the following parts of the
EP&A Act:
•

Part 4: Local government development assessments, including heritage. May include
schedules of heritage items;
o

Division 4.7: Approvals process for state significant development.

As the MCCO Project is a State Significant Development (SSD), Section 4.41 of the EP&A Act
(formerly Section 89J) applies and certain authorisations, such as an Aboriginal Heritage Impact
Permit (AHIP), are not required for the MCCO Project. This section also provides a defence for
any investigative or other activities that are required to be carried out for the purpose of complying
with any environmental assessment requirements (i.e. SEARs: see below).
Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements
Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARs) were issued for the MCCO
Project (SSD 8642) on 15 February 2019.
The SEARs recognise heritage as a key issue to be examined in the EIS and state (in part):
an assessment (will be undertaken) of the potential impacts of the development on
Aboriginal heritage (cultural and archaeological), including consultation with relevant
Aboriginal communities/parties and documentation of the views of these stakeholders
regarding the likely impact of the development on their cultural heritage
To inform the SEARs, OEH provided input regarding Aboriginal cultural heritage. The OEH input
is set out in Table 1-1 along with a concordance of where the OEH requirements are addressed
in this AAIA.
National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act)
Amended during 2010, 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.
As the MCCO Project is a State Significant Development (SSD), Section 4.41 of the EP&A Act
applies and an AHIP under section 90 of the NPW Act to harm Aboriginal objects is not required.
Instead, all management related to Aboriginal cultural heritage within the MCCO Additional
Project Area will be governed by the policies within an approved ACHMP.
Identified Aboriginal items and sites are registered on the OEH administered Aboriginal Heritage
Information Management System (AHIMS).
1.5.2

Commonwealth legislation

Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act)
Matters of National Environmental Significance listed under the EPBC Act include the National
Heritage List and the Commonwealth Heritage List, both administered by the Commonwealth
Department of the Environment and Energy. Ministerial approval is required under the EPBC Act
for proposals involving significant impacts to National/Commonwealth heritage places.
1.5.3

Applicability to the MCCO Project

The MCCO Project will be assessed under Divisions 4.1 and 4.7 of the EP&A Act.
Any Aboriginal sites within the MCCO Additional Project Area are afforded legislative protection
under the NPW Act. It is noted, however, that Section 4.41 of the EP&A Act removes the
requirement for SSD projects to apply for an AHIP to harm Aboriginal objects.
It is noted there are no Commonwealth or National heritage listed places within the MCCO
Additional Project Area, and as such, the heritage provisions of the EPBC Act do not apply.
The OEH requirements set out in the SEARs are listed in Table 1-1, along with a concordance of
where this requirement, if applicable, is addressed in this AAIA.
Table 1-1: Concordance between the OEH input to the SEARs and this AAIA.
OEH requirement

Where addressed in the AAIA

The EIS must identify and describe Aboriginal cultural heritage
values that exist across the whole area that will be affected by
the development and document these in the EIS. This may
include the need for surface survey and test excavation. The
identification of cultural heritage values should be guided by
the Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (DECCW 2011) and
consultation with OEH regional officers.

This AAIA contains the results of the archaeological survey
and test excavation program undertaken for the MCCO
Project. It also assesses the scientific, or archaeological,
values present within the MCCO Additional Project Area. This
report is part of the ACHAR that will examine the cultural,
aesthetic and historic values of the MCCO Additional Project
Area.

Where Aboriginal cultural heritage values are identified,
consultation with Aboriginal people must be undertaken and
documented in accordance with the Aboriginal cultural
heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010
(DECCW). The significance of cultural heritage values for

This requirement has been followed by the MCCO Project and
is documented in the ACHAR.
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OEH requirement

Where addressed in the AAIA

Aboriginal people who have a cultural association with the
land must be documented in the EIS.
Impacts on Aboriginal cultural heritage values are to be
assessed and documented in the EIS. The EIS must
demonstrate attempts to avoid impact upon cultural heritage
values and identify any conservation outcomes. Where
impacts are unavoidable, the EIS must outline measures
proposed to mitigate impacts. Any objects recorded as part of
the assessment must be documented and notified to OEH.

Impacts to the scientific values within the MCCO Additional
Project Area are discussed in Section 7.3. Management
considerations ranging from a ‘do nothing’ scenario through to
an ‘unavoidable impact’ scenario is discussed in Section 8.2.
Conservation outcomes are discussed in Section 8.3.5.

Where the project's footprint occurs in areas identified by the
EIS as sensitive Aboriginal Cultural heritage (ACH) areas,
surface surveys must be undertaken by a qualified
archaeologist to determine the presence or absence of
Aboriginal objects and the significance of those objects. The
result of the surface survey is to inform the need for targeted
subsurface test excavation to better assess the integrity,
extent, distribution, nature and overall significance of the
archaeological record. The results of surface surveys and test
excavations undertaken at this stage are to be documented in
the EIS.

This AAIA presents the results of the archaeological survey in
Section 5 and the test excavation program in Section 6. The
assessment of scientific significance of the results from these
investigations in presented in Section 7.2.

Where the project's footprint is unknown at the submission of
the EIS, point C above (i.e. the requirement above) applies if
the future footprint occurs in areas identified by the EIS as
sensitive ACH areas.

This requirement is not applicable as the entire MCCO
Additional Project Area was assessed; not just the Proposed
Disturbance Footprint. As all impacts associated with the
MCCO Project will be contained within the MCCO Additional
Project Area, the disturbance footprint has been assessed in
full; even if there is a need for this footprint to change slightly
due to project design changes.

The EIS must outline procedures to be followed if Aboriginal
objects are found at any stage of the life of the project to
formulate appropriate measures to manage unforeseen
impacts.

This requirement will be contained in an updated and
approved ACHMP. The policy for new discoveries contained
within the existing ACHMP is set out in Section 1.4.5.1 and it
is recommended in Section 8.3.6 that this policy be carried
over into the updated ACHMP that will incorporate the MCCO
Project should it be approved.

The EIS must outline procedures to be followed in the event
Aboriginal burials or skeletal material is uncovered during
construction to formulate appropriate measures to manage the
impacts to this material.

This requirement will be contained in an updated and
approved ACHMP. The policy for new discoveries contained
within the existing ACHMP is set out in Section 1.4.5.2 and it
is recommended in Section 8.3.7 that this policy be carried
over into the updated ACHMP that will incorporate the MCCO
Project should it be approved.

The cumulative impacts from all clearing activities and
operations, associated edge effects and other indirect impacts
on cultural heritage, biodiversity and OEH Estate need to be
comprehensively assessed in accordance with the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979.

The cumulative impact of the proposed MCCO Project on the
area’s scientific values is discussed in Section 7.3.2.

1.6 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).
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2 THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT
2.1 PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES
The purpose of the AAIA is to identify and assess heritage constraints relevant to the MCCO
Project.
2.1.1

Aboriginal archaeological assessment objectives

The AAIA will apply the Code of Practice, in the completion of an Aboriginal archaeological
assessment, to meet the following objectives:
Objective One:

Undertake background research on the region to formulate a predicative
model for Aboriginal site location within the MCCO Additional Project Area

Objective Two:

Identify and record objects or sites of scientific or archaeological
significance within the MCCO Additional Project Area, as well as any
landforms likely to contain further archaeological deposits

Objective Three:

Assess the likely impacts of the MCCO Project to Aboriginal archaeological
sites and/or deposits and provide management recommendations.

2.2 DATE OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT
The fieldwork component of this assessment was undertaken by OzArk from 5–16 February 2018.
Test excavation and additional survey occurred from 15–18 May 2018.
From 5–16 February the survey team consisted of two teams, each including two OzArk
archaeologists and up to four representatives from the Aboriginal community. From 15–18 May
the survey team consisted of a single team of two archaeologists and four members of the
Aboriginal community.

2.3 ABORIGINAL COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT
The MCCO Project has followed the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for
Proponents including the identification of Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) and the provision
of both survey and test excavation methodologies for RAP review and comment (Appendix 1;
Appendix 2).
RAPs, or their representatives, accompanied the field survey and test excavation program. As up
to eight members of the Aboriginal community were present for the first two weeks of survey and
up to four members of the Aboriginal community were present for the third week of survey and
test excavation, up to 96-person days of Aboriginal community involvement has been included in
the assessment.
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At the end of the main portion of the survey in February 2018, all RAPs were sent an update to
inform them of the progress of the investigation (Appendix 3).
Full details of the consultation undertaken is provided in the ACHAR that this AAIA supports.
2.3.1

RAP review of the draft AAIA

On 19 December 2018, all RAPs were provided with the opportunity to review a draft of this AAIA
(along with a draft of the ACHAR). Comments were sought from the RAPs by the 25 January
2019 to account for the Christmas period.
At the end of the review period, nine comments were received either by email or phone. A
summary of the responses received are shown on Table 2-1. Of these comments, only the
responses from Jarban & Mugrebea, and the Plains Clans of the Wonnarua People (PCWP),
dealt with the archaeological values of the MCCO Additional Project Area and these will be
responded to below.
Table 2-1: RAP comments on the draft AAIA.
RAP

Comment on the draft AAIA

Aboriginal Native Title Consultants

Per phone conversation with Lori Dennen-King (Mangoola) (LDK) (11/1/19 @
14:55am) - Margaret wanted it noted that she and John agreed with everything in
the document.

Amanda Hickey Cultural Services
(AHCS)

Per phone conversation with LDK (9/1/19 @ 3:33pm) - "I am happy with report." No
additional comments received.

Didge Ngunawal Clan

15/1/19 - comments received via email from Paul Boyd and Lilly Carroll – “DNC is
happy with all upcoming proposals that is occurring at Muswellbrook”.

Gomery Cultural Consultants

Per phone conversation with LDK on 25/1/19 @ 9:24 "agree with management
measures" - comment submitted verbally because FAX is not working, and he does
not have email.
16/1/19 - comments received via email from Les Atkinson – “From Jarban +
Mugrebea the ACHAR report looks all ok. Uncle Barry French, commented that the
rock shelters could they be able to be monitored on a 1/2 yearly basis as to mine
blasting?

Jarban & Mugrebea

Also, that the significance of the Skull Rock landscape feature (Just outside the
footprint) (attach a photo in the report?) Which may be a marker in the song line?
This is visual alignment from the Wingen Maid to the northeast (Murrundi) and
possible to other landscape features such as Biamia Cave to southern end
(Milbradale)”

PCWP

15/1/19 - comments received via email from Will Moon (Archaeologist) - see below

Wallangan Cultural Services

Per phone conversation with LDK (11/1/19 @13:33) - Maree was quite happy with
ACHAR.

Wanaruah Local Aboriginal Land
Council (WLALC)

24/1/19 - comments received via email from Noel Downs – The WLALC comments
were related to cultural values, rather than archaeological values. As such, these will
be discussed in the ACHAR, rather than this AAIA.

Widescope Indigenous Group Pty Ltd

13/1/19 - comments received via email from Steven Hickey – “Thank you, I have
reviewed and support the Draft Aboriginal Cultural Values Assessment Report”.

The Jarban & Mugrebea response made comment on two aspects of the AAIA:
•

That the rock shelters be monitored on a half-yearly basis

•

That a record of the Skull Rock landscape be included in the AAIA.

The OzArk reply to these comments follow:
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•

Recommendation 6 states that further archaeological investigation be undertaken at each
of the rock shelters to determine the most appropriate management regime for each
shelter. For example, should further archaeological investigation show that there is no
potential archaeological deposit (PAD) at a shelter, then further management will not be
required at that shelter. However, should a shelter show evidence of a PAD then
appropriate management will be devised in consultation with the RAPs.

•

Prior to the survey the Wanaruah Local Aboriginal Land Council (WLALC) response
included a reference to Skull Rock. As neither Mangoola nor OzArk were aware of this
landscape feature, Mangoola asked the WLALC on 30 January 2018 for further
information. Although this query was prior to the survey, Mangoola did not receive a reply
from the WLALC. During the survey, none of the attending Aboriginal community
mentioned the Skull Rock formation. As such, OzArk remains uncertain exactly where this
landscape feature is located, but as it is outside of the MCCO Additional Project Area, it
will not be impacted by the MCCO Project.

The PCWP made comment on three aspects of the AAIA:
•

That the AAIA did not include sufficient analysis of the artefact assemblage to enable a
meaningful understanding of how the MCCO Additional Project Area relates to the broader
Hunter Valley archaeological context

•

To undertake a geomorphological assessment of those artefact scatter sites with
moderate or low–moderate value, plus the four sites in the proposed disturbance footprint,
to determine if they may contain deposits and datable material

•

The archaeological investigation of the rockshelters should be conducted in a way that
takes the opportunity to contribute towards expanding our understanding of shelter use in
the area, rather than just to update the site cards.

The OzArk reply to these comments follow:
•

The analytical investigations highlighted by the PCWP are admirable but are only
applicable in instances where the archaeological data allows meaningful analysis. As the
MCCO Project Area contains no undisturbed sites and few sites with more than a handful
of artefacts in secondary contexts, further analysis would be misleading. However,
elucidating the context of the MCCO Additional Project Area within the broader Hunter
Valley context will be added as an aim of the salvage phase of the archaeological
investigation should such data during become evident (see Section 8.4.2)

•

As shown in Table 8-1, all sites within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint that have been
assessed as having scientific significance greater than ‘low’ (37-2-2193 and 37-2-4119)
will be subject to further archaeological investigation including manual excavation. The
other sites with scientific values greater than ‘low’ are located outside of the Proposed
Disturbance Footprint and will not be impacted by the MCCO Project. Further, five of the
most significant sites in terms of archaeological values (37-2-5440, 37-2-5441, 37-2-5442,
37-2-5812, and 37-2-5813) are located within the MCCO Cultural Heritage Management
Area where the sites will be conserved. OzArk does not agree to further invasive
geomorphological testing at sites outside of the Proposed Disturbance Footprint, and as
all sites of higher scientific value within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint will be
archaeologically investigated, the aims of the PCWP comment will be attained
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•

OzArk appreciates the comments of the PCWP in terms of the rockshelter investigations
and would be interested in obtaining further cultural information prior to the archaeological
investigations commencing. As such, a recommendation has been added to this AAIA
that an excavation methodology pertaining to the rockshelter investigations be sent to all
RAPs prior to any investigation to enable further comments to be received from RAPs
(see Section 8.3.4).

2.4 OZARK INVOLVEMENT
2.4.1

Field assessment

The fieldwork component for the AAIA was undertaken by:
•

Fieldwork Director: Ben Churcher (OzArk Principal Archaeologist; BA[Hons], Dip Ed)

•

Archaeologist: Philippa Sokol (OzArk Project Archaeologist)

•

Archaeologist: Stephanie Rusden (OzArk Project Archaeologist)

•

Archaeologist: Tom Dooley (OzArk Graduate Archaeologist).

2.4.2

Reporting

The reporting component of the AAIA was undertaken by:
•

Report Author: Ben Churcher

•

Contributor: Tom Dooley.
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3 LANDSCAPE CONTEXT
An understanding of the environmental contexts of a project 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.
The MCCO Additional Project Area is located wholly within the Hunter Subregion of the Sydney
Basin Bioregion (SBB). The Hunter Subregion is situated at the far north of the SBB and contains
the townships of Scone, Muswellbrook, Singleton, Cessnock, Maitland and the city of Newcastle.
The Hunter subregion is predominantly comprised of rolling hills, wide valleys and the meandering
system of the Hunter River on a wide floodplain. A wide range of environments are present within
the greater subregion including coastal, dune, estuarine, rainforest, plateau, lowland, riparian and
swamp ecosystems; not all of which are represented in the MCCO Additional Project Area. The
Hunter Subregion encompasses the catchments of Goulburn, Hunter, and Paterson Rivers (NSW
NPWS 2016).

3.1 TOPOGRAPHY
The MCCO Additional Project Area falls within the south-eastern portion of the Merriwa Plateau
topographic zone of the Hunter central lowlands. This greater landscape is characterised by
undulating or gently-sloping lowlands developed on weak sedimentary rock above the alluvial belt
of the Hunter River, abruptly transitioning into steep country more than 500 m Australian Height
Datum (AHD) (EMM 2018). The topography of the MCCO Additional Project Area is largely
consistent with this broader landscape. Elevation is at its greatest (up to 360 m AHD) on the steep
sandstone conglomerate ridges to the northwest, north, and northeast abruptly transitioning into
undulating hills and gentle-moderate slopes. These gentle landforms represent the greatest
portion of the landscape, together forming a broad slope southward towards Big Flat Creek before
levelling out into flats (Figure 3-1). The small catchment area and smoothly hilly nature of this
landscape means that the MCCO Additional Project Area encompasses few significant drainage
lines.
For the purposes of this assessment, this landscape can be divided into several survey units
based on topographic zones which inform an archaeological characterisation of its landforms. For
convenience, the topography of these zones can be divided into two main areas: hilly terrain and
flat terrain. These contiguous areas can be briefly characterised as follows:
•

Hilly terrain: Approximately 335 ha or 32 per cent of the MCCO Additional Project Area
consists mostly of elevated landforms (upper slopes and crests) and is predominantly
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located in the west of the MCCO Additional Project Area. This topography contains
steep slopes in places but is more generally characterised by moderate slopes and
ridge lines. These landforms currently support areas of open woodland of regenerated
trees with very few mature trees, as well as cleared, grassed paddocks. Rock outcrops
are common and in places, particularly in the far west, the lower reaches of escarpments
are included in the MCCO Additional Project Area. Soils tend to be very thin due to soil
loss when this area was historically cleared of vegetation.
•

Flat terrain: Approximately 720 ha or 68 per cent of the MCCO Additional Project Area
consists of flat terrain or gently undulating terrain (flat, lower slope and mid slope
landform units). This terrain contains the only named waterway within the MCCO
Additional Project Area: Big Flat Creek. However, Big Flat Creek is not a developed
waterway in the MCCO Additional Project Area and there are few landforms that could
be characterised as ‘drainage landforms’ (i.e. creek flats/floodplains/terraces). Most of
this landscape zone is currently cleared and either consists of grass paddocks or small
stands of regenerating woodland. Soil depths are variable, and it is only in the south of
the MCCO Additional Project Area adjacent to Big Flat Creek where aggrading
conditions have allowed some soil depth to accumulate.

Figure 3-1 maps the major topographic zones of the MCCO Additional Project Area and Figure
3-2 shows a representative view of each of these topographic zones.
Figure 3-1: Aerial showing the major topographic zones at the MCCO Additional Project Area.
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Figure 3-2: Examples of the topography of each survey unit.

1. View of landforms comprising Survey Unit 1: flat
terrain.

3. View of landforms comprising Survey Unit 3: mid
slopes.

2. View of landforms comprising Survey Unit 2: lower
slopes.

4. View of landforms comprising Survey Unit 4: upper
slopes.

5. View of landforms comprising Survey Unit 5: crests.
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3.2 GEOLOGY AND SOILS
The MCCO Additional Project Area is situated on the edge of the Permian Singleton Coal
Measures mapping with much of the surface geology being formed by the Triassic Narrabeen
group (as determined both from regional geological mapping and from detailed geological
investigations undertaken with the MCCO Additional Project Area). The detailed soil survey
undertaken within the MCCO Additional Project Area found that the soils have mostly been
derived from the Triassic Narrabeen group. The Sodosol and Tenosol soils found in the MCCO
Additional Project Area generally support the soil landscape mapping done by Kovac and Lawrie
(1991) (with some localised boundary readjustments) (Figure 3-3). EMM (2018: 20) summarise
these soil landscapes as:
•

Sandy Hollow: The Sandy Hollow soil landscape covers rolling to steep hills in the
northern part of the southern mountains, the central Goulburn Valley and the south‐
eastern part of the Merriwa Plateau (Kovac and Lawrie 1991). This landscape is the
dominant soil landscape in the MCCO Additional Project Area. The main soils associated
with this unit are Yellow and Brown solodic soils. Yellow and Brown Earths can be found
on footslopes and on better drained slopes Yellow Podzolic Soil and Earthy Sands occur
(Kovac and Lawrie 1991). Minor sheet and rill erosion occur on slopes and moderate gully
erosion can occur within drainage lines in this landscape.

•

Wappinguy: The Wappinguy soil landscape occurs on the edge of the Merriwa Plateau
and is associated with undulating low hills. This is the second dominant landscape in the
MCCO Additional Project Area. The soil types are sourced from a variety of parent
materials creating a varied soil landscape where Black Earths, Glayed Soloths and Prairie
Soils occur along drainage lines; Solodic soils, Brown Clays and Red Earths occur on
slopes and Earthy Sands occur on sandstone outcrops (Kovac and Lawrie 1991). The
landscape is prone to minor to moderate gully erosion and moderate sheet and rill erosion
on cleared areas.

•

Lees Pinch: The Lees Pinch soil landscape is associated with outcropping steep hills and
covers a small part of the MCCO Additional Project Area. Soils are generally shallow
Solodic Soils or Siliceous Sands and minor to moderate sheet and rill erosion can occur
with mass colluvium movement on steep slopes (Kovac and Lawrie 1991).

The alluvial influence along Wybong Creek and Big Flat Creek has also played a part in the soil
formation in the MCCO Additional Project Area, with alluvial derived soils in the southern portion
of the MCCO Additional Project Area and some alluvial influence further on the flats (EMM 2018).
The majority of the MCCO Additional Project Area is covered by soils that have a minor to
moderate susceptibility to erosion and poor fertility. The soils also generally have a high salinity
when compared to neighbouring areas.
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Figure 3-3: Aerial showing the soil landscapes of the MCCO Additional Project Area.

3.3 HYDROLOGY
The only named watercourse in the MCCO Additional Project Area is Big Flat Creek and the
MCCO Additional Project Area falls within this creek’s catchment (Figure 3-4). Big Flat Creek
starts near Castle Rock at an elevation of 229 m and ends at an elevation of 134 m merging with
Wybong Creek to the southwest. Big Flat Creek drops around 95 m over its 8.7 km length.
Big Flat Creek traverses the eastern portion of the MCCO Additional Project Area along a south‐
westerly orientation before continuing parallel to the southern boundary after converging with a
major unnamed tributary. Big Flat Creek reaches a confluence with Wybong Creek, a significant
tributary to the Goulburn River, 1 km to the southwest of the MCCO Additional Project Area. All
other watercourses within the MCCO Additional Project Area represent unnamed drainage lines,
draining south into Big Flat Creek. Many of these drainage features are heavily eroded and some
display evidence of salinity, primarily in the form of large areas of spiney rush (Juncus acutus).
At the time of the survey, both Big Flat Creek and its tributaries within the MCCO Additional
Project Area were dry because of a prolonged dry period preceding the survey (Figure 3-5). The
catchment for Big Flat Creek has not been altered significantly in the historic period and so the
dryness of these creek systems in the MCCO Additional Project Area indicates their ephemeral
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nature. While these systems may have contained ponds prior to their channelisation, it is unlikely
that these ponds would have been extensive enough to retain water during long dry spells.
Figure 3-4: Aerial showing the hydrology of the MCCO Additional Project Area.

Figure 3-5: Examples of the hydrology within the MCCO Additional Project Area.

1. View of Big Flat Creek in the centre–east of the MCCO
Additional Project Area.

2. View of an ephemeral drainage line in the centre of the
MCCO Additional Project Area.
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3. View of Big Flat Creek in the vicinity of the Wybong
Road Overpass.

4. View of the tributary to Big Flat Creek in the south-east
corner of the MCCO Additional Project Area.

3.4 VEGETATION
In the past, Aboriginal people would have encountered a variety of vegetation communities in the
region of the MCCO Additional Project Area, however, extensive areas of native vegetation have
been cleared since European settlement.
The MCCO Additional Project Area encompasses sections of the Central Hunter Foothills, and
Lees Pinch Foothills landscape units (Mitchell 2002). Before historical clearing, the dominant
vegetation of the Central Hunter Foothills landscape unit would have been comprised of
woodlands to open forest of spotted gum, forest red gum, narrow-leaved ironbark, red ironbark,
white box, slaty gum, rough-barked apple, with kangaroo and wallaby grass (Mitchell 2002: 112).
The vegetation of the Lees Pinch Foothills landscape unit would have comprised of woodland of
red ironbark, stringybarks, grey gum, and black cypress pine on slopes and ridges with ironbarks
and scattered forest red gum along streams (Mitchell 2002: 92).
Currently, the primary vegetation of the MCCO Additional Project Area includes derived grassland
paddocks, dense casuarina regrowth forests and stands of open regrowth eucalypt woodland
(Figure 3-6). The vegetation communities of the steep slopes and crest of the northern and
western sandstone ridges retain significant stretches of remnant vegetation and are more
consistent with those characterising the landscape units detailed above.
In the crest and upper slope landforms it was noted during the survey that many of the immature
eucalypt trees were dying from the prolonged dry period preceding the survey (Figure 3-6). This
was an indication of the shallow nature of the soils which usually were a thin veneer over the
conglomerate bedrock.
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Figure 3-6: Examples of vegetation types within the MCCO Additional Project Area.

1. View of a portion of dying eucalypt woodland.

2. View of open, grass paddocks.

3. View of remnant vegetation communities in the far

4. View of regenerating Casuarina woodland.

west of the MCCO Additional Project Area.

3.5 CLIMATE
The nearest Bureau of Meteorology (BOM) record station to the MCCO Additional Project Area
is located at the Scone Soil Conservation Service (BOM 2018). Climate statistics from the Scone
Soil Conservation Service indicate that the region experiences a mostly temperate climate with
temperatures above zero during the cooler months. The climate statistics show that the highest
mean monthly temperatures are in January (31.4°) and the lowest mean monthly temperatures
are in July (4.7°). Rainfall is greatest in January (mean rainfall: 81.8 millimetres [mm]) and the
lowest in July (mean rainfall: 36.3 mm). The annual average rainfall is 640.1 mm.
As such, the climate of the region would not have offered any obstacles to past Aboriginal
occupation.
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3.6 LAND–USE HISTORY AND EXISTING LEVELS OF DISTURBANCE
The MCCO Additional Project Area is bordered to the south by the existing Mangoola Coal Mine.
Land parcels situated within and to the west, north and east of the MCCO Additional Project Area
are dominated by low intensity grazing and interspersed with rural residential properties or
vegetation which is delineated for conservation purposes. Collectively these land uses dominate
the area surrounding the MCCO Additional Project Area.
Figure 3-7 shows the MCCO Additional Project Area superimposed on to a 1967 aerial image.
This imagery allows an examination of the types of impacts that have occurred to the landforms
within the MCCO Additional Project Area as a result of European farming practices. These
include:
•

Extensive clearing of native vegetation. Apart from some small pockets of vegetation in
the western portions, the entirety of the MCCO Additional Project Area has been cleared.
This would suggest that certain site types, such as scarred trees, will be extremely rare
within the MCCO Additional Project Area. In addition, extensive clearing will have
encouraged downslope movement of soils. As the MCCO Additional Project Area is
generally sloping from north to south (see Figure 3-4), this would indicate that soils, as
well as the artefacts that may have been within them, have accumulated in the southern
portions of the MCCO Additional Project Area.

•

Soil movement. As noted above, landforms in the north of the MCCO Additional Project
Area are within degrading environments, while landforms in the south adjacent to Big Flat
Creek are within an aggrading environment. The archaeological implications are that sites
in the north may have been displaced or destroyed, while sites in the south are either
buried or are representations of artefacts that have accumulated in these more low-lying
areas.

•

Cultivation. The 1967 aerial shows substantial areas of the MCCO Additional Project Area
under cultivation. While cultivation may not completely remove archaeological material
from an area, it will, at least in the upper-most levels, severely disturb any archaeological
deposits.

•

Erosion. Inspection of the 1967 aerial does not suggest that erosion adjacent to creeks
extensive during this time. However, physical inspection of the MCCO Additional Project
Area during the current assessment found that erosive degradation of drainages has been
extensive in the past. The drainage systems of the MCCO Additional Project Area,
including Big Flat Creek, have become channelised (perhaps losing their former Chain of
Ponds morphology) and many show evidence of bank collapse. Large areas of deep
sheetwash erosion are present in the north. Additionally, extensive gully erosion of creek
banks and sheet wash erosion of adjacent landforms was identified across the MCCO
Additional Project Area. The major tributary to Big Flat Creek in the eastern portion of the
MCCO Additional Project Area has been subject to significant modification through
erosion. The channelised eastern extent of this tributary is deeply incised and broadens
out into a wide sand plain in the west.

In summary, the impact of European farming practices within the MCCO Additional Project Area
has led to a significant modification of the pre-1788 environment. This includes a marked change
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in vegetation cover, increased erosion and morphological changes to the local creeks. The impact
of all these disturbances on the archaeological record is profound and any archaeological
investigations of areas such as the MCCO Additional Project Area are inevitably examining a
depleted and disrupted archaeological landscape.
Figure 3-7: The MCCO Additional Project Area superimposed on a 1967 aerial image.

The predominant land uses within the localities surrounding the MCCO Project include grazing,
intensive agriculture, vineyards, olive plantations, rural residential and commercial land uses.
Other surrounding land uses include bushland, community uses and Commonwealth
Government land use.
The MCCO Additional Project Area has been subject to agricultural land uses, including intensive
grazing, pasture improvement and cultivation. This has resulted in a landscape that is a
patchwork of residences, fencing, roads, and dams and other earthworks. Due to the erodible
nature of the soils the intensive use of the area has resulted in sizeable areas of erosion; both
sheet wash and gully erosion (Figure 3-8).
Other disturbances include infrastructure installations such as former and current ETLs, and
approved mine related activities such as exploration drill pads (Figure 3-8). Mining related
disturbances, such as drill pads, were subject to Due Diligence inspections prior to the works
commencing (Umwelt 2017, EMM 2017).
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Figure 3-8: Examples of disturbances within the MCCO Additional Project Area.

1. Disturbances related to the past agricultural land use

2. Infrastructure works such as ETL towers have

phase include dwellings, buildings, fences and roads.

impacted portions of the MCCO Additional Project
Area.

3. View of extensive sheet wash erosion.

4. View of extensive earth works and gully erosion.

5. Numerous dams and associated contour banking are

6. Approved mine related impacts such as drill pads have

located within the MCCO Additional Project Area.

disturbed discrete portions of the MCCO Additional
Project Area.
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3.7 CONCLUSION
Review of the environmental landscape of the MCCO Additional Project Area and surrounding
landforms presents a landscape that has been extensively disturbed and modified, primarily as a
result of agricultural practices and associated hydrological changes.
In the past, the presence of semi-permanent watercourses, such as Big Flat Creek and its major
tributary, would have provided resources to enable short-term occupation within the MCCO
Additional Project Area. However, due to the naturally occurring high salinity of the main arm of
Big Flat Creek within the MCCO Additional Project Area, occupation was probably more restricted
along this watercourse when compared to areas closer to Wybong Creek.
As all watercourses within the MCCO Additional Project Area have a relatively restricted
catchment, and all were dry at the time of the survey, the indication is that these systems would
have only supported sporadic and short-term visitation. While it is accepted that these systems
may have had a Chain of Ponds morphology prior to their modification following European
settlement, it is suspected that these ponds would not have been extensive enough to encourage
long-term occupation.
The escarpment country to the west and north of the MCCO Additional Project Area would have
provided a range of resources not available in the flat terrain to the south. As such, the zone of
interaction between the escarpment and the plains may have encouraged hunting or land
management visits but not occupation due to the lack of water.
Mapping these landform features demonstrates the environmental zones most conducive to
Aboriginal occupation within the MCCO Additional Project Area (Figure 3-9). This figure shows
a 100 m buffer on either side of the semi-permanent watercourses within the MCCO Additional
Project Area, and a 50 m buffer on either side of ephemeral waterways. The figure also includes
a 200 m buffer adjacent to escarpment landforms as this zone between escarpment and flatter
terrain would have offered a mix of resources that may have encouraged hunting or foraging visits
into these areas. Viewing the information on Figure 3-9, indicates that the majority of the MCCO
Additional Project Area is outside of any environmental areas conducive to Aboriginal occupation.
Extensive clearing of much of the MCCO Additional Project Area has likely removed any culturally
modified trees, disturbed significant portions of the landscape, and to have translocated much of
the archaeological material record into a secondary context. Erosion, however, will also mean
that larger sites, while disturbed, will be more visible and more likely to be recorded.
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Figure 3-9: Environmental zones conducive to Aboriginal occupation.
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4 ABORIGINAL ARCHAEOLOGY BACKGROUND
4.1 ETHNO-HISTORIC SOURCES OF REGIONAL ABORIGINAL CULTURE
The MCCO Additional Project Area is located in the overlapping boundaries of the Wonnarua and
Gomeroi tribal areas of the upper Hunter Valley.
Tocomwall (2017: 49) notes that ethnographic accounts and anthropological notes written in the
mid- to late-19th century indicate that the traditional territory of the Wonnarua people extended
over a two thousand square mile area of land that included the Hunter River and all its tributaries
from within ten miles of Maitland to the apex of the Liverpool Ranges. This interpretation is
challenged by the Wonaruah Local Aboriginal Land Council (Tocomwall 2017: 482) who state
that there is much debate about the tribal boundaries and that the dividing line between the
Wonnarua and the Gomeroi (Kamilaroi) may have been much further south in the area of ‘Jerrys
Plains’. The generally accepted mapping produced in Horton 1994 places the MCCO Additional
Project Area within the Wonnarua tribal lands. However, while maps such as Horton 1994 are
useful tools and represent the best available published research at the time, they are always
generalisations and should be treated with some caution.
The Aboriginal people in the region of the MCCO Additional Project Area lived in an environment
rich in food resources. Freshwater fish, shellfish, reptiles, mammals, birds and plant food provide
a diverse diet (see Brayshaw 1981). Brayshaw (1986: 82) suggests that inland groups visited the
coast during the summer when marine resources were plentiful, and coastal groups travelled
inland to participate in the winter kangaroo hunts. Trade and/or exchange also occurred between
the coastal and inland groups including visiting by coastal and inland groups for initiations and
ceremonies seemed to occur. These were conducted within earthen circles. Carved trees were
associated with these sites (Brayshaw 1981: 12). Reed spears and shells were traded inland for
possum skin rugs and fur cord (Brayshaw 1986: 41).
The only known ethnographic mentions of the use stone artefacts relate to the use of stone
hatchets as multi-purpose tools and of the attachment of quartz flakes as barbs on spears
(Brayshaw 1986: 66, 68). There is also little ethnographic evidence concerning the locations of
regional Aboriginal camping places, however, the factors of proximity to fresh water and of
elevation for visibility are mentioned as important considerations (Fawcet 1898).

4.2 EUROPEAN OCCUPATION
Due to its proximity to Sydney, its nutrient rich alluvial soils, grazing pastures for livestock and
cedar trees on the higher terraces of the valley, the Hunter Valley was a desirable location for
early European settlement. Within a short timeframe, the Aboriginal people of the area had to
deal with the depletion of their resources and major changes to the environment caused by illinformed European farming practices.
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The early settlers observed valleys of grassland and rich alluvial soils adjacent to the major
waterways that were ideal for agriculture and cattle/sheep grazing, and soon the prime land was
occupied. But the allure of the area continued and as more Europeans settled in the Hunter Valley
the more marginal hill slopes were occupied and cleared of standing timber.
As noted by Tocomwall (2017: 35):
By 1825 more land was owned by the new settlers and the original Aboriginal
inhabitants became increasingly disenfranchised from their traditional lands. The
invasion by the European settlers changed the distribution of vegetation, with
increasing landscape instability as a result of the logging of the forested areas around
the higher elevations and the clearing of the brush around the understorey and along
the tributaries for agriculture and pastoral farming. Aboriginal dependence of the
Hunter River for many staples meant that the Wonnarua suffered severely when the
Europeans settled: they immediately lost access to water and the raw materials in the
river and on the banks. They also lost their game to the intruders who chased
kangaroos in hunts to reduce competition for their introduced grazing animals;
shellfish and fish populations also declined. Breton (1833) wrote that he only noted
16 kangaroos, in contrast to a previous visit to the area when they had numbered in
the hundreds. The loss of fish for protein and the loss of managed plains for game
hunting and seed gathering destroyed long established hunting and gathering
practices of the Aboriginal community. This exclusion and alteration of the landscape
by the Europeans brought them into conflict with the local Wonnarua People.

4.3 REGIONAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT
There have been numerous archaeological investigations in the local area with a small number
undertaken in the MCCO Additional Project Area itself. The results of these investigations provide
an archaeological context for the current assessment and were used in the preparation of a
predictive model of Aboriginal site location (Section 4.5). The following section (Section 4.3.1)
refers to archaeological investigations in areas outside of, but relevant to, the MCCO Additional
Project Area. Section 4.4.2 refers to those investigations that were entirely or partially within the
MCCO Additional Project Area, including salvage programs that have taken place at Mangoola.
The previous investigations did not identify any specific socio‐cultural heritage values unrelated
to the Aboriginal sites identified. No historical connection has been identified specifically
pertaining to the MCCO Additional Project Area and its surrounds that have been investigated.
No declared Aboriginal places (under section 84 of the NPW Act) have been identified in the
MCCO Additional Project Area or its surrounds.
Aboriginal cultural heritage values may be identified through further Aboriginal consultation
concerning the MCCO Additional Project Area. These may relate to social, cultural or historic
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values associated with Aboriginal sites and objects or places with intangible values. If such
cultural values are provided, they will be set out in the ACHAR.
4.3.1

Previous archaeological studies in the region

A very large amount of archaeological work has been undertaken in the Hunter Valley and only
a brief regional archaeological context that focuses on work in similar landforms to the MCCO
Additional Project Area is provided here.
Evidence from the Central Lowlands sub-region of the Hunter Valley (broadly between Murrurundi
in the north and Cessnock in the south-east), suggests that archaeological material is scattered
almost continuously, but in varying density, along most creek banks and flats. It has been
suggested that archaeological material is primarily contained in a corridor approximately 100 m
wide on either side of a creek channel (Koettig 1990: 13).
In broad terms, these open artefact scatters appear to be confined to the A-Horizon of the soil
(topsoil) profile which is generally less than 50 centimetres (cm) in depth (Hughes 1981; Stern
1981). These sites are often disturbed, and stratification is unclear (Hughes 1984: 8). Artefacts
are generally manufactured from indurated mudstone and silcrete, with quartz, petrified wood and
chert occurring less frequently (Hiscock and Koettig 1985). Features found at open surface
scatters include hearths, pits, ovens and heat treatment areas (Burton et al. 1990). These sites
are generally detected where some form of ground disturbance has occurred, for example erosion
due to both cultural and non-cultural processes, and thus the extent of the site is often difficult to
determine. Often the density of artefacts on the surface do not relate to the amount of subsurface
archaeological material (see Koettig 1990: 15).
Archaeological excavations have so far determined that human occupation of the Hunter Valley
has occurred since the last Glacial Maximum approximately 27,000–17,000 years ago (HLAEnvirosciences 2005). It is hypothesised that evidence predating this period will likely be
discovered in the future.
A review of GHD (2005), HLA-Envirosciences (2005) and Umwelt (2007) provides the following
regional synthesis:
•

Archaeological sites, even where surface evidence is not present, occur on most
landforms. This was confirmed by a HLA-Envirosciences (2005) excavation program, in
which Aboriginal sites were encountered on alluvial terraces, flats, slopes, bench areas,
spurs and ridgelines. HLA-Envirosciences acknowledges that the sample areas were
biased somewhat as they were all near creek lines

•

Site frequency and density are dependent on their location in the landscape. This theme
is consistent throughout NSW and is influenced by a range of factors, the most relevant
of which the existing level of disturbance. More specifically, the potential for undisturbed
in situ deposits remaining in the upper Hunter Valley on a mining property is generally
low

Aboriginal Archaeology Impact Assessment: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

33

OzArk Environment & Heritage

•

The highest concentration of Aboriginal sites on the floor of the Hunter Valley is
associated with creeks and waterways

•

Few scarred trees are recorded reflecting the high degree of tree clearing in the region

•

The most frequently recorded raw material is indurated mudstone (a fine gained
siliceous material) associated with Hunter River gravels. Other frequently recorded
materials include locally sourced silcrete, quartz and volcanic stones

•

Assemblages recorded in the region consist largely of unmodified flakes with few
formed tools. Backed blades comprise the characteristic diagnostic artefact in the
region. The mid- to late-Holocene appears to have witnessed this move to smaller tools,
perhaps as an impetus to conserve raw material during tool manufacture or due to new
functionality requirements. This impetus seems to have driven the development of what
Hiscock (1993) calls the Redbank A Strategy (RAS, after three sites along Redbank
Creek within the United Colliery south of Singleton) of backed blade production. It is
noted that RAS reduction has been infrequently recorded at other sites in the district
and no mention of it is made for sites within the MCCO Additional Project Area.

Previous studies conducted in closer proximity to the MCCO Additional Project Area are outlined
below.
Witter (2002) conducted an archaeological survey for the Great Northern Coal Project, located
within the Mangoola Coal Mine Approved Project Area boundary (see Figure 1-3 for the location
of the Approved Project Area). The survey retraced an area covered by Aiken (1985), although
the area was surveyed in greater detail and artefact scatters were defined and grouped into larger
sites. As a result, nine sites containing a total of 144 artefacts were identified, being four artefact
scatters and five isolated finds. The three largest sites identified were:
•

Anvil Vale: contained 79 artefacts on a creek terrace/pasture and included site #37-20509

•

Big Flat Creek: contained 24 artefacts on a creek/pasture and including site #37-2-0510.
Despite its name, this site is located 1.3 km south of Big Flat Creek on a tributary to Big
Flat Creek

•

Clarks Gully: contained 31 artefacts on tributary flats, pasture and woodland.

Witter discusses two other sites of interest beyond the larger site groupings. One was a small
microblade workshop (EWA 19) located in a small scald of the valley bottom north of Big Flat
Creek (the site is located approximately 110 m outside the MCCO Additional Project Area). This
workshop is isolated and consisted of five silcrete flakes, four of which were blades. Witter
suggests that the site may represent a ‘quick repair event’ servicing backed blade tools when
away from the camp. In addition, there was a small elouera of orange chert which was found on
the foot-slopes below Anvil Hill (located 2 km south of the MCCO Additional Project Area in an
area that is not currently mined); this was assessed as an uncommon and interesting artefact
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type manufactured from unusual stone material. It was described as part of a hafted flake tool
and had probably been transported extensively.
Umwelt (2008) was commissioned to undertake an Aboriginal heritage assessment of a
proposed 66kV ETL to connect the existing Denman substation and the Mangoola Coal Mine.
Following completion of the survey, a review of the proposal identified that three poles (Poles 53,
54 and 63) were within recorded archaeological sites, two poles (Poles 63 and 64) were within
5 m of recorded sites, two poles (Poles 52 and 57) were located within 20 m of recorded sites,
and that heavy vehicle movement over site SC48 would be required. To reduce the extent of
impact associated with the project, Energy Australia subsequently relocated three poles (Poles
52, 53 and 63) to avoid direct impacts to archaeological sites. However, site SC48 and the
associated area of archaeological potential (Area #1) could not be avoided as the site/area was
approximately 420 m in length and the maximum pole span for the transmission line was 150 m.
Opportunities for alternative alignments to avoid these sites were investigated, however, there
was no practical alternative and impacts to Site SC48 and Area #1 were unavoidable. These
impacts were subject to an AHIP application and salvage program (see Section 4.4.2.2).
Umwelt (2010) was engaged by Mangoola, on behalf of TransGrid, to undertake the necessary
environmental assessments associated with the relocation of a 500kV powerline. This project
was to improve the efficiency of mining at Mangoola as it was proposed to remove an existing
500kV powerline that bisected the site and to relocate the powerline to a route within the southern
and western boundaries of the Approved Project Area’s disturbance area.
Two sections of the relocated powerline and five associated designated access tracks were
outside the Approved Project Area’s disturbance area and were the subject of the Umwelt
assessment. Fourteen sites (SC56, SC57, BFC69 to BFC73 and SC60 to SC66) were located
within the assessment areas and consisted of five isolated finds and nine artefact scatters
containing a total of 166 artefacts. The largest artefact scatter (SC56) contained 49 artefacts,
followed by SC57 (36 artefacts) and BFC72 (31 artefacts). No areas of PAD were identified in
association with the recorded sites or any other portion of the assessment areas.
A total of 15 new Aboriginal archaeological sites (BFC74 to BFC88) were recorded within a
Habitat Enhancement Area that was inspected to evaluate its suitability as a cultural heritage offset. The sites consisted of six isolated finds and ten artefact scatters (including BFC49) containing
a combined total of 44 artefacts. The largest artefact scatter was BFC75 (11 artefacts), followed
by BFC80, BFC81 and BFC87, all of which contained five artefacts each. No areas of PAD were
identified in association with the recorded sites or any other portion of the Habitat Enhancement
Area. Ultimately it was assessed that the Habitat Enhancement Area lacked archaeological
values of suitable significance to qualify it as a cultural heritage offset.
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Unavoidable impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage were managed under a Cultural Heritage
Management Plan (CHMP) that provided the methodology for the salvage of certain sites (see
Section 4.4.2.2).

4.4 LOCAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT
4.4.1

Desktop database searches conducted

A desktop search was conducted on the following databases to identify any potential previouslyrecorded heritage within the MCCO Additional Project Area. The results of this search are
summarised in Table 4-1 and presented in detail in Appendix 4.
Table 4-1: Aboriginal heritage: desktop-database search results.
Name of Database Searched

Commonwealth Heritage Listings

National Native Title Claims Search

OEH AHIMS

Local Environment Plan (LEP)

Date of Search

Type of Search

Comment

06/07/18

Muswellbrook LGA

No places listed on
either the National or
Commonwealth
heritage lists are
located within the
MCCO Additional
Project Area

06/07/18

Muswellbrook
Shire Council

Two Native Title
Claims encompass the
MCCO Additional
Project Area.

14/08/18

GDA Zone 56
Eastings: 276122–
289145; Northings:
6416168–
6432714. Six
searches totalling
13 x 16 km centred
on the MCCO
Additional Project
Area. (see
Appendix 4)

533 sites within the
total search area. 49
sites are within the
MCCO Additional
Project Area.

Muswellbrook LEP
of 2009

None of the Aboriginal
places noted occur
near the MCCO
Additional Project
Area.

06/07/18

As per Table 4-1, it is noted that the MCCO Additional Project Area includes land currently subject
to Native Title Claims NC2013/006 (NSD1680/2013, Scott Franks and Anor on behalf of the
Plains Clans of the Wonnarua People) and NC2011/006 (NC2011/006, Gomeroi People).
Six searches of the OEH administered AHIMS database together returned 533 records for
Aboriginal heritage sites within a 13 by 16 km combined search area, centred on the MCCO
Additional Project Area with 49 sites identified within the MCCO Additional Project Area. Figure
4-1 maps the MCCO Additional Project Area in relation to nearby previously recorded AHIMS
sites. Figure 4-1 records the AHIMS data as it existed in August 2018 and this data has not been
corrected to account for errors in the AHIMS data. Table 4-2 tabulates the AHIMS sites from the
search divided into site type. This shows a clear majority of the previously recorded sites (95 per
cent) are stone artefact sites, with other site types together being a small percentage of the total.
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Also shown on Figure 4-1 are sites recorded during a 2018 survey by Tocomwall of parcels of
Crown Land located to the west and north of the MCCO Additional Project Area. These sites had
not been registered with AHIMS at the time of the site search, and although all are located outside
of the MCCO Additional Project Area, the site recordings closest to the MCCO Additional Project
Area are shown.
On 25 September 2018, Mr Scott Franks registered the Overty Complex (37-2-5834). The Overty
Complex does not extend into the MCCO Additional Project Area but does include portions of the
Approved Disturbance Area currently managed in accordance with the existing Mangoola Coal
Mine ACHMP. As stated in Section 1.1, the Approved Disturbance Area for the existing
operations is not part of this assessment as it has previously been assessed and approved.
The Overty Complex (37-2-5834) is registered as an Aboriginal resource and gathering site, a
burial site and a conflict site. After the registration, AHIMS changed the site status to ‘not a site’
pending further information being provided to determine the veracity of the large site area.
Although this site is relatively near to the MCCO Additional Project Area, it does not currently
need to be considered as it has no statutory protection. However, should this change, and the
site is reinstated on the AHIMS register, it is highly unlikely that the MCCO Additional Project
Area contains any of the values associated with this registration. Specifically:
•

Aboriginal resource and gathering site: all portions of the MCCO Additional Project Area
have been cleared of native vegetation in the past and currently only support regrowth
vegetation. While the past disturbances to the landscape do not preclude the presence of
Aboriginal resource plants or animals in the MCCO Additional Project Area, it is likely that
these have been highly disturbed. Further, there are contiguous and identical landforms
to the north, east and west the MCCO Additional Project Area and should Aboriginal
resource plants and animals survive in the MCCO Additional Project Area, they will
continue to be represented in these nearby areas

•

Burial site: due to the agricultural phase of land use in the MCCO Additional Project Area,
soil loss has been considerable and had there been burials in the area, it is likely that
these have been disturbed and/or dispersed. Further, the MCCO Additional Project Area
does not contain sand bodies—a favoured burial location—and burials are extremely rare
at the regional level potentially precluding their existence in the MCCO Additional Project
Area. In addition, all rock overhangs/crevices within the MCCO Additional Project Area
were inspected during the survey and none contained burials

•

Conflict site: While it is acknowledged that the wider area saw conflict between early
colonial settlers and Aboriginal people, there are no remains of colonial settlements within
the MCCO Additional Project Area meaning that it is impossible deduce that the conflict
occurred within the MCCO Additional Project Area.
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Figure 4-1: AHIMS site types near the MCCO Additional Project Area.

Aboriginal Archaeology Impact Assessment: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

38

OzArk Environment & Heritage

Table 4-2: AHIMS sites near the MCCO Additional Project Area: site types and frequencies.

Site Type

Number

% Frequency
(may not equal
100% due to
rounding)

Isolated Find

205

38%

Artefact (number unspecified)

169

32%

Artefact Scatter

134

25%

Potential Archaeological Deposit (PAD)

13

2%

Modified Tree

7

1%

Shell

2

<1%

Habitation structure (rockshelter)

1

<1%

Grinding Groove

1

<1%

Art

1

<1%

Total

533

The high sample size of the combined results for these searches allows for a representative
understanding of the distribution of site types across the landscape surrounding the MCCO
Additional Project Area. Stone artefact sites (isolated finds, artefact scatters) are by far the most
commonly recorded local site types, together representing 508 (95%) of the 533 sites returned
by the AHIMS search area. The majority of these have been recorded in areas of high exposure,
with the densest and most complex sites being recorded on distinct landforms in proximity to
watercourses. The very low instance of modified trees (1%), conforms with the rarity of this site
type for the region, likely related to the extensive clearance that has occurred historically.
The presence of closed sites (most frequently rockshelters either with archaeological deposits or
with potential archaeological deposit) located in sandstone ridges like those of the MCCO
Additional Project Area is also noteworthy (Figure 4-2). Five ‘closed sites’, all with potential
archaeological deposit, have been recorded within the MCCO Additional Project Area. Figure 4-2
represents the AHIMS data as it existed in August 2018. Errors in the AHIMS data, such as the
presence of a rockshelter site in open cut pit, have not been corrected. In fact, this site, CG07
(37-2-2225), is not a ‘habitation site’ as it is listed in AHIMS, but an open site consisting of a single
artefact.
These results inform the predictive model for site distribution outlined in Section 4.5.
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Figure 4-2: Aerial showing the location of previously recorded ‘closed sites’.
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4.4.2

Previous archaeological investigations within the MCCO Additional Project Area

4.4.2.1 Archaeological survey
There have been numerous archaeological investigations in the local area with a small number
undertaken in the MCCO Additional Project Area itself (Table 4-3). The results of these
investigations provide an archaeological context for the current assessment and were the primary
reference used in the preparation of the predictive model of Aboriginal site location outlined in
Section 4.5. The most applicable survey was by EMM Consulting Pty Limited (EMM) in 2016 as
part of a pre-feasibility study for the MCCO Project (EMM 2016).
Table 4-3. Previous archaeological surveys within the MCCO Additional Project Area.

Author

Year

Project

Results

Within the MCCO
Additional Project
Area?

Jill Ruig

1993

Fibre optic cable route
Manobalai to Castle
Rock

An archaeological survey identified 35
artefacts in five site locations. Eight artefacts
were retouched flakes. The dominant raw
material was mudstone (25 of the 35) with
silcrete (8) and quartz (1) also recorded. Most
of the sites had low cultural, education and
scientific significance and one site (#37-20742) had moderate significance due to a
higher than average artefact density
(1 artefact per 15 m2).

Yes: in the northern
portions.

Umwelt

2006

Anvil Hill Project

In 2006 Umwelt conducted a survey of the
Approved Project Area’s disturbance
boundary and its surrounds, and Aboriginal
Cultural Heritage Offset Areas (ACHOAs). A
total of 173 sites were identified with 69 sites
in the Approved Project Area’s disturbance
area, 98 in the ACHOAs and six where no
impacts would occur. All rockshelter sites
were within ACHOAs. The survey indicated
repeated and long term occupation related to
reliable watercourses. High density areas
were localised at the confluences of creeks
(such as the confluence of Wybong and Big
Flat Creek).

Yes: in the area where
the proposed Wybong
Road/Big Flat Creek
overpass is located.

The site distributions were divided into the
catchment areas of Anvil Creek (44 sites), Big
Flat Creek (49 sites), Clarks Gully (18 sites),
Sandy Creek (14 sites) and Wybong Creek
(48 sites).
Umwelt

2014a

Works conducted as
part of the 500kV
powerline relocation
(PA 10_002
Modification 4)

An ACHMP was prepared as part of PA
10_002 (referred to as MOD4: this approval
was specifically for the construction of a
500kV powerline and was not a modification to
PA_06_0014 under which Mangoola
operates). The ACHMP specified
management measures for sites within the
proposed powerline and for sites subject to
impacts from the dismantling of the existing
powerline. This included demarcating sites to
be avoided, temporary and permanent
collection of sites within the proposed and
existing 500kV powerline and salvage
excavations.

Yes: portions north of
Wybong Road.

In 2012, a survey team inspected an existing
500kV powerline north of Wybong Road
(which identified sites BFC97–100).
Site BFC98 was permanently salvaged.
Site BFC96 within the proposed disturbance
area for the Wybong Road/Big Flat Creek
overpass was subject to temporary surface
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Author

Year

Project

Results

Within the MCCO
Additional Project
Area?

collection during the dismantling of the
existing powerline. Although the nine artefacts
were returned to the site following the
completion of works, the site is listed as
‘partially destroyed’ with AHIMS.
EMM conducted an opportunistic
archaeological field survey in an indicative
project footprint and its surrounds from 15 to
19 September 2014. This indicative project
footprint included large areas of the MCCO
Additional Project Area including the indicative
connecting corridor between the Approved
Project Area and the MCCO Additional Project
Area where it crosses the ACHOA.

Opportunistic survey
over large areas of the
MCCO Additional
Project Area.

EMM

2016

Pre-feasibility study for
the MCCO Project

Umwelt

2017

Due Diligence
Assessments
associated with the
approved Exploration
Activities within
Assessment Lease 9.

30 borehole locations inspected. No Aboriginal
objects recorded and all borehole locations
were assessed as having low archaeological
potential.

Yes

EMM

2017

Due Diligence
Assessments
associated with the
approved Exploration
Activities within
Assessment Lease 9.

114 borehole locations inspected. No
Aboriginal objects recorded and all borehole
locations were assessed as having low
archaeological potential.

Yes

The survey recorded 38 sites.

4.4.2.2 Archaeological salvage
Approved Project Area salvage
Most sites within the Approved Project Area disturbance boundary at Mangoola Coal Mine were
subject to salvage in a program of works conducted between September and November 2008
(Umwelt 2014b). A total of 132 sites were subject to salvage over the course of this program,
which included:
•

Surface collection of 107 artefact scatter/isolated artefacts located within the approved
disturbance boundary (or which extended across the project disturbance boundary)

•

Surface collection and grader scrapes at 23 artefact scatter/isolated artefact sites

•

Geomorphological investigation of site AC13 and Clarks Gully

•

Surface collection, test excavation and subsequent subsurface salvage (including
archaeological excavation and grader scrapes) at site AC13

•

Salvage of a scarred tree (site SC-ST-01).

Approved Project Area MOD2 salvage
Following a modification to the Mangoola Coal Mine Project Approval (PA 06_0014) (referred to
as MOD2), additional salvage works were undertaken in relation to the construction of a pipeline
from the Hunter River. This involved the surface collection of site SC03 and the completion of
geomorphic excavations at three locations within the Hunter River.
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66kV ETL salvage
In relation to works outside the Approved Project Area but directly associated with the operation,
Mangoola was granted an AHIP #1110275 by OEH in relation to works associated with the
construction of a new 66kV powerline extending from Denman to the Approved Project Area. In
accordance with the requirements of AHIP #1110275, surface collection and subsurface salvage
were undertaken within the sections of site SC48 as detailed in Umwelt 2011.
500kV ETL salvage
In 2012, Project Approval (PA 10_0002) was issued to TransGrid in relation to the relocation of a
section of the Bayswater to Mt Piper 500kV powerline that bisected the Approved Project Area.
The conditions of PA 10_0002 required the development of a CHMP that incorporated the
management of Aboriginal cultural heritage within the PA 10_0002 approval area. In accordance
with this CHMP, 10 sites (SC60-66, 91–93) were subject to surface collection, and cultural
salvage activities were undertaken at three tower locations. At one of the locations of cultural
salvage at Tower 28, located within the MCCO Additional Project Area, five sub-surface artefacts
were salvaged. The remainder of site is valid and has been registered as ‘partially destroyed’ as
site BFC102. Temporary surface collections were also conducted within the SC10 Management
Zone, at site BFC96 within the Big Flat Creek ACHOA and at site BFC98 in the existing powerline
easement. Both BFC96 and BFC98 are within the MCCO Additional Project Area. At BFC96 the
artefacts were returned following the completion of construction works (Umwelt 2014a) resulting
in the site being regarded as ‘partially destroyed’. BFC98 was fully salvaged and is listed as
‘destroyed’ with the AHIMS register.
Conclusion
In summary, a total of 149 sites at Mangoola Coal Mine have been subject to salvage activities
and within the MCCO Additional Project Area one site has been completely salvaged and two
sites have been partially salvaged. All these works have been conducted in accordance with the
requirements of relevant management plans and approvals.
4.4.3

Previously recorded sites within the MCCO Additional Project Area

Because of these previous assessments, there are 49 Aboriginal sites that have been recorded
within or immediately adjacent to the MCCO Additional Project Area 1. Table 4-4 displays the site
characteristics of these previously recorded sites.

1

It is noted that there are six sites on the Mangoola GIS heritage site database (EWA11, EWA12, EWA13, EWA14, EWA18 and
Ruig 4) that have never been recorded with AHIMS. All of these locations were inspected during the survey and, if artefacts were
present, they were recorded as a ‘new’ site (as it was impossible, without documentation, to know if the Mangoola GIS coordinates
of the ‘old’ sites were actually correct). As such, these sites will not be included in this study and are not included in any of the
numerical calculations in the AAIA.
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Table 4-4. Site characteristics of previously recorded sites in the MCCO Additional Project Area.
Site type

Frequency

Artefact scatter

23

Isolated artefact

16

Rockshelter with PAD

5

PAD

3

Artefact scatter with PAD

2

Total

49

Of the 49 sites, 61% (n=30) occur within 50 m of a watercourse. These sites are typically artefact
scatters and isolated artefacts identified on eroding creek banks and spurs and elevated flat areas
overlooking watercourses. This pattern may be partly the result of a sampling bias as most of the
EMM 2016 field survey transects (which recorded the bulk of the sites in the MCCO Additional
Project Area; see Section 4.4.2.1) were confined to 50 m of a watercourse which were predicted
to have the highest archaeological sensitivity. There is a significant drop‐off in site frequency over
100 m from watercourses with only 16 sites identified at distances greater than 200 m of
watercourses. Of these 16 sites over 200 m from watercourses; nine are isolated finds, two are
artefact scatters and the remaining five sites comprise rockshelters with PAD.
Figure 4-3 illustrates the location of the 49 previously recorded sites within the MCCO Additional
Project Area and Table 4-5 lists the sites.
Table 4-5: Previously recorded sites within the MCCO Additional Project Area.

AHIMS ID

Site name

GDA
Zone 56
Easting

GDA
Zone 56
Northing

Site type

Site status

37-2-0509

Sandy Hollow, Singleton 1

281535

6427179

Artefact scatter

Valid

37-2-0739

Manobalai-Castle Rock 2

280741

6430165

Isolated artefact

Valid

37-2-0740

Manobalai-Castle Rock 3

281086

6430009

Isolated artefact

Valid

37-2-0741

Manobalai-Castle Rock 4

282366

6429691

Artefact scatter

Valid

37-2-0742

Manobalai-Castle Rock 5

283181

6429240

Artefact scatter

Valid

37-2-2164

BFC01

281401

6427243

Artefact scatter

Valid

37-2-2190

BFC28

281524

6427130

Artefact scatter

Valid

37-2-2191

BFC29

281556

6427184

Artefact scatter

Valid

37-2-2193

BFC31

281240

6426955

Artefact scatter

Valid

37-2-3882

BFC69

279746

6427863

Isolated artefact

Valid

37-2-3883

BFC70

279743

6427841

Artefact scatter

Valid

37-2-3884

BFC71

279867

6427119

Isolated artefact

Valid

37-2-3990

BFC90

281031

6428000

Isolated artefact

Valid

37-2-3991

BFC91

279991

6428000

Isolated artefact

Valid

37-2-4109

BFC96

281429

6427290

Artefact scatter

Partially
destroyed

37-2-4116

BFC92

281209

6427089

Artefact scatter

Valid

37-2-4117

BFC93

281221

6427043

Artefact scatter

Valid

37-2-4118

BFC94

281279

6427036

Artefact scatter

Valid
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AHIMS ID

Site name

GDA
Zone 56
Easting

GDA
Zone 56
Northing

Site type

Site status

37-2-4119

BFC95

281295

6427016

Artefact scatter

Valid

37-2-4490

BFC98

280112

6427888

Artefact scatter

Salvaged

37-2-4491

BFC99

280346

6427883

Isolated artefact

Valid

37-2-4492

BFC100

280903

6427775

Isolated artefact

Valid

37-2-4563

BFC102

279819

6426539

Artefact scatter

Partially
destroyed

37-2-4580

BFC107(MDG1)

283416

6429064

Isolated artefact

Valid

37-2-4582

BFC109 (MDG3)

280187

6428445

Isolated artefact

Valid

37-2-4863

BFC111

279698

6428117

Isolated artefact

Valid

37-2-5425

BCF150

281157

6427427

Artefact scatter

Valid

37-2-5428

BCF113A

280986

6428161

Artefact scatter

Valid

37-2-5429

BCF114A

281089

6428425

PAD

Valid

37-2-5430

BFC115

281046

6428510

Isolated artefact

Valid

37-2-5431

BFC116

280994

6428280

Artefact scatter

Valid

37-2-5432

BFC117

280935

6428081

Isolated artefact

Valid

37-2-5433

BFC118

282324

6428173

PAD

Valid

37-2-5434

BFC119

282490

6428448

PAD

Valid

37-2-5439

BFC124

284126

6428645

Artefact scatter

Valid

37-2-5440

BFC125

284057

6428564

Artefact scatter

Valid

37-2-5441

BFC126

283915

6428393

Artefact scatter,
PAD

Valid

37-2-5442

BFC127

283672

6428316

Artefact scatter,
PAD

Valid

37-2-5443

BFC128

279649

6428204

Rockshelter, PAD

Valid

37-2-5444

BFC129

279641

6428309

Rockshelter, PAD

Valid

37-2-5445

BFC130

279641

6428308

Rockshelter, PAD

Valid

37-2-5446

BFC131

279643

6428317

Rockshelter, PAD

Valid

37-2-5447

BFC132

279631

6428320

Rockshelter, PAD

Valid

37-2-5448

BFC133

280480

6429845

Isolated artefact

Valid

37-2-5449

BFC134

280473

6428323

Artefact Scatter

Valid

37-2-5450

BFC135

279665

6429015

Artefact scatter

Valid

37-2-5451

BFC136

279714

6428879

Artefact scatter

Valid

37-2-5452

BFC137

280253

6429070

Isolated artefact

Valid

37-2-5480

MCO001

283039

6428912

Isolated artefact

6428912

Permit

PA 10_0002

PA 10_0002

Several sites within the MCCO Additional Project Area were identified as having duplicate AHIMS
IDs. Table 4-6 details these duplicated IDs (now redundant) alongside the name and valid ID for
each site.
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Table 4-6: Duplicate AHIMS ID concordance table.
Site Name

Valid AHIMS
ID

Duplicate AHIMS ID

BFC133A

37-2-5428

37-2-5388

BFC114A

37-2-5429

37-2-5389

BFC115

37-2-5430

37-2-5390

BFC116

37-2-5431

37-2-5391

BFC117

37-2-5432

37-2-5392

BFC118

37-2-5433

37-2-5393

BFC119

37-2-5434

37-2-5394

BFC124

37-2-5439

37-2-5399

BFC125

37-2-5440

37-2-5400

BFC126

37-2-5441

37-2-5401

BFC127

37-2-5442

37-2-5402

BFC128

37-2-5443

37-2-5403

BFC129

37-2-5444

37-2-5404

BFC130

37-2-5445

37-2-5405

BFC131

37-2-5446

37-2-5406

BFC132

37-2-5447

37-2-5407

BFC133

37-2-5448

37-2-5408

BFC134

37-2-5449

37-2-5409

BFC135

37-2-5450

37-2-5410

BFC136

37-2-5451

37-2-5411

BFC137

37-2-5452

37-2-5412
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Figure 4-3. Previously recorded sites within the MCCO Additional Project Area.
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4.5 PREDICTIVE MODEL FOR 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, shell, 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. Scarred trees, by their nature, may survive for up to several hundred
years but rarely beyond.
4.5.1

Settlement strategies

The large number of archaeological studies undertaken within the vicinity of the MCCO Additional
Project Area provides information to obtain a sound understanding of the nature and distribution
of archaeological sites within the area. Although there is some conjecture about the relationship
between stream order, site numbers and densities, the general pattern is that the majority of sites
are present within 30 m of watercourses (Dean-Jones 1992: 26–27; AMBS 1997: 29). Although
sites are present in locations at a greater distance from water, these sites are limited in terms of
both number and size, constituting a lower density scatter than is found along the creek lines
(Dean-Jones 1992: 24; ERM 1999: 22–23). Most sites are small, with larger sites typically found
in association with permanent watercourses. Reduced visibility has been proffered as an
explanation for the higher number of sites and artefacts present along the more heavily eroded
and less vegetated minor watercourses as compared to major creeks (Umwelt 2004: 7.7; ERM
1999: 84).
Figure 4-4 maps the previously recorded sites within the MCCO Additional Project Area in
relation to the landform zones identified in Section 3.7 as having potential to contain evidence of
past Aboriginal occupation. As can be seen, most previously recorded sites fall into these
environmental zones with a clear majority being associated with the semi-permanent waterway
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buffer. Sites located outside of these zones are more likely to be isolated finds. This would
indicate that the settlement strategies noted elsewhere within the Hunter Valley are also valid for
the MCCO Additional Project Area in that most sites will be located in association with water
sources.
Figure 4-4: Aerial showing the correlation between site recordings and landform types.

4.5.2

Past land use

Crucial for the preservation of archaeological deposits is the history of past land use in an area.
In particular, the European history of the Hunter Valley lowlands, where the MCCO Additional
Project Area is located, is a stark example of historic land mismanagement leading to wide-spread
erosion as the dispersible soils were exposed to rain.
An analysis of aerial photography of the MCCO Additional Project Area 51 years ago in 1967
(Figure 4-5) shows that there is very little tree cover within the MCCO Additional Project Area
and evidence of sheet wash erosion with the majority of the area impacted either by degrading
or aggrading factors. The 1967 image shows de-vegetated creek lines with noticeable gully
erosion within the channel (channelisation) and, in places, extensive sheet wash erosion at their
margins.
Such widespread impacts have undoubtedly affected the archaeological landscape in that many
tens of centimetres of topsoils have been removed from areas such as the MCCO Additional
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Project Area, along with any archaeological deposits they may have contained. With such
widespread soil movement, it is also important to remember that accumulations of artefacts that
may be termed a ‘site’ today may have, in fact, been washed into that location during the historic
period and bear no relationship to past Aboriginal occupation patterns in the area.
When previously recorded sites are overlain on the 1967 aerial image (Figure 4-5), several
observations can be made:
•

Site density along the arm of Big Flat Creek in the centre–east of the MCCO Additional
Project Area is very low. Perhaps, as noted in Section 3.7, due to the high salinity of the
creek in this area

•

Site density is greatest in the portion of Big Flat Creek where the proposed Wybong Road
Overpass is proposed

•

The tributary to Big Flat Creek in the southeast of the MCCO Additional Project Area
appears to highly eroded in 1967

•

The sites located along the ephemeral drainage line in the centre of the MCCO Additional
Project Area are likely to be displaced due to the evident erosion in this system including
an alluvial fan at its southern extent where it joins Big Flat Creek

•

There is generally widespread sheet wash erosion and very little original vegetation cover
across the MCCO Additional Project Area.
Figure 4-5: A 1967 aerial image with previously recorded sites.
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4.5.3

Previously recorded sites

Due to the history of archaeological investigation near the MCCO Additional Project Area (see
Section 4.4.2), there have been a number of sites recorded either within the MCCO Additional
Project Area. 47 sites remain extant, either completely or partially, within the MCCO Additional
Project Area as one of the sites (BFC98) has been previously salvaged (see Section 4.4.2.2).
The results of previous investigations would suggest that:
•

The most common site type will be stone artefact sites; either low density artefact scatters
or isolated finds

•

Culturally modified trees will be extremely rare due to the level of historical clearing and
the fact that they are a regionally rare site type

•

Grinding grooves will be unlikely to occur in the MCCO Additional Project Area as the
major creek lines have been subject to previous assessment and it would be expected
that these site types would have already been recorded

•

Other site types such as burials or stone arrangements will be very rare due to the longterm agricultural disturbances that have occurred in the MCCO Additional Project Area

•

Rockshelters are possible in the west of the MCCO Additional Project Area. However,
while the MCCO Additional Project Area contains five rockshelters with PAD, the veracity
of there being PADs associated with these shelters will be further examined during this
investigation as the photographs tend to indicate that PADs would be unlikely at such
rockshelters.

4.5.4

Landform modelling

The MCCO Additional Project Area is entirely contained within landforms between 280 m and
140 m in altitude (Section 3.1). Generally, the land is sloping towards the south and is part of the
Big Flat Creek catchment. In the northern and western portions of the MCCO Additional Project
Area there are localised ridges with some associated steeper slopes, however, generally the
MCCO Additional Project Area has a relatively gentle gradient.
Hydrological resources are generally limited to Big Flat Creek along the southern boundary of the
MCCO Additional Project Area.
As such there are a variety of topographic features within the MCCO Additional Project Area that
would have encouraged past Aboriginal occupation; namely:
•

The elevated sandstone conglomerate landforms in the north and west of the MCCO
Additional Project Area have the capability to provide rockshelters for habitation and/or
ceremonial purposes

•

The landforms adjacent to Big Flat Creek have the capability of providing elevated
landforms adjacent to water: landforms recognised in the area as having archaeological
sensitivity.
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When previously recorded sites are mapped against the major landform types of the MCCO
Additional Project Area (Figure 4-6), there is little correlation between site location and landform
type. Indeed, the major determination of the probability of an area containing a site appears to be
availability of water (see Section 4.5.1) rather than landform type.
Similarly, there does not appear to be a correlation between site type and landform type. Artefact
scatters and isolated finds can be found in all landform types; although rarely in crest landforms.
The only correlation is that shelter sites, self-evidently, are associated with upper slope or crest
landforms.
Figure 4-6: Previously recorded sites and major landform types.

4.5.5

Previous studies

4.5.5.1 Upper Hunter Valley Aboriginal Heritage Baseline Study (ERM 2004)
ERM (2004) undertook a review of the archaeology in the upper Hunter Valley on behalf of Upper
Hunter Aboriginal Heritage Trust. Following is several ERM’s conclusions about archaeological
sites in the upper Hunter Valley of relevance to this assessment:
•

Artefact assemblages will typically be comprised of flaked stone with a component
associated with the manufacture of backed artefacts. Backed artefacts typically make up
less than 2 per cent (and up to 5 per cent in rare cases) of an assemblage
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•

Evidence of backed artefacts is generally found wherever large numbers of artefacts have
been recorded

•

Cores and flakes associated with backed artefact manufacture typically show evidence of
platform modification to increase platform angles. This modification is sometimes referred
to as faceting, and is typical of open site assemblages between Singleton and
Muswellbrook

•

The backed artefact component may typically include a larger proportion of asymmetric,
elongate (bondi point) forms and a smaller proportion of symmetric (geometric microlith)
forms in the same assemblage

•

Eloueras occur occasionally and sometimes exhibit use-wear chipping and polishing
along the chord

•

Artefact assemblages have, on rare occasions, included small grindstones or fragments
thereof, and ground-edge hatchet heads made on flat ovate water rolled small cobbles

•

Hearths, comprising tight concentrations of heat-retainer stones clearly distinguishable
from the natural environment are rare

•

Sites along creek lines have potential for subsurface archaeological deposit. Topsoil is
often quite deep, commonly between 100 and 300 mm

•

The small numbers of artefacts found on slopes and ridge crests generally do not allow
identification of particular activities, but do provide evidence for occupation of these areas
and at the very least transient movement over, and use of, all parts of the landscape

•

In areas close to the Hunter River (very likely to have been the major foci of occupation)
alluvial deposits may have buried sites, or periods of flooding may have eroded and
displaced archaeological material. Nevertheless, excavations at a number of sites indicate
that high density subsurface assemblages may occur in this context

•

Sites on or within colluvial deposits are also rare, however, they do occur and may
represent stratified cultural deposits providing evidence of chronological change

•

Archaeological sites other than artefact scatters or isolated artefacts are not common

•

Quarry sites have been identified where silcrete outcrops occur; however, the vast
majority of raw material used in the manufacture of stone artefacts would have been
derived (quarried/collected) from the Hunter River

•

Axe-grinding grooves often occur where suitable sandstone is located in association with
water or a creek line

•

Scarred trees are rare, presumably because most trees that may be old enough to have
been scarred have been cleared or died naturally (and rotted away or been burnt in fires)

•

Art sites, ceremonial sites or Bora grounds are also rare and are either deteriorating or
can no longer be located.
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4.5.5.2 Aboriginal and Historical Cultural Heritage Assessment. Mangoola Coal
Continued Operations Project Pre-feasibility Study (EMM 2016)
Based on previous reports and Aboriginal site data contained on AHIMS, the EMM 2016 study
concluded that the following site characteristics are likely to occur in the MCCO Additional Project
Area:
•

Stone artefact sites (i.e. artefact scatters and isolated finds) dominate the archaeological
record of this area, accounting for over 90% of all known sites in the immediate area

•

Most artefact scatters contain less than 10 artefacts. Scatters with over 50 artefacts are
uncommon

•

Site types other than artefact scatters and isolated finds are poorly represented in the
local area and restricted to rockshelters, grinding grooves and scarred trees

•

The dominant raw material for stone artefact production in the area is indurated
mudstone/tuff followed by silcrete. Both raw materials were sourced from gravel bars
and/or terraces associated with the Hunter and/or Goulburn Rivers

•

Stone artefact assemblages are dominated by flake and non-flake debitage. Retouched
implements are comparatively rare in the local area

•

PADs are primarily identified near watercourses on elevated, level to gently inclined
landforms with good outlook over the surrounding landscape

•

Rockshelters occur along the sandstone escarpments that surround the valleys below.

EMM 2016 mapped the archaeological sensitivity of the MCCO Additional Project Area and the
areas where EMM predict rockshelters to be located are restricted to small areas in the west of
the MCCO Additional Project Area. Other than the areas of sensitivity related to this site type,
other archaeologically sensitive areas are confined to the drainage lines within the MCCO
Additional Project Area with the most sensitive areas being within 50 m of drainage lines and a
general archaeological sensitivity within 200 m of waterways.
4.5.6

Conclusion

Utilising knowledge of the environmental contexts of the MCCO Additional Project 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 within the MCCO
Additional Project Area:
•

Isolated finds may be indicative of: 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.
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o

•

As isolated finds can occur anywhere, particularly within disturbed contexts, it is
predicted that this site type could be recorded within the MCCO Additional Project
Area.

Open artefact scatters are defined as two or more artefacts, not located within a
rockshelter, 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 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.
o

•

The MCCO Additional Project Area incorporates elevated landforms with good
vantages over significant seasonal watercourses. In addition, previous
investigations of the immediate landscape and surrounds have identified
numerous artefacts scatters of variable density and complexity. This site type is
therefore considered likely to be encountered in the current assessment, but the
artefact scatters are not expected to be as frequent or as complex as would be
the case if the water sources within the MCCO Additional Project Area were more
permanent. The previous erosive ground disturbances impacting the drainage
features and adjacent landforms of the MCCO Additional Project Area are likely
to have displaced and redeposited many of these sites and it is expected that the
majority of any recorded will be in secondary context with little potential for
subsurface archaeological deposits.

Closed sites are most commonly rockshelters and, as noted in Section 4.4.1, a number
have been previously recorded both within the MCCO Proposed Project Area, as well as
in the nearby vicinity. Due to their physical nature, rockshelters are confined to
escarpment areas, primarily in sandstone dominated landforms. Rockshelters are more
likely to be preserved in sandstone of the Hawkesbury group rather than the more-friable
Narrabeen sandstone group (for example, Attenbrow 2010: 121).
o

EMM (2018: 18) state that Triassic age Narrabeen group sandstone dominates
the northwest of the MCCO Additional Project Area. Therefore, while there may
be overhangs in the portions of the MCCO Additional Project Area, it is unlikely
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that these will preserve art and/or archaeological deposits. It is noted that five
rockshelter sites were recorded by EMM (2016) but none of these provided
material evidence, such as artefacts, of occupation by Aboriginal people.
•

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 to gather 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.
o

•

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.
o

•

Due to the historical near-total clearance of trees from within the MCCO
Additional Project Area, this site type is predicted to be very rare. It is also noted
that this site type is very rare at a regional level.

This site type could be recorded within the MCCO Additional Project Area should
suitable rock outcroppings be available.

Burials are generally found in soft sediments such as aeolian sand, alluvial silts and
rockshelter 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.
o

Although it is possible that this site type could be found within the MCCO
Additional Project Area, it is considered a rare site type especially given the
disturbance that has occurred within the MCCO Additional Project Area.
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5 RESULTS OF ABORIGINAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY
5.1 SAMPLING STRATEGY AND FIELD METHODS
Standard archaeological field survey and recording methods were employed in this study (Burke
& Smith 2004). Survey of the entire MCCO Additional Project Area was conducted systematically
according to pre-determined parallel transects spaced 100 m apart. Surveyors walked at even
spacing sufficient to sample the entirety of each transect. RAPs, or their representatives, assisted
the field effort by identifying objects/features of cultural interest and by placing flags at artefact
locations to assist with the recording of artefact sites. Vehicles were only used for access between
transects. The MCCO Additional Project Area was divided into five landform units for recording
purposes, with ground surface exposure (GSE) and ground surface visibility (GSV) noted for
each, however, transects were not confined to these landform units but were organised spatially
so that one transect could sample two or even three landscape units where applicable. GSE and
GSV are further examined in Section 5.3.
It should be noted that the aim of any archaeological survey is not to locate each and every
artefact in a landscape but to undertake investigations so that the archaeological potential and
archaeological characteristics of all landforms within a MCCO Additional Project Area are known.
Therefore, the aims of the survey were to:
•

Reinspect the location of all 49 previously recorded sites within the MCCO Additional
Project Area so that their current condition and scientific heritage values could be
assessed

•

Conduct pedestrian transects across all landforms in the MCCO Additional Project Area
so that their archaeological potential could be determined

•

Evaluate whether the predictive model set out in Section 4.5 is valid

•

Determine if any portions of the MCCO Additional Project Area require test excavation in
order to understand the archaeological potential at a particular location

•

Determine whether any previously recorded sites within 100 m of the MCCO Additional
Project Area extend into areas where proposed impacts are to occur.

The entirety of the MCCO Additional Project Area was subjected to full pedestrian survey as set
out in the survey methodology (Appendix 1). In addition, a 12 ha area of land to the north of
Ridgelands Road was also inspected. This area, while outside of the MCCO Additional Project
Area, is within the blast radius buffer and was inspected to ensure that Aboriginal cultural heritage
objects or places will not be harmed by blast vibrations during the Life of Mine.
Figure 5-1 shows the two areas, the MCCO Additional Project Area and the blast buffer study
area, that were surveyed by pedestrian transects by OzArk archaeologists and members of the
Aboriginal community.
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Figure 5-1: Aerial showing areas subjected to survey.

5.2 PROJECT CONSTRAINTS
There were no factors which significantly constrained the successful completion of this
assessment. In the majority, the topography of the MCCO Additional Project Area consisted of
gentle gradients that were able to be easily traversed and there were few areas of dense
vegetation. The weather was hot during the survey with temperatures in the high 30s being
frequent, however, this did not diminish the survey efficacy. The only portions of the MCCO
Additional Project Area that were unable to be assessed were areas immediately adjacent to
houses that were occupied by tenants. While the survey was able to include closely adjacent
landforms, the ‘house paddock’ of most houses was not inspected in respect to the tenants’
privacy. There were 11 such houses in the MCCO Additional Project Area with ‘house paddocks’
of approximately 0.5 ha each. This equates to 0.5% of the MCCO Additional Project Area being
unable to be assessed. The inability to survey these small areas did not detract from the efficacy
of the overall survey.

5.3 EFFECTIVE SURVEY COVERAGE
Two of the key factors influencing the effectiveness of archaeological survey are GSV and 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
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assessment, these terms are used in accordance with the definitions provided in the Code of
Practice (DECCW 2010).
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).
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).
The landscape was very dry at the time of assessment and significant die-back of vegetative
ground cover had occurred. As such, usually, GSV was moderate to high allowing for adequate
investigation of the ground surface within the MCCO Additional Project Area (Table 5-1).
In general, Table 5-1 presents an approximation of the amount of ground surface able to be seen
at any location within the particular landform units. For example, at any one location within the
flat landforms to the south of the MCCO Additional Project Area approximately 6.7% of the ground
surface could be seen. This increases on lower and mid slope landforms as these were generally
cleared with less ground cover that the flat landforms. Upper slopes tended to support
regenerating woodland and the ground surface was obscured by leaf litter and bark. Crest
landforms often contained sizeable exposures where the soils had been depleted by erosion
(Figure 5-2).
The survey effort illustrated on Figure 5-3 is the data taken on a GPS device operated by one of
the archaeologists in each team. It therefore does not consider the other five surveyors in each
team that ‘filled in’ the spaces between the transects shown on Figure 5-3.
Table 5-1: Survey coverage data.

Survey Unit

Landform

Survey Unit
Area (sq m)

Visibility
%

Exposure
%

Effective Coverage
Area (sq m) (= Survey
Unit Area x Visibility
% x Exposure %)

Effective Coverage %
(= Effective Coverage
Area / Survey Unit
Area x 100)

1

Flat

802700

45

15

54182

6.7

2

Lower Slope

1571300

70

25

274978

17.5

3

Mid Slope

4549100

60

20

838117

18.4
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Survey Unit

Landform

Survey Unit
Area (sq m)

Visibility
%

Exposure
%

Effective Coverage
Area (sq m) (= Survey
Unit Area x Visibility
% x Exposure %)

Effective Coverage %
(= Effective Coverage
Area / Survey Unit
Area x 100)

4

Upper Slope

3132100

50

15

234907

7.5

5

Crest

58400

70

20

8176

14

Figure 5-2: Examples of GSE/GSV within the MCCO Additional Project Area.

1. Survey Unit 1. GSV was lower in flat landforms due to

2. Survey Unit 2. GSV increased on the lower slope

grass cover, albeit often dead grass. Flat landforms

landforms as ground covers were less and exposures

often contained cracking alluvial soils as seen here.

were larger.

3. Survey Unit 3. While leaf litter sometimes obscured

4. Survey Unit 4. GSV was often obscured in upper slope

views of the ground surface, exposures in mid slope

landforms by a combination of leaf litter and grass

landforms were numerous and frequent.

cover.
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5. Survey Unit 5. GSV increased in crest landforms as
there were sizeable exposures due to soil loss.

Figure 5-3. Survey transects undertaken during the assessment of the MCCO Additional Project
Area.
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5.4 ABORIGINAL SITES RECORDED
25 previously unrecorded Aboriginal cultural heritage sites were identified during the survey
(Figure 5-4 and Figure 5-27). All sites were artefact sites; either artefact scatters (n=12) or
isolated finds (n=13). Further details including the GPS locations, site features and landform have
been recorded for each site (Table 5-2). The AHIMS ID for each site will be updated once the
sites have been approved by AHIMS. The significance assessment and impact assessment for
all sites, is presented in Sections 7.1 and 7.3 respectively.
Table 5-2: Previously unrecorded sites noted during the survey.
AHIMS ID

Site Name

GDA Zone 56
Easting

GDA Zone 56
Northing

Feature(s)

Landform

Artefact scatters
37-2-5802

Mangoola North OS1

281109

6429054

Artefacts: 2

Upper Slope

37-2-5803

Mangoola North OS2

279751

6428600

Artefacts: 2

Upper Slope

37-2-5804

Mangoola North OS3

279657

6428301

Artefacts: 2

Upper Slope

37-2-5805

Mangoola North OS4

280897

6428031

Artefacts: 4

Lower Slope

37-2-5806

Mangoola North OS5

279841

6427694

Artefacts: 11

Mid Slope

37-2-5807

Mangoola North OS6

281484

6427507

Artefacts: 8

Lower Slope

37-2-5808

Mangoola North OS7

281508

6427226

Artefacts: 2

Flat

37-2-5809

Mangoola North OS8

281323

6427157

Artefacts: 2

Flat

37-2-5810

Mangoola North OS9

280665

6426947

Artefacts: 6

Flat

37-2-5811

Mangoola North OS10

283601

6428501

Artefacts: 2

Mid Slope

37-2-5812

Mangoola North OS11

283973

6428529

Artefacts: 12

Mid Slope

37-2-5813

Mangoola North OS12

284122

6428453

Artefacts: 100+

Mid Slope

Isolated finds
37-2-5814

Mangoola North IF1

280755

6429805

Isolated Find

Upper Slope

37-2-5815

Mangoola North IF2

279476

6428873

Isolated Find

Upper Slope

37-2-5816

Mangoola North IF3

282813

6428831

Isolated Find

Mid Slope

37-2-5817

Mangoola North IF4

282638

6428558

Isolated Find

Mid Slope

37-2-5818

Mangoola North IF5

281343

6428107

Isolated Find

Mid Slope

37-2-5819

Mangoola North IF6

281266

6427960

Isolated Find

Lower Slope

37-2-5820

Mangoola North IF7

279912

6428038

Isolated Find

Upper Slope

37-2-5821

Mangoola North IF8

279677

6427905

Isolated Find

Upper Slope

37-2-5822

Mangoola North IF9

279494

6427608

Isolated Find

Upper Slope

37-2-5823

Mangoola North IF10

281437

6427258

Isolated Find

Flat

37-2-5824

Mangoola North IF11

281179

6427171

Isolated Find

Flat

37-2-5825

Mangoola North IF12

284056

6428302

Isolated Find

Mid Slope

37-2-5801

Mangoola North IF13

284233

6428372

Isolated Find

Mid Slope
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Figure 5-4: Aerial showing newly recorded artefact scatters.
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5.4.1

Artefact scatters

Twelve artefact scatters were recorded during the survey. Details on each site follow.
The nomenclature of all site recordings uses the term ‘Mangoola North’ to signify that these
recordings are north of the current 2018 operations of the Mangoola Coal Mine (generally north
of Wybong Road). It was also devised to distinguish the 2018 site recordings from the earlier
recordings that most commonly use ‘BFC’ or Big Flat Creek as a preface. ‘Mangoola North’ is
abbreviated to ‘MN’ for brevity. The site name also uses the term ‘OS’. This is an abbreviation of
‘open site’ and refers to artefact scatters which are obviously only one type of open site.
Mangoola North OS1
Site Type:

Open Artefact Scatter

GPS Coordinates:

GDA Zone 56 E281109 N6429054

Location of Site:

1.4 km north of Wybong Post Office Rd and 0.9 km south of

Ridgelands Rd, Wybong, on the east side of a property dam (Figure 5-4). The site is
located by an ant mound in sparse tree cover on the southwest upper slope of a gradual
hill, approximately 300 m downslope of the crest (Figure 5-5).
Description of Site: Mangoola North OS1 is a low-density artefact scatter comprising
two small silcrete flakes (Table 5-3; Figure 5-6). These artefacts are located within an
upper slope landform of redeposited sand on top of a clayey B-Horizon. The 45 by 35 m
extent of the site was defined by the area of exposure. Surrounding vegetation
represented clusters of Ironbark regrowth with sparse grass cover. The GSE at the time
of recording was high (70%) with a GSV of 85% within these exposures. Scattered gravel
and pebbles were present. Identified disturbances included cattle grazing, erosion, and
the establishment of the adjacent property dam and ant mound.
Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North OS1 was assessed as negligible.
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Figure 5-5: Aerial showing location and extent of Mangoola North OS1.

Figure 5-6: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North OS1.

1. Overview of MN OS1 facing northwest.

2. Overview of MN OS1 facing south.
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3. View of MN OS1 silcrete flakes.

4. View of MN OS1 silcrete flake showing usewear
along distal margin.

Table 5-3: Mangoola North OS1. Artefact attributes.
Artefact Type

Material

Integrity

Reduction

Size

Flake

Silcrete

Complete

Tertiary

2-4cm

Flake

Silcrete

Complete

Tertiary

2-4cm

Additional detail

Distal usewear

Mangoola North OS2
Site Type:

Open Artefact Scatter

GPS Coordinates:

GDA Zone 56 E279751 N6428600

Location of Site:

0.8 km north of Wybong Post Office Rd, 2 km south of Ridgelands

Rd, Wybong, and 50 m to the southwest of a property dam (Figure 5-4). The site is located
on the gentle eastern toe-slope of a dominant ridgeline, approximately 300 m downslope
of the crest (Figure 5-7).
Description of Site: Mangoola North OS2 is a low-density artefact scatter comprising
two flakes (Table 5-4; Figure 5-8). These artefacts are located within a 3° upper slope
landform of sandy, highly eroded sediment. The extent of the site was defined by a 10 m
buffer around the two artefacts. Surrounding vegetation represented pencil pines, clusters
of Ironbark regrowth, and tall shrubs. The GSE at the time of recording was moderate
(40%) with a GSV of 75% within these exposures. Scattered gravel and pebbles were
present. Identified disturbances included previous clearing and heavy sheet wash erosion.
Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North OS2 was assessed as negligible.
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Figure 5-7: Aerial showing location and extent of Mangoola North OS2.

Table 5-4: Mangoola North OS2. Artefact attributes.
Artefact Type

Material

Integrity

Reduction

Size

Flake

Mudstone

Complete

Tertiary

4-6cm

Flake

Quartz

Complete

Tertiary

<2cm

Additional detail

Figure 5-8: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North OS2.

1. Overview of MN OS2 facing southwest.

2. View of MN OS2 quartz flake and mudstone flake.
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3. View of MN OS2 quartz flake

4. Close-up of MN OS2 quartz flake

Mangoola North OS3
Site Type:

Open Artefact Scatter

GPS Coordinates:

GDA Zone 56 E279657 N6428301

Location of Site:

Approximately 10 m downslope of rockshelter BFC129 (AHIMS

#37-2-5444) (Figure 5-4). The site is located 0.4 km north of Wybong Post Office Rd and
2.5 km south of Ridgelands Rd on a steep, rocky scree slope on the northeast slope of a
dominant ridge approximately 100 m from the crest (Figure 5-9).
Description of Site: Mangoola North OS3 is a low-density artefact scatter comprising a
backed silcrete flake and a backed mudstone blade (Table 5-5; Figure 5-10). These
artefacts are located within an upper slope landform of degrading scree, heavy leaf litter,
and loamy sand redeposited from the rockshelters above. The extent of the site was
defined by a 10 m buffer around these artefacts. Surrounding vegetation represented
sparse low eucalypts and infrequent shrubs. The GSE at the time of recording was
moderately high (60%) with a GSV of 75% within these exposures. Ordinary stone
fragments of various sizes were prevalent. Identified disturbances included erosion, water
wash, and wildlife trampling (chiefly wallabies).
Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North OS3 was assessed as negligible.
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Figure 5-9: Aerial showing location and extent of Mangoola North OS3.

Figure 5-10: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North OS3.

1. Overview of MN OS3 showing location in relation to

2. View of MN OS3 backed blade and backed flake.

rockshelter site BFC129 seen at top of photo.
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3. View of backing along mudstone blade edge.

4. View of backing along silcrete flake edge.

Table 5-5: Mangoola North OS3. Artefact attributes.
Artefact Type

Material

Integrity

Reduction

Size

Backed Blade

Mudstone

Complete

Tertiary

2-4cm

Backed Flake

Silcrete

Complete

Tertiary

2-4cm

Additional detail

Steep medial retouch

Mangoola North OS4
Site Type:

Open Artefact Scatter

GPS Coordinates:

GDA Zone 56 E280897 N6428031

Location of Site:

0.4 km north of Wybong Post Office Rd and 2 km south of

Ridgelands Rd, Wybong, 50 m to the northeast of a property dam (Figure 5-4). The site
is located in an area of extreme erosion by an ephemeral tributary of Big Flat Creek
(Figure 5-11).
Description of Site: Mangoola North OS4 is a low-density artefact scatter comprising
four mudstone flakes (Table 5-6; Figure 5-12). These artefacts are located within a saline
flat of deflated, friable, clayey soils eroding into an ephemeral drainage line. The 25 by
15 m extent of the site was defined by the area of exposure. Surrounding vegetation was
constricted to dense Juncus acutus shrubs. The GSE at the time of recording was very
high (85%) with a GSV of 90% within these exposures. Dense gravel and pebbles cover
was prevalent. Identified disturbances included grazing, extreme sheet wash erosion and
extensive clearing.
Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North OS4 was assessed as negligible.
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Figure 5-11: Aerial showing location and extent of Mangoola North OS4.

Figure 5-12: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North OS4.

1. Overview of MN OS4 facing west.

2. Overview of MN OS4 facing east.
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3. View of MN OS4 mudstone flakes.

4. View of MN OS4 mudstone flakes.

Table 5-6: Mangoola North OS4. Artefact attributes.
Artefact Type

Material

Integrity

Reduction

Size

Flake

Mudstone

Complete

Tertiary

>2cm

Flake

Mudstone

Complete

Tertiary

>2cm

Flake

Mudstone

Distal fragment

Secondary

2-4cm

Flake

Mudstone

Complete

Tertiary

>2cm

Additional detail
Broken yet refit together

Mangoola North OS5
Site Type:

Open Artefact Scatter

GPS Coordinates:

GDA Zone 56 E279841 N6427694

Location of Site:

80 m south of Wybong Post Office Rd and 1.1 km north of Wybong

Rd, Wybong, beneath a 500kv transmission structure (Tower 79) (Figure 5-4). The site is
located by a farm house and property dam in barren, eroding area 140 m downslope of
the crest of a low hill (Figure 5-13).
Description of Site: Mangoola North OS5 is a low-moderate density artefact scatter
comprising eleven artefacts including cores and flakes of mudstone and silcrete (Table
5-7; Figure 5-14). These artefacts are located within a mid-slope landform of gravelly
skeletal B-Horizon soils. The 60 by 30 m extent of the site was defined by the area of
exposure. Surrounding vegetation has been subject to heavy previous clearing,
representing a scattering of eucalypt sapling and low shrubs. Grass cover was very
sparse. The GSE at the time of recording was high (80%) with a GSV of 90-95% within
these exposures. Dense gravel cover and pebbles were prevalent. The construction of
the transmission tower representing the most significant identified disturbances, however,
others included cattle grazing, property fencing, and high erosion.
Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North OS5 was assessed as negligible.
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Figure 5-13: Aerial showing location and extent of Mangoola North OS5.

Figure 5-14: Photographs showing an overview and details of MN OS5.

1. Overview of MN OS5 facing east.

2. Overview of MN OS5 facing west.
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3. View of MN OS5 flakes and cores.

4. View of MN OS5 mudstone and silcrete flakes.

Table 5-7: Mangoola North OS5. Artefact attributes.
Artefact Type

Material

Integrity

Reduction

Size

Flake

Mudstone

Complete

Tertiary

2-4cm

Flake

Silcrete

Complete

Tertiary

4-6cm

Flake

Mudstone

Distal fragment

Secondary

<2cm

Core

Mudstone

Proximal fragment

Secondary

8-10cm

Flake

Silcrete

Proximal fragment

Tertiary

<2cm

Flake

Silcrete

Complete

Tertiary

2-4cm

Core

Mudstone

Tertiary

4-6cm

Flake

Mudstone

Complete

Primary

2-4cm

Flake

Mudstone

Complete

Tertiary

4-6cm

Flake

Mudstone

Complete

Secondary

2-4cm

Flake

Silcrete

Complete

Tertiary

<2cm

Additional detail

Multidirectional, 4 scars,
35% cortex

Multidirectional, 10+
scars, <5% cortex

Mangoola North OS6
Site Type:

Open Artefact Scatter

GPS Coordinates:

GDA Zone 56 E281484 N6427507

Location of Site:

120 m north of Wybong road, 50 m south of Wybong Post Office

Rd, and 50 m west of a property dam in the locality of Wybong (Figure 5-4). The site is
located on a small rise adjacent a swampy, ephemerally inundated area to the south
(Figure 5-15).
Description of Site: Mangoola North OS6 is a low-moderate density artefact scatter
comprising eight artefacts including silcrete and mudstone flakes and a flaked piece
(Table 5-8; Figure 5-16). These artefacts are located within a lower slope landform of
sandy, silty loam above a swamp. The 40 by 15 m extent of the site was defined by the
area of exposure. Surrounding vegetation primarily constituted mature and regrowth
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casuarina with clumps of Juncus acutus and blackberry. Grass cover was very sparse.
The GSE at the time of recording was low (10%) beneath heavy casuarina needle litter
with a GSV of 60% within these exposures. Scattered pebbles were also present.
Identified disturbances included water wash and erosion.
Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North OS6 was assessed as negligible.
Figure 5-15: Aerial showing location and extent of Mangoola North OS6.

Figure 5-16: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North OS6.

1. Overview of MN OS6.

2. View of exposure at MN OS6
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3. Sample view of MN OS6 flakes and core.

4. Sample view of MN OS6 mudstone flakes.

Table 5-8: Mangoola North OS6. Artefact attributes.
Artefact Type

Material

Integrity

Reduction

Size

Flake

Silcrete

Proximal fragment

Tertiary

2-4cm

Flake

Mudstone

Complete

Tertiary

<2cm

Flake

Silcrete

Distal fragment

Tertiary

2-4cm

Flaked piece

Mudstone

Complete

Tertiary

2-4cm

Flake

Silcrete

Complete

Secondary

6-8cm

Flake

Mudstone

Complete

Secondary

2-4cm

Flake

Mudstone

Complete

Secondary

2-4cm

Flake

Mudstone

Complete

Secondary

2-4cm

Additional detail

Heat treated

Mangoola North OS7
Site Type:

Open Artefact Scatter

GPS Coordinates:

GDA Zone 56 E281508 N6427226

Location of Site:

110 m south of Wybong Rd, Wybong, adjacent Big Flat Creek

(Figure 5-4). The site is located on a gentle terrace on the southern bank of the creek
approximately 75 m north of north of an unsealed access track (Figure 5-18).
Description of Site: Mangoola North OS7 is a low-density artefact scatter comprising a
mudstone core and flake (Table 5-9; Figure 5-17). These artefacts are located within a
remnant deposit of the upper terrace of Big Flat Creek, comprised of sandy loam. The
extent of the site was defined by a 10 m buffer around the two artefacts. Surrounding
vegetation represented dense regrowth casuarina and scattered mature eucalypts and
peppercorn. Grass cover was moderate. The GSE at the time of recording was moderate
(40%) with a GSV of 75% within these exposures. Ordinary stone was minimal in the
immediate area. Identified disturbances included previous clearing and grazing.
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Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North OS7 was assessed as low–moderate.
Figure 5-17: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North OS7.

1. Overview of MN OS7 facing north.

2. View of MN OS7 facing east toward Big Flat Creek.

3. View of MN OS7 mudstone core and flake.

4. Close-up of MN OS7 core showing flake scars.

Table 5-9: Mangoola North OS7. Artefact attributes.
Artefact Type

Material

Integrity

Reduction

Size

Core

Mudstone

Complete

Secondary

2-4cm

Flake

Mudstone

Proximal fragment

Tertiary

<2cm
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Figure 5-18: Aerial showing locations and extents of Mangoola North OS7 and
Mangoola North OS8.

Mangoola North OS8
Site Type:

Open Artefact Scatter

GPS Coordinates:

GDA Zone 56 E281323 N6427157

Location of Site:

100 m south of Wybong Rd, Wybong, adjacent Big Flat Creek

(Figure 5-4). The site is located on the flat of the northern bank of the creek on the fringe
of dense casuarina regrowth (Figure 5-18).
Description of Site: Mangoola North OS8 is a low-density artefact scatter comprising
two mudstone flakes (Table 5-10; Figure 5-19). These artefacts were recorded on a
recently redeposited pile of sandy soil adjacent an ant mound. The 25 by 10 m extent of
the site was defined by an area of exposure around the two artefacts. Surrounding
vegetation represented open eucalypt woodland fringed by dense casuarina regrowth.
Grass cover was moderate. The GSE at the time of recording was low (15%) with a GSV
of 60% within these exposures. Ordinary stone was minimal in the immediate area.
Identified disturbances included previous clearing, grazing, and minor earth moving.
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Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North OS8 was assessed as negligible.
Figure 5-19: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North OS8.

1. Overview of MN OS8 facing southeast.

2. View of MN OS8 mudstone flakes.

Table 5-10: Mangoola North OS8. Artefact attributes.
Artefact Type

Material

Integrity

Reduction

Size

Flake

Mudstone

Complete

Secondary

6-8cm

Flake

Mudstone

Distal fragment

Tertiary

<2cm

Additional detail

Mangoola North OS9
Site Type:

Open Artefact Scatter

GPS Coordinates:

GDA Zone 56 E280665 N6426947

Location of Site:

Adjacent Wybong Rd (10 m on west side), 700 m south of Wybong

Post Office Rd, Wybong (Figure 5-4). The site is located within an artificial bund on the
flats extending from Big Flat Creek, 400 m north of the main channel (Figure 5-20).
Description of Site: Mangoola North OS9 is a low-density artefact scatter comprising
six mudstone flakes (Table 5-11; Figure 5-21). These artefacts are located on the bund
of an artificial channel on an east–west orientation within redeposited sandy, gravely soils.
The 95 by 15 m extent of the site was defined by the area of exposure. Surrounding
vegetation represented sparse casuarina regrowth with minimal grass cover. The GSE at
the time of recording was high (80%) with a GSV of 80% within these exposures. Ordinary
pebbles and gravel were prevalent in the immediate area. Identified disturbances were
dominated by the earthworks associated with the construction of the channel but also
included previous clearing and grazing.
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Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North OS9 was assessed as negligible.
Figure 5-20: Aerial showing location and extent of Mangoola North OS9.

Figure 5-21: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North OS9.

1. Overview of MN OS9 facing east toward Wybong

2. View of MN OS9 facing west.

Rd.
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3. View of sample MN OS9 mudstone flakes.

4. View of sample MN OS9 mudstone flake.

Table 5-11: Mangoola North OS9. Artefact attributes.
Artefact Type

Material

Integrity

Reduction

Size

Flake

Mudstone

Complete

Primary

2-4cm

Flake

Mudstone

Complete

Secondary

2-4cm

Flake

Mudstone

Proximal fragment

Tertiary

2-4cm

Flake

Mudstone

Longitudinal break

Tertiary

2-4cm

Flake

Mudstone

Complete

Primary

4-6cm

Flake

Mudstone

Distal fragment

Tertiary

2-4cm

Additional detail

Mangoola North OS10
Site Type:

Open Artefact Scatter

GPS Coordinates:

GDA Zone 56 E283601 N6428501

Location of Site:

250 m north of Wybong Rd and 450 m south of Ridgelands Rd,

Wybong (Figure 5-4). The site is located within an unsealed farm track on the north side
of a fence which separates the tributary of Big Flat Creek from the adjacent paddocks
(Figure 5-22).
Description of Site: Mangoola North OS10 is a low-density artefact scatter comprising
a mudstone flake, core, and shatter piece (Table 5-12; Figure 5-23). These artefacts are
located in the vehicle damage of a farm track on a gentle mid-slope above the tributary
within sandy, gravel-strewn soils. The 20 by 10 m extent of the site was defined by a 5 m
buffer around these artefacts. Surrounding vegetation represented cleared paddock with
moderate-high grass cover. The GSE at the time of recording was fair (35%) with a GSV
of 40% within these exposures. Ordinary pebbles and gravel were prevalent in the
immediate area. Identified disturbances were dominated by vehicle damage and cattle
grazing.
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Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North OS10 was assessed as negligible.
Figure 5-22: Aerial showing location and extent of Mangoola North OS10.

Figure 5-23: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North OS10.

1. Overview of MN OS10 facing west.

2. View of MN OS10 mudstone flake.
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Table 5-12: Mangoola North OS10. Artefact attributes.
Artefact Type

Material

Integrity

Reduction

Size

Core

Mudstone

Complete

Secondary

2-4cm

Flake

Mudstone

Longitudinal break

Tertiary

4-6cm

Shatter

Mudstone

Tertiary

<2cm

Additional detail
Multidirectional, 4 scars,
30% cortex

Mangoola North OS11
Site Type:

Open Artefact Scatter

GPS Coordinates:

GDA Zone 56 E283973 N6428529

Location of Site:

200 m north of Wybong Rd, 350 m south of Ridgelands Rd,

Wybong (Figure 5-4). The site is located on the northern bank of a tributary of Big Flat
Creek opposite BFC125 (#37-2-5440) 150 m downstream of a property dam (Figure
5-24).
Description of Site: Mangoola North OS11 is a low-density artefact scatter comprising
twelve mudstone, silcrete, and quartz flakes (Table 5-13;
Figure 5-25). These artefacts are eroding out of a sandy, gravel-dense deposit forming
the northern bank of the tributary. The 25 by 15 m extent of the site was defined by the
area of exposure. Surrounding vegetation represented cleared paddock with mature
eucalypts and moderate grass cover. The GSE at the time of recording was moderate
(50%) with a GSV of 80% within these exposures. Ordinary pebbles and gravel were
densely strewn over the immediate area. Identified disturbances were dominated by
erosive scouring and cattle trampling.
Soil depth at Mangoola North OS11 suggests a moderate potential for further subsurface
archaeological deposits, however, any in situ artefacts are likely to be limited to small
areas that have not been impacted by erosion.
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Figure 5-24: Aerial showing locations and extents of Mangoola North OS11 and
Mangoola North OS12.

Figure 5-25: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North OS11.

1. Overview of MN OS11 facing west.

2. View of MN OS11 facing west.

Aboriginal Archaeology Impact Assessment: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

84

OzArk Environment & Heritage

3. View of erosion within MN OS11.

4. View of sample MN OS11 mudstone and silcrete
flakes.

Table 5-13: Mangoola North OS11. Sample artefact attributes.
Artefact Type

Material

Integrity

Reduction

Size

Flake

Mudstone

Complete

Tertiary

4-6cm

Blade

Mudstone

Complete

Tertiary

2-4cm

Flake

Silcrete

Proximal fragment

Tertiary

4-6cm

Flake

Quartz

Complete

Tertiary

<2cm

Additional detail

Mangoola North OS12
Site Type:

Open Artefact Scatter

GPS Coordinates:

GDA Zone 56 E284122 N6428453

Location of Site:

150 m north of Wybong Rd and 350 m south of Ridgelands Rd,

Wybong (Figure 5-4). The site is located within several exposures on the confluence of
two small tributaries or paleochannels of Big Flat Creek opposite BFC126 (#37-2-5441)
(Figure 5-24).
Description of Site: Mangoola North OS12 is a high-density artefact scatter comprising
100+ artefacts including flakes, blades, and a bladelet core (Table 5-14; Figure 5-26).
These artefacts are located within a flat, sandy deposit scoured on either side by the
converging tributaries yet were recorded in secondary context, likely displaced by sheet
wash erosion. The 150 by 100 m extent of the site was defined by the area of exposure
revealing artefacts. Surrounding vegetation represented stands of open eucalypt
woodland with moderate grass cover and heavy leaf litter. The GSE at the time of
recording was moderate (60%) with a GSV of 80% within these exposures. Ordinary
pebbles and gravel were minimal. Identified disturbances included scouring and sheet
wash erosion as well as cattle trampling.
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Soil depth at Mangoola North OS12 suggests a moderate potential for further subsurface
archaeological deposits, however, any in situ artefacts are likely to be limited to small
areas that have not been impacted by erosion.
Figure 5-26: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North OS12.

1. View of central portion of MN OS12 facing west.

2. View of exposures in north section of MN OS12
facing southwest.

3. View of exposures in north section of MN OS12

4. View of sample MN OS12 core and flakes.

facing southeast.
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5. View of sample MN OS12 blade and flakes.

6. View of MN OS12 bladelet core.

Table 5-14: Mangoola North OS12. Sample artefact attributes.
Artefact Type

Material

Integrity

Reduction

Size

Core

Mudstone

Complete

Secondary

2-4cm

Blade

Volcanic

Proximal fragment

Tertiary

6-8cm

Flake

Mudstone

Proximal fragment

Tertiary

2-4cm

Core

Quartzite

Longitudinal break

Flake

Quartz

Complete

Tertiary

<2cm

Flake

Mudstone

Proximal fragment

Tertiary

2-4cm

Flake

Quartzite

Complete

Tertiary

4-6cm

Flake

Mudstone

Distal fragment

Tertiary

<2cm

Core

Mudstone

Complete

Tertiary

2-4cm

Flake

Silcrete

Proximal fragment

Tertiary

<2cm

6-8cm
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5.4.2

Isolated finds

Thirteen isolated finds were recorded during the survey. These are listed in Table 5-15 and shown
on Figure 5-27. Details of each isolated find follows.
Table 5-15: Recorded isolated finds artefact attributes and coordinates.
Site Name

GDA Zone
56 Easting

GDA Zone
56 Northing

Artefact Type

Material

Size

Additional detail

MN IF1

280755

6429805

Core

Silcrete

8-10cm

Bifacial, 25% cortex, 10+ scars

MN IF2

279476

6428873

Flake

Mudstone

4-6cm

Complete, secondary

MN IF3

282813

6428831

Flake

Silcrete

2-4cm

Complete, secondary

MN IF4

282638

6428558

Flake

Mudstone

4-6cm

Complete, secondary, distal
usewear

MN IF5

281343

6428107

Flake

Mudstone

2-4cm

Proximal fragment, secondary

MN IF6

281266

6427960

Core

Silcrete

4-6cm

Multidirectional, 15% cortex, 5
scars

MN IF7

279912

6428038

Flake

Chert

2-4cm

Complete, secondary,
usewear

MN IF8

279677

6427905

Core

Mudstone

6-8cm

Multidirectional, 15% cortex, 5
scars

MN IF9

279494

6427608

Side scraper

Mudstone

4-6cm

Complete tertiary

MN IF10

281437

6427258

Core

Silcrete

6-8cm

Unidirectional, 20% cortex,
10+ scars

MN IF11

281179

6427171

Flake

Mudstone

2-4cm

Proximal fragment

MN IF12

284056

6428302

Flake

Mudstone

4-6cm

Distal fragment, secondary

MN IF13

284233

6428372

Flake

Volcanic

4-6cm

Distal fragment, tertiary
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Figure 5-27: Aerial showing newly recorded isolated finds.
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Mangoola North IF1
Site Type:

Isolated Find

Location of Site:

0.3 km south of Ridgelands Rd and 2.1 km north of Wybong Post

Office Rd, Wybong, on the north side of a property dam (Figure 5-27). The site is located
in a broad gully between two moderate slopes in a stand of regrowth and scattered mature
trees (Figure 5-28).
Description of Site: Mangoola North IF1 is a single silcrete core located within sandy
earth redeposited during the construction of the adjacent dam (Table 5-15; Figure 5-29).
The extent of the site is defined by a 5 m buffer around the artefact. Surrounding
vegetation at the site is a combination of sparse mature eucalypts and dense melaleuca
regrowth. The GSE at the time of recording was high (70%) with a GSV of 50% within
these exposures. Small ordinary stone fragments and pebbles were present. Identified
disturbances included erosion, water wash, cattle trampling, and the construction of the
adjacent dam.
Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North IF1 was assessed as negligible.
Figure 5-28: Aerial showing location and extent of Mangoola North IF1.
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Figure 5-29: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North IF1.

1. View of MN IF1 facing south.

2. View of MN IF1 silcrete core.

Mangoola North IF2
Site Type:

Isolated Find

Location of Site:

2 km south of Ridgelands Rd and 1 km north of Wybong Post Office

Rd, Wybong, on an unsealed property track (Figure 5-27). The site is located at the
northern foot of a precipitous ridge, approximately 100 m downslope from the crest
(Figure 5-30).
Description of Site: Mangoola North IF2 is a single mudstone flake located on a vehicle
track within sandy skeletal soils (Table 5-15; Figure 5-31). The extent of the site is defined
by a 5 m buffer around the artefact. Surrounding vegetation at the site is saplings and
isolated mature eucalypts. The GSE at the time of recording was very high (85%) with a
GSV of 95% within these exposures. Small ordinary stone fragments and pebbles were
present. Identified disturbances included clearing, cattle grazing, vehicle damage, and
erosion.
Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North IF2 was assessed as negligible.
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Figure 5-30: Aerial showing location and extent of Mangoola North IF2.

Figure 5-31: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North IF2.

1. View of MN IF2 facing west.

2. View of MN IF2 mudstone flake.

Mangoola North IF3
Site Type:

Isolated Find

Location of Site:

0.7 km south of Ridgelands Rd and 0.8 km north of Wybong Rd,

Wybong, to the west of a broad modified channel (Figure 5-27). The site is located on a
property track bordered by an open, grassy paddock (Figure 5-32).
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Description of Site: Mangoola North IF3 is a single silcrete flake located within sandy
heavily grassed soils (Table 5-15; Figure 5-33). The extent of the site is defined by a 5 m
buffer around the artefact. The surrounding area of the site is a completely cleared
paddock with dense grass cover. The GSE at the time of recording was low (15%) with a
GSV of 50% within these exposures. Small ordinary stone fragments and pebbles was
minimal. Identified disturbances included erosion, water wash, cattle trampling, and
vehicle damage.
Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North IF3 was assessed as negligible.
Figure 5-32: Aerial showing location and extent of Mangoola North IF3 and Mangoola North IF4.
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Figure 5-33: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North IF3.

1. Overview of MN IF3 facing south.

2. View of MN IF3 silcrete flake.

Mangoola North IF4
Site Type:

Isolated Find

Location of Site:

1 km south of Ridgelands Rd and 0.6 km north of Wybong Rd,

Wybong, on the south bank of a heavily eroded modified channel (Figure 5-27). The site
is located 100 m south of a small broad rise and is bordered by open grassy paddock
(Figure 5-32).
Description of Site: Mangoola North IF4 is a single mudstone flake located within
sandy, heavily grassed soils (Table 5-15; Figure 5-34). The extent of the site is defined
by a 5 m buffer around the artefact. The surrounding area of the site is a completely
cleared paddock with dense grass cover. The GSE at the time of recording was high
(60%) with a GSV of 80% within these exposures. Small ordinary stone fragments and
pebbles were prevalent. Identified disturbances included erosion, water wash, cattle
trampling, and vehicle damage.
Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North IF4 was assessed as negligible.
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Figure 5-34: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North IF4.

1. Overview of MN IF4 facing north.

2. View of MN IF4 mudstone flake.

Mangoola North IF5
Site Type:

Isolated Find

Location of Site:

1.8 km south of Ridgelands Rd and 0.5 km north of Wybong Post

Office Rd, Wybong, 100 m east of a farm property (Figure 5-27). The site is located on
the edge of an electricity easement within open woodland (Figure 5-35).
Description of Site: Mangoola North IF5 is a single mudstone flake located within thin,
gravel lag soils (Table 5-15; Figure 5-35). The extent of the site is defined by a 5 m buffer
around the artefact. Surrounding vegetation at the site is open ironbark woodland with
sparse mature eucalypts. The GSE at the time of recording was low-moderate (35%) with
a GSV of 60% within these exposures. Other gravels and silcrete cobbles are present.
Identified disturbances included cattle grazing and clearing associated with the
construction of the electricity easement.
Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North IF5 was assessed as negligible.
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Figure 5-35: Aerial showing locations and extents of Mangoola North IF5 and Mangoola North IF6.

Figure 5-36: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North IF5.

1. Overview of MN IF5 facing northeast.

2. View of MN IF5 mudstone flake.
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Mangoola North IF6
Site Type:

Isolated Find

Location of Site:

2 km south of Ridgelands Rd and 0.3 km north of Wybong Post

Office Rd, Wybong, east of a property access track (Figure 5-27). The site is located on
a gentle slope in open casuarina woodland 180 m south of a farm property (Figure 5-35).
Description of Site: Mangoola North IF6 is a single silcrete core located within sandy,
gravely skeletal soil (Table 5-15; Figure 5-37). The extent of the site is defined by a 5 m
buffer around the artefact. Surrounding vegetation at the site is open casuarina sapling
and regrowth with light grass cover. The GSE at the time of recording was low (20%) with
a GSV of 20% within these exposures. Small ordinary stone fragments and pebbles were
prevalent. Identified disturbances included erosion and cattle trampling.
Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North IF6 was assessed as negligible.
Figure 5-37: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North IF6.

1. Overview of MN IF6 facing west.

2. View of MN IF6 silcrete core.

Mangoola North IF7
Site Type:

Isolated Find

Location of Site:

2.5 km south of Ridgelands Rd and 250 m north of Wybong Post

Office Rd, Wybong, 300 m south of a farm property (Figure 5-27). The site is located on
a gravelly upper slope 130 m north of the crest (Figure 5-38).
Description of Site: Mangoola North IF7 is a single chert flake located within extensive
gravel lag (Table 5-15; Figure 5-39). The extent of the site is defined by a 5 m buffer
around the artefact. Surrounding vegetation at the site is regenerating eucalypt woodland.
The GSE at the time of recording was high (80%) with a GSV of 80% within these
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exposures. Small ordinary stone fragments and pebbles were extensive. Identified
disturbances included erosion and deflation.
Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North IF7 was assessed as negligible.
Figure 5-38: Aerial showing locations and extents of Mangoola North IF7 and Mangoola North IF8.

Figure 5-39: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North IF7.

1. Overview of MN IF7.

2. View of MN IF7 chert flake.
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Mangoola North IF8
Site Type:

Isolated Find

Location of Site:

2.5 km south of Ridgelands Rd and 60 m north of Wybong Post

Office Rd, Wybong, on the south side of an electricity structure (Figure 5-27). The site is
located on a gravelly upper slope 70 m west of a property dam (Figure 5-38).
Description of Site: Mangoola North IF8 is a single mudstone core located within
deflated skeletal soils (Table 5-15; Figure 5-40). The extent of the site is defined by a 5 m
buffer around the artefact. The surrounding slope was bare of vegetation within the
electricity easement and grass cover was minimal. The GSE at the time of recording was
high (80%) with a GSV of 80% within these exposures. Gravel and larger fragments of
ordinary stone were widespread. The primary identified disturbances represented
clearing, erosion, and the construction of the adjacent electricity structure.
Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North IF8 was assessed as negligible.
Figure 5-40: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North IF8.

1. Overview of MN IF8 facing north.

2. View of MN IF8 mudstone core.

Mangoola North IF9
Site Type:

Isolated Find

Location of Site:

1.2 km north of Wybong Rd and 300 m south of Wybong Post Office

Rd, Wybong (Figure 5-27). The site is located on an upper slope 150 m north of a bald
crest and 100 south of a property dam (Figure 5-41).
Description of Site: Mangoola North IF9 is a single mudstone side scraper located
within the clayey skeletal soils of an erosion scar (Table 5-15; Figure 5-42). The extent
of the site is defined by a 5 m buffer around the artefact. Surrounding vegetation at the
site is isolated pencil pine and moderate grass cover. The GSE at the time of recording
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was high (70%) with a GSV of 85% within these exposures. Small ordinary stone
fragments and pebbles were prevalent. Identified disturbances included heavy erosion
and cattle trampling.
Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North IF9 was assessed as negligible.
Figure 5-41: Aerial showing location and extent of Mangoola North IF9.

Figure 5-42: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North IF9.

1. Overview of MN IF9 facing southwest.

2. View of MN IF9 mudstone side scraper.

Aboriginal Archaeology Impact Assessment: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

100

OzArk Environment & Heritage

Mangoola North IF10
Site Type:

Isolated Find

Location of Site:

50 m south of Wybong Rd, Wybong, adjacent a tributary of Big Flat

Creek (Figure 5-27). The site is located on the flats north of the tributary on bare ground
adjacent to dense casuarina regrowth (Figure 5-43).
Description of Site: Mangoola North IF10 is a single silcrete core located within a
sandy, denuded area (Table 5-15; Figure 5-44). The extent of the site is defined by a 5 m
buffer around the artefact. Surrounding vegetation at the site is cleared, sparse grass
cover on the fringe of dense casuarina regrowth. The GSE at the time of recording was
high (70%) with a GSV of 80% within these exposures. Small ordinary stone fragments
and pebbles were prevalent. Identified disturbances included erosion, clearing, and water
wash.
Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North IF10 was assessed as negligible.
Figure 5-43: Aerial showing location and extent of Mangoola North IF10 and Mangoola North IF11.
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Figure 5-44: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North IF10.

1. Overview of MN IF10 facing south.

2. View of MN IF10 silcrete core.

Mangoola North IF11
Site Type:

Isolated Find

Location of Site:

30 m south of Wybong Rd, Wybong, 20 m to the east of a property

access track (Figure 5-27). The site is located on the flats north of a tributary of Big Flat
Creek in grassy paddock (Figure 5-43).
Description of Site: Mangoola North IF11 is a single mudstone flake located within
friable, sandy soils (Table 5-15; Figure 5-45). The extent of the site is defined by a 5 m
buffer around the artefact. Surrounding vegetation at the site is a cleared, grassy paddock
with isolated sapling and rare mature eucalypt trees. The GSE at the time of recording
was fair (40%) with a GSV of 40% within these exposures. Small ordinary stone fragments
and pebbles were minimal. Identified disturbances included clearing, cattle grazing, and
ripping for revegetation.
Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North IF11 was assessed as negligible.
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Figure 5-45: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North IF11.

1. Overview of MN IF11 facing south.

2. View of MN IF11 mudstone flake.

Mangoola North IF12
Site Type:

Isolated Find

Location of Site:

50 m north of Wybong Rd and 550 m south of Ridgelands Rd,

Wybong (Figure 5-27). The site is located on an ant mound at the base of an electricity
pole on the flats south of a tributary of Big Flat Creek (Figure 5-46).
Description of Site: Mangoola North IF12 is a single mudstone flake located within
friable, clayey soil (Table 5-15; Figure 5-47). The extent of the site is defined by a 5 m
buffer around the artefact. Surrounding vegetation at the site is a cleared, open paddock
with moderate-high grass cover fringed by stands of eucalypt woodland. The GSE at the
time of recording was moderate-high (60%) with a GSV of 80% within these exposures.
Small ordinary stone fragments and pebbles were prevalent. Identified disturbances
included erosion, clearing, cattle grazing and the establishment of the adjacent ant
mound.
Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North IF12 was assessed as negligible.
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Figure 5-46: Aerial showing locations and extents of Mangoola North IF12 and
Mangoola North IF13.

Figure 5-47: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North IF12.

1. Overview of MN IF12 facing southeast.

2. View of MN IF12 mudstone flake.
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Mangoola North IF13
Site Type:

Isolated Find

Location of Site:

125 m north of Wybong Rd and 500 m south of Ridgelands Rd,

Wybong (Figure 5-27). The site is located on the north bank of a tributary or paleochannel
of Big Flat Creek adjacent grassy paddock and is outside of the MCCO Additional Project
Area (Figure 5-46).
Description of Site: Mangoola North IF13 is a single volcanic distal flake located within
sandy, gravelly earth scoured by the adjacent tributary (Table 5-15; Figure 5-48). The
extent of the site is defined by a 5 m buffer around the artefact. Surrounding vegetation
represented cleared grassy paddock with stands of eucalypt woodland. The GSE at the
time of recording was fair (60%) with a GSV of 80% within these exposures. Small ordinary
stone fragments and pebbles were densely strewn. Identified disturbances included
clearing, cattle trampling, and erosive scouring.
Potential for the presence of further subsurface archaeological deposits at Mangoola
North IF13 was assessed as negligible.
Figure 5-48: Photographs showing an overview and details of Mangoola North IF13.

1. Overview of MN IF13 facing west.

2. View of MN IF13 volcanic distal flake.
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5.5 PREVIOUSLY RECORDED ABORIGINAL SITES
In Section 4.4.3 it was noted that 49 sites have previously been recorded in the MCCO Additional
Project Area. These sites consist of:
•

48 sites that have been previously recorded and registered with AHIMS

•

One site (BFC98: 37-2-4490) that has been salvaged.

Table 5-16 lists all 49 registered sites within the MCCO Additional Project Area and Table 5-17
lists the results of the 2018 re-assessment of these sites (Table 5-17 shows 48 sites as BFC98
as not re-inspected as it has been salvaged under permit). Figure 5-49 shows the location of the
previously recorded, registered, Aboriginal sites. In Table 5-16, Table 5-17 and Figure 5-49, the
sites are identified by a unique ID (numeral from 1 to 49) to allow easier concordance between
the tables and the figure.
Figure 5-50 shows the eastern portion of the MCCO Additional Project Area to indicate the extent
of the recorded sites in this area that were able to be defined based on the results of the survey.
Further photographs of the sites and/or artefacts are presented in Appendix 5.
Table 5-16: All previously recorded and registered sites within the MCCO Additional Project Area.

ID

AHIMS ID

Site name

GDA
Zone 56
Easting

GDA
Zone 56
Northing

Site type

Site
status

1

37-2-0509

Sandy Hollow, Singleton 1

281535

6427179

Artefact
scatter

Valid

2

37-2-0739

Manobalai-Castle Rock 2

280741

6430165

Isolated
artefact

Valid

3

37-2-0740

Manobalai-Castle Rock 3

281086

6430009

Isolated
artefact

Valid

4

37-2-0741

Manobalai-Castle Rock 4

282366

6429691

Artefact
scatter

Valid

5

37-2-0742

Manobalai-Castle Rock 5

283181

6429240

Artefact
scatter

Valid

6

37-2-2164

BFC01

281401

6427243

Artefact
scatter

Valid

7

37-2-2190

BFC28

281524

6427130

Artefact
scatter

Valid

8

37-2-2191

BFC29

281556

6427184

Artefact
scatter

Valid

9

37-2-2193

BFC31

281240

6426955

Artefact
scatter

Valid

10

37-2-3882

BFC69

279746

6427863

Isolated
artefact

Valid

11

37-2-3883

BFC70

279743

6427841

Artefact
scatter

Valid

12

37-2-3884

BFC71

279867

6427119

Isolated
artefact

Valid

13

37-2-3990

BFC90

281031

6428000

Isolated
artefact

Valid

14

37-2-3991

BFC91

279991

6428000

Isolated
artefact

Valid
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ID

AHIMS ID

Site name

GDA
Zone 56
Easting

GDA
Zone 56
Northing

Site type

Site
status

15

37-2-4109

BFC96

281429

6427290

Artefact
scatter

Partially
destroyed

16

37-2-4116

BFC92

281209

6427089

Artefact
scatter

Valid

17

37-2-4117

BFC93

281221

6427043

Artefact
scatter

Valid

18

37-2-4118

BFC94

281279

6427036

Artefact
scatter

Valid

19

37-2-4119

BFC95

281295

6427016

Artefact
scatter

Valid

20

37-2-4490

BFC98

280112

6427888

Artefact
scatter

Salvaged

21

37-2-4491

BFC99

280346

6427883

Isolated
artefact

Valid

22

37-2-4492

BFC100

280903

6427775

Isolated
artefact

Valid

23

37-2-4563

BFC102

279819

6426539

Artefact
scatter

Partially
destroyed

24

37-2-4580

BFC107 (MDG1)

283416

6429064

Isolated
artefact

Valid

25

37-2-4582

BFC109 (MDG3)

280187

6428445

Isolated
artefact

Valid

26

37-2-4863

BFC111

279698

6428117

Isolated
artefact

Valid

27

37-2-5425

BCF150

281157

6427427

Artefact
scatter

Valid

28

37-2-5428

BCF113A

280986

6428161

Artefact
scatter

Valid

29

37-2-5429

BCF114A

281089

6428425

PAD

Valid

30

37-2-5430

BFC115

281046

6428510

Isolated
artefact

Valid

31

37-2-5431

BFC116

280994

6428280

Artefact
scatter

Valid

32

37-2-5432

BFC117

280935

6428081

Isolated
artefact

Valid

33

37-2-5433

BFC118

282324

6428173

PAD

Valid

34

37-2-5434

BFC119

282490

6428448

PAD

Valid

35

37-2-5439

BFC124

284126

6428645

Artefact
scatter

Valid

36

37-2-5440

BFC125

284057

6428564

Artefact
scatter

Valid

37

37-2-5441

BFC126

283915

6428393

Artefact
scatter,
PAD

Valid

38

37-2-5442

BFC127

283672

6428316

Artefact
scatter,
PAD

Valid

39

37-2-5443

BFC128

279649

6428204

Rockshelter,
PAD

Valid

40

37-2-5444

BFC129

279641

6428309

Rockshelter,
PAD

Valid

41

37-2-5445

BFC130

279641

6428308

Rockshelter,
PAD

Valid
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ID

AHIMS ID

Site name

GDA
Zone 56
Easting

GDA
Zone 56
Northing

Site type

Site
status

42

37-2-5446

BFC131

279643

6428317

Rockshelter,
PAD

Valid

43

37-2-5447

BFC132

279631

6428320

Rockshelter,
PAD

Valid

44

37-2-5448

BFC133

280480

6429845

Isolated
artefact

Valid

45

37-2-5449

BFC134

280473

6428323

Artefact
Scatter

Valid

46

37-2-5450

BFC135

279665

6429015

Artefact
scatter

Valid

47

37-2-5451

BFC136

279714

6428879

Artefact
scatter

Valid

48

37-2-5452

BFC137

280253

6429070

Isolated
artefact

Valid

49

37-2-5480

MCO001

283039

6428912

Isolated
artefact

Valid

Aboriginal Archaeology Impact Assessment: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

Permit

108

OzArk Environment & Heritage

Figure 5-49: Aerial showing the location of all previously recorded, registered, sites in the MCCO Additional Project Area.
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Figure 5-50: Aerial showing the extent of sites in the eastern portion of the MCCO Additional Project Area.
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Table 5-17: Results of inspection of previously recorded, registered, sites.
ID
1

AHIMS ID
37-2-0509

Site Name
Sandy Hollow,
Singleton 1

GDA 56
East
281535

GDA 56
North
6427179

Site type
Artefact
Scatter

Original site description

Current condition

2018 Site Photo

20 artefacts recorded across
three scalds at the junction of
a lower slope landform with
the flats of Big Flat Creek,
including flakes, flaked
pieces, and cores. Raw
materials included mudstone,
quartz, and silcrete.
Identified disturbances
included sheet wash erosion,
cattle trampling, and ant
mounds. The total extent of
the site was recorded as 190
by 190m.

Site card describes three
exposures (A, B, & C).
Exposure A later recorded as
separate site (BFC28, see
below). The current recording
is restricted to exposures B &
C.

VIEW OF SANDY HOLLOW, SINGLETON 1 IN 2018.

Site comprised seven visible
artefacts, including mudstone
and silcrete flakes and a
mudstone core, located on a
small rise above creek flats.
Identified disturbances were
consistent with the original
recording.
See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.

2

37-2-0739

ManobalaiCastle Rock 2

280741

6430165

Isolated
Find
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A single tertiary mudstone
flake located on a sandstone
outcrop in open woodland.

Artefact was not able to be
located despite adequate
areas of exposure. Location of
AHIMS coordinates do not
match site card description.
No sandstone outcroppings
nearby. Coordinates likely
erroneous and it is impossible
to discern exactly where the
site was originally recorded.

VIEW OF M-CASTLE ROCK 2 AHIMS LOCATION.
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ID

AHIMS ID

Site Name

GDA 56
East

GDA 56
North

Site type

Original site description

Current condition

2018 Site Photo

3

37-2-0740

ManobalaiCastle Rock 3

281086

6430009

Isolated
Find

Unable to consult site card

Artefact was not able to be
located at the AHIMS location
despite adequate areas of
exposure. Recorded in an
area of high general
disturbance from the
construction and use of the
property access gate.

VIEW OF M-CASTLE ROCK 3 AHIMS LOCATION.

4

37-2-0741

ManobalaiCastle Rock 4

282366

6429691

Artefact
Scatter

Two mudstone flakes located
in cleared grassland on the
side of a gully. The primary
identified disturbance was
cattle trampling.

The artefacts were not able to
be located despite adequate
areas of exposure. Location of
AHIMS coordinates do not
match site card description.
No gully present within the
vicinity. Coordinates likely
erroneous and it is impossible
to discern exactly where the
site was originally recorded.
Areas surrounding the site
location were inspected and
no sites were recorded.

VIEW OF M-CASTLE ROCK 4 AHIMS LOCATION.
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ID
5

AHIMS ID
37-2-0742

Site Name
ManobalaiCastle Rock 5

GDA 56
East
283181

GDA 56
North
6429240

Site type
Artefact
Scatter

Original site description

Current condition

2018 Site Photo

30+ artefacts, including
mudstone and silcrete flakes
and flaked pieces, located in
a 30 by 15 m exposure by a
small gully adjacent
Ridgelands Rd. The primary
identified disturbance was
cattle trampling.

Site comprised 22 visible
artefacts, including mudstone,
silcrete, quartz, and basalt
flakes along with a side
scraper, an end scraper, and
a backed blade. These
artefacts were located within
and adjacent the eroded bank
of Big Flat Creek on a slight
rise. Identified disturbances
included sheet wash erosion,
extensive clearing, and cattle
grazing.

VIEW OF M-CASTLE ROCK 5 NORTH EXTENT.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.

6

37-2-2164

BFC01

281401

6427243

Artefact
Scatter
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Two mudstone flakes
recorded on the northern
bank of Big Flat Creek by
patches of vegetation.

Artefacts not able to be
located despite adequate
areas of local exposure.
Location fringed by heavy
casuarina regrowth obscuring
nearby ground surfaces.
AHIMS coordinates match site
card description, however, no
photo was included in the site
card for comparison.

VIEW OF BFC01 AHIMS LOCATION.
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ID
7

AHIMS ID
37-2-2190

Site Name
BFC28

GDA 56
East
281524

GDA 56
North
6427130

Site type
Artefact
Scatter

Original site description

Current condition

2018 Site Photo

Four silcrete and mudstone
flakes recorded within a 23
by 30 m exposure behind
houses on the southern bank
of Big Flat Creek. Fringed by
vegetation.

Site comprised three
mudstone flakes and a
mudstone flaked piece. These
artefacts were located within
an erosion scald by open
regrowth woodland on a slight
rise south of Big Flat Creek. A
disused farm track traversed
the centre of the site. Houses
mentioned in the site card
may have been situated within
nearby mining lease and since
been removed. Identified
disturbances included sheet
wash erosion, vehicle
damage, and a large ant
mound.

VIEW OF BFC28 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.
8

37-2-2191

BFC29

281556

6427184

Artefact
Scatter
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Four mudstone and silcrete
flakes recorded within a 9 by
6 m exposure behind houses
on the southern bank of Big
Flat Creek. Fringed by
vegetation.

Artefacts not able to be
located despite adequate
areas of exposure. Site card
description and attached
photos do not provide
sufficient references to
confirm location. Houses
mentioned on the site card
may have been situated within
nearby mining lease and since
been removed.

VIEW OF BFC29 AHIMS LOCATION.
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ID
9

10

AHIMS ID
37-2-2193

37-2-3882

Site Name
BFC31

BFC69

GDA 56
East
281240

279746

GDA 56
North
6426955

6427863

Site type
Artefact
Scatter

Isolated
Find
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Original site description

Current condition

2018 Site Photo

77+ artefacts, including
flakes, flaked pieces, and
cores, recorded within a
series of gullies associated
with the southern bank of Big
Flat Creek. Raw materials
included mudstone, petrified
wood, silcrete, and quartz.
Site described as in poor
condition.

Site comprised up to 100
artefacts in a flat landform of
eroded B-Horizon south of Big
Flat Creek. Artefacts included,
flakes, cores and blades made
from mudstone, silcrete, and
quartz. Identified disturbances
included water wash erosion,
clearing, and grazing.

VIEW OF BFC31 IN 2018.

A single mudstone flake
recorded in a disturbed
context on a dam wall.

Artefact was not able to be
located despite fencing
around location and adequate
areas of local exposure.
AHIMS coordinates match site
card description and photo.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.

VIEW OF BFC69 AHIMS LOCATION.
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ID

AHIMS ID

Site Name

GDA 56
East

GDA 56
North

Site type

Original site description

Current condition

2018 Site Photo
VIEW OF BFC70 AHIMS LOCATION.

11

37-2-3883

BFC70

279743

6427841

Artefact
Scatter

Three mudstone flakes
recorded within a vehicle
track next to a dam wall.

Artefacts not able to be
located despite fencing
around location and adequate
areas of local exposure.
AHIMS coordinates match site
card description and photo.

12

37-2-3884

BFC71

279867

6427119

Isolated
Find

A single mudstone flake
recorded in a disturbed
context on dam wall.

The mudstone flake from the
original recording was
successfully located in the
context described. No further
disturbances were identified.

VIEW OF BFC71 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for an
artefact photo.
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ID
13

AHIMS ID
37-2-3990

Site Name
BFC90

GDA 56
East
281031

GDA 56
North
6428000

Site type
Artefact
Scatter

Original site description

Current condition

2018 Site Photo

Originally recorded as an
isolated find. A single
retouched mudstone flake
located in a disturbed context
on a dam wall.

Site comprised of 10 artefacts
distributed across the dam
wall. Artefacts included flakes
and a flaked piece made from
mudstone, silcrete, and chert.
No further disturbances were
identified.

VIEW OF BFC90 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.

14

37-2-3991

BFC91

279991

6428000

Isolated
Find
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A single mudstone flake
recorded in gravel lag within
a highly eroded area.

Artefact was not able to be
located despite adequate
areas of local exposure.
AHIMS coordinates match site
card description and photo.
Evidence of some
earthmoving in the past (not
necessarily post-recording of
the artefact).

VIEW OF BFC91 AHIMS LOCATION.
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ID
15

16

AHIMS ID
37-2-4109

37-2-4116

Site Name
BFC96

BFC92

GDA 56
East
281429

281209

GDA 56
North
6427290

6427089

Site type
Artefact
Scatter

Artefact
Scatter

Aboriginal Archaeology Impact Assessment: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

Original site description

Current condition

2018 Site Photo

11 artefacts, including flakes
and a retouched flake made
from mudstone, silcrete and
petrified wood, recorded
within a vehicle track on the
western bank of Big Flat
Creek. Identified
disturbances include the
maintenance of the vehicle
track, vehicle damage, sheet
wash erosion, clearance, and
cattle grazing.

Site comprised of three
artefacts, a flake, a blade, and
a hammerstone, made from
mudstone and silcrete located
in the context described. No
further disturbances were
identified.

VIEW OF BFC96 IN 2018.

Two artefacts, a mudstone
flake and a fine-grained
siliceous flake, located within
a disused access track to the
northwest of Big Flat Creek.
Identified disturbances
included vehicle damage,
clearing, and nearby tilling
for tree planting.

The two originally recorded
artefacts were successfully
located in the context
described. No further
disturbances were identified.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.

VIEW OF BFC92 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.
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ID
17

18

AHIMS ID
37-2-4117

37-2-4118

Site Name
BFC93

BFC94

GDA 56
East
281221

281279

GDA 56
North
6427043

6427036

Site type
Artefact
Scatter

Artefact
Scatter

Aboriginal Archaeology Impact Assessment: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

Original site description

Current condition

2018 Site Photo

Three artefacts, including
two mudstone flakes and a
mudstone flaked piece,
located within a disused
access track to the northwest
of Big Flat Creek. Identified
disturbances included
vehicle damage, clearing,
and nearby tilling for tree
planting.

Only a single mudstone flake
could be rerecorded with the
described context despite
good levels of local exposure.
No further disturbances were
identified.

VIEW OF BFC93 IN 2018.

Three mudstone flakes
eroding out of scoured gully
by a vehicle track on the
eastern bank of Big Flat
Creek. Identified
disturbances included
vehicle damage, clearing,
and erosion.

The three originally recorded
mudstone flakes were
successfully located in the
context described. No further
disturbances were identified.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.

VIEW OF BFC94 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.
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ID
19

21

AHIMS ID
37-2-4119

37-2-4491

Site Name
BFC95

BFC99

GDA 56
East
281295

280346

GDA 56
North
6427016

6427883

Site type
Artefact
Scatter

Isolated
find

Aboriginal Archaeology Impact Assessment: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

Original site description

Current condition

2018 Site Photo

23 artefacts located by a
vehicle track on the eastern
bank of Big Flat Creek.
Artefacts included flakes and
flaked pieces made
predominantly from
mudstone and chert.
Identified disturbances
included vehicle damage,
clearing, and erosion.

Site comprised 15+ artefacts
located in the context
described. Artefacts included
flakes and flaked pieces made
from mudstone, silcrete, and
chert. No further disturbances
were identified.

VIEW OF BFC95 IN 2018.

A single mudstone flake
located by a vehicle track
within an ETL easement.
Identified disturbances
included vehicle damage,
erosion, clearing, and the
construction of the ETL.

Artefact was not able to be
located despite fencing
around location and adequate
areas of local exposure.
AHIMS coordinates match site
card description and photo.
No further disturbances
identified.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.

VIEW OF BFC99 LOCATION.
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ID

AHIMS ID

Site Name

GDA 56
East

GDA 56
North

Site type

Original site description

Current condition

2018 Site Photo

22

37-2-4492

BFC100

280903

6427775

Isolated
Find

A single mudstone flake
located in the exposure of an
ephemeral drainage channel
within an ETL easement.
Identified disturbances
included erosion, clearing,
and the construction of the
ETL.

Artefact was not able to be
located despite fencing
around location and adequate
areas of local exposure.
AHIMS coordinates match site
card description and photo.
No further disturbances
identified.

VIEW OF BFC100 AHIMS LOCATION.

23

37-2-4563

BFC102

279819

6426539

Artefact
Scatter

Six artefacts located on a
property vehicle access track
within an ETL easement.
Artefacts included flakes
made from mudstone and
silcrete and a retouched
mudstone flake. The primary
identified disturbance
represented the construction
of the ETL.

Site comprised of seven
artefacts, including mudstone
and silcrete flakes, a volcanic
flake, and a silcrete core,
located in the context
described. Identified
disturbances included
clearing, erosion, and cattle
grazing.

VIEW OF BFC102 IN 2018.
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See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.
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ID

AHIMS ID

Site Name

GDA 56
East

GDA 56
North

Site type

Original site description

Current condition

2018 Site Photo
VIEW OF BFC107 (MDG1) AHIMS LOCATION.

24

37-2-4580

BFC107 (MDG1)

283416

6429064

Isolated
Find

A single chert core located in
a grassed alluvial flat east of
Big Flat Creek. Identified
disturbances included
clearing and cattle grazing.

Artefact was not able to be
located despite fencing
around location and adequate
areas of local exposure.
AHIMS coordinates match site
card description and photo.
No further disturbances
identified.

25

37-2-4582

BFC109 (MDG3)

280187

6428445

Isolated
Find

A single quartz core located
by an access track on the
constructed bank of a
property dam. Identified
disturbances included
vehicle damage, cattle
grazing, and the construction
of the adjacent dam.

Originally recorded artefact
was successfully located in
the described context. No
further disturbances were
identified.
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VIEW OF BFC109 (MDG3) IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for an
artefact photo.
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ID
26

AHIMS ID
37-2-4863

Site Name
BFC111

GDA 56
East
279698

GDA 56
North
6428117

Site type
Artefact
Scatter

Original site description
This site was originally
recorded as an isolated find.
A single mudstone core
located within an access
track on a bench mid-slope.
The primary identified
disturbance was vehicle
damage.

Current condition
Site comprised of six
artefacts, including quartz
flakes, a mudstone core, and
a mudstone flaked piece,
located in the described
context. Identified
disturbances included
clearing, erosion, and cattle
grazing.

2018 Site Photo
VIEW OF BFC111 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.

27

37-2-5425

BFC150

281157

6427427

Isolated
Find

A single mudstone flaked
piece recorded within an
exposure surrounded by bulloak vegetation. No
disturbances noted.

Originally recorded artefact
successfully located in the
context described. Identified
disturbances included
extensive clearing, cattle
grazing, and erosion.

VIEW OF BFC150 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for an
artefact photo.
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ID
28

AHIMS ID
37-2-5428

Site Name
BFC113A

GDA 56
East
280986

GDA 56
North
6428161

Site type
Artefact
Scatter

Original site description

Current condition

2018 Site Photo

Four quartz flakes located
within an erosive scour on an
eroded creek bank. The
primary identified
disturbance was erosion.

Site comprised of two
artefacts, a quartz flake and a
mudstone flake, located within
a tributary of Big Flat Creek.
Surrounding vegetation
dominated by Juncus acutus.
Identified disturbances
included clearing and cattle
grazing.

VIEW OF BFC113A IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for additional
artefact photos.

29

37-2-5429

BCF114A

281089

6428425

PAD

A PAD situated on an
elevated spur overlooking a
creek. Vegetation limited
ground surface visibility at
the time of original recording.

Site was situated on an
undifferentiated, sloping
landform on thin soils. Nearby
watercourse was assessed as
a modified drainage, rather
than a true creek. As such, the
presence of a PAD was
assessed as unlikely.

VIEW OF BFC114A IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for an
additional site location photo.
BC114A was investigated in
the test excavation program.
See Section 6.
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ID
30

AHIMS ID
37-2-5430

Site Name
BFC115

GDA 56
East
281046

GDA 56
North
6428510

Site type
Isolated
Find

Original site description

Current condition

2018 Site Photo

A single mudstone core
located on an area of
exposure of a creek bank
scour. The primary identified
disturbance was erosion.

Originally recorded mudstone
core was successfully located
in the described context.
Identified disturbances
included clearing and cattle
grazing.

VIEW OF BFC115 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.

31

37-2-5431

BFC116

280994

6428280

Artefact
Scatter

10 artefacts, including
mudstone, silcrete, and
quartz flakes and a
retouched mudstone flake,
located within a creek bank
scour. No disturbances
noted.

40+ artefacts, including flakes,
a core, and a backed flake,
located mid-slope within the
heavily eroded gullies of a
tributary to Big Flat Creek.
Raw materials included
mudstone, silcrete and quartz.
Identified disturbances
included extensive erosion,
clearing, and cattle grazing.

VIEW OF BFC116 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.
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ID
32

AHIMS ID
37-2-5432

Site Name
BFC117

GDA 56
East
280935

GDA 56
North
6428081

Site type
Isolated
Find

Original site description
A single quartzite core
located within the exposure
of a creek bed. No
disturbances noted.

Current condition

2018 Site Photo

Originally recorded quartzite
core was successfully located
in the described context.
Identified disturbances
included erosion, clearing and
cattle grazing.

VIEW OF BFC117 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.

33

37-2-5433

BFC118

282324

6428173

PAD

A PAD situated on an
elevated spur overlooking a
creek. Vegetation limited
ground surface visibility at
the time of original recording.

Site situated on a slightly
elevated landform with good
visibility over Big Flat Creek.
Approximately 10 cm depth to
soil profile. Presence of PAD
assessed as plausible.

VIEW OF BFC118 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for an
additional site location photo.
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ID
34

AHIMS ID
37-2-5434

Site Name
BFC119

GDA 56
East
282490

GDA 56
North
6428448

Site type
PAD

Original site description

Current condition

2018 Site Photo

A PAD situated on an
elevated spur overlooking
Big Flat Creek. Vegetation
limited ground surface
visibility at the time of original
recording.

Site situated on an uneven,
slightly elevated landform with
good visibility over Big Flat
Creek. Approximately 30 cm
depth to soil profile. Presence
of PAD assessed as plausible.

VIEW OF BFC119 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for an
additional site location photo.

35

37-2-5439

BFC124

284126

6428645

Artefact
Scatter

Three artefacts, comprising a
mudstone core, a mudstone
flake, and a silcrete flake,
located on the bund of a dam
wall. No disturbances noted.

Site comprised of three
artefacts, a mudstone blade, a
mudstone flake, and a silcrete
core located in the context
described. Primary identified
disturbances were the
construction of the adjacent
dam and erosion.

VIEW OF BFC124 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.
See Figure 5-50 for the
amended site extent.
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ID
36

AHIMS ID
37-2-5440

Site Name
BFC125

GDA 56
East
284057

GDA 56
North
6428564

Site type
Artefact
Scatter

Original site description

Current condition

2018 Site Photo

High density scatter of 70+
artefacts, including cores,
flakes, and retouched flakes
made from silcrete, quartz,
volcanic, quartzite, and
mudstone. Distributed over
10,000 m2 of eroding channel
of tributary to Big Flat Creek.
High subsurface potential
noted. No disturbances
noted.

Site comprised of 100+
artefacts distributed over the
context described, including
cores, blades, backed blades,
flakes and a hammerstone
made from silcrete, mudstone,
quartzite, volcanic, chert, and
quartz. Most artefacts were
identified in eroded B-Horizon,
however soil depth (PAD)
present back from the
channel. Disturbances
included erosion, clearing, and
cattle grazing.

VIEW OF BFC125 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.
See Figure 5-50 for the
amended site extent.
37

37-2-5441

BFC126

283915

6428393

Artefact
Scatter

High density scatter of 300+
artefacts, including cores,
flakes, blades, backed
blades, and retouched flakes
made from silcrete, quartz,
quartzite, and mudstone.
Distributed over 25,000 m2 of
eroding channel of major
tributary to Big Flat Creek.
High subsurface potential
noted. No disturbances
noted.

Site comprised of 500+
artefacts distributed over the
context described, including
backed blades, scrapers,
grindstones, microliths,
hammerstones, cores, and
flakes made from silcrete,
mudstone, quartzite,
porcelanite, chert, petrified
wood and quartz. Numerous
knapping areas. PAD
associated with central
western portion. Disturbances
included extensive erosion,
clearing, construction of water
management bunds and cattle
grazing.

VIEW OF BFC126 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.
See Figure 5-50 for the
amended site extent.
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ID
38

AHIMS ID
37-2-5442

Site Name
BFC127

GDA 56
East
283672

GDA 56
North
6428316

Site type
Artefact
Scatter

Original site description
Dense scatter of 100+
artefacts distributed over
17,500 m2 of broad sand
plain formed by the widening
of a major tributary to Big
Flat Creek. Likely a sparser
continuation of BFC126. No
disturbances noted.

Current condition
Site comprised of 200+
artefacts distributed over
several loci in the context
described. Included backed
blades, scrapers,
hammerstones, cores, and
flakes made from silcrete,
mudstone, quartzite, chert,
and quartz. PAD associated
with southern central portion.
Disturbances included
extensive erosion, clearing,
and cattle grazing.

2018 Site Photo
VIEW OF BFC127 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.
See Figure 5-50 for the
amended site extent.
39

37-2-5443

BFC128

279649

6428204

Shelter
(PAD)

Rockshelter with PAD in
good condition on a steep
incline of scarp landform.
Floor area 10 m2 with no
cracks or roof fall visible.

Site successfully located.
Deposit was found to be
narrow (max. 90 cm) and
shallow (max. 10 cm) with
significant erosion at dripline.

Ground beneath drip line is
heavily eroded.

Assessed as unlikely to retain
archaeological deposits due to
the slope of the rockshelter
floor.

VIEW OF BFC128 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site photos.
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ID
40

AHIMS ID
37-2-5444

Site Name
BFC129

GDA 56
East
279641

GDA 56
North
6428309

Site type
Shelter
(PAD)

Original site description

Current condition

Rockshelter with PAD in
good condition on a steep
incline of scarp landform.
Floor area 60 m2 with no
cracks or roof fall visible.

Site successfully located.
Deposit was found to be
narrow (max. 170 cm) and
shallow (max. 10 cm) with
significant erosion at dripline.

Ground beneath drip line is
heavily eroded.

Assessed as unlikely to retain
archaeological deposits due to
the slope of the rockshelter
floor.

2018 Site Photo
VIEW OF BFC129 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site photos.

41

37-2-5445

BFC130

279641

6428308

Shelter
(PAD)

Rockshelter with PAD in
good condition on a steep
incline of scarp landform.
Floor area 5 m2 with no
cracks or roof fall visible.
Ground beneath drip line is
heavily eroded.

Site successfully located.
Deposit was found to be
narrow (max. 80 cm) and
shallow (max. 12 cm) with
significant erosion at dripline.
Very low ceiling. Some small
hairline cracks present.

VIEW OF BFC130 IN 2018.

Assessed as unlikely to retain
archaeological deposits due to
the slope of the rockshelter
floor.
See Appendix 5 for additional
site photos.
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ID
42

AHIMS ID
37-2-5446

Site Name
BFC131

GDA 56
East
279643

GDA 56
North
6428317

Site type
Shelter
(PAD)

Original site description
Rockshelter with PAD in
good condition on a steep
incline of scarp landform.
Floor area 2 m2 with no
cracks or roof fall visible.
Ground beneath drip line is
heavily eroded.

Current condition
Site successfully located.
Deposit was found to be
narrow (max. 100 cm) and
shallow (max. 10 cm) with
significant erosion at dripline.
Very low ceiling. Some small
cracks present.

2018 Site Photo
VIEW OF BFC131 IN 2018.

Assessed as unlikely to
contain archaeological
deposits due to the restricted
size of the rockshelter.
See Appendix 5 for additional
site photos.

43

37-2-5447

BFC132

279631

6428320

Shelter
(PAD)

Rockshelter with PAD in
good condition on a steep
incline of scarp landform.
Floor area 5 m2 with no
cracks or roof fall visible.
Ground beneath drip line is
heavily eroded.

Site successfully located.
Deposit was found to be
narrow (max. 100 cm) and
shallow (max. 10 cm) with
significant erosion at dripline.
Very low ceiling. Floor comes
down to sandstone in some
areas.

VIEW OF BFC132 IN 2018.

Assessed as unlikely to retain
archaeological deposits due to
the slope of the rockshelter
floor.
See Appendix 5 for additional
site photos.
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ID
44

AHIMS ID
37-2-5448

Site Name
BFC133

GDA 56
East
280480

GDA 56
North
6429845

Site type
Isolated
Find

Original site description
A single mudstone flake
located within an outcrop of
sandstone bedrock. No
disturbances noted.

Current condition

2018 Site Photo

Originally recorded mudstone
flake was successfully located
in the described context. The
primary disturbance identified
was erosion.

VIEW OF BFC133 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for an
artefact photo.

45

37-2-5449

BFC134

280473

6428323

Artefact
Scatter

Originally recorded as an
isolated find. A single
mudstone flake located on
the bund of a property dam.
No disturbances noted.

Site comprised of three
artefacts, two quartz flakes
and a chert flake, located in
the context described. The
primary identified disturbance
were erosion and the
construction of the adjacent
dam.

VIEW OF BFC134 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.
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ID
46

AHIMS ID
37-2-5450

Site Name
BFC135

GDA 56
East
279665

GDA 56
North
6429015

Site type
Artefact
Scatter

Original site description
Four mudstone flakes
recorded on a spur crest
above a creek. No
disturbances noted.

Current condition

2018 Site Photo

Site comprised a single
mudstone flake located in the
context described. The
primary identified disturbance
were clearing and cattle
grazing.

VIEW OF BFC135 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for an
artefact photo.

47

37-2-5451

BFC136

279714

6428879

Artefact
Scatter

Four artefacts, two mudstone
flakes, a quartz flake, and a
mudstone core, recorded on
a spur crest above a creek.

Site comprised of five
artefacts, including flakes,
shatter, and a core made from
mudstone and quartz,
recorded along a farm track.
Identified disturbances
included clearing, cattle
grazing, and vehicle damage.

VIEW OF BFC136 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.
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ID
48

AHIMS ID
37-2-5452

Site Name
BFC137

GDA 56
East
280253

GDA 56
North
6429070

Site type
Isolated
Find

Original site description
A single silcrete core.
Location not described.

Current condition
Originally recorded artefact
successfully located in the
sparse grassland of an upper
slope landform on eroded
skeletal soils. Identified
disturbances included
extensive clearing, cattle
grazing, and erosion.

2018 Site Photo
VIEW OF BFC137 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for an
artefact photo.

49

37-2-5480

MCO001

283039

6428912

Artefact
Scatter

Originally recorded as an
isolated find. A single
mudstone shatter piece
located on a stock track in a
flat grassy paddock. No
disturbances noted.

Site comprised of 40+
artefacts located on a slightly
elevated landform above Big
Flat Creek. Artefacts included
flakes, flaked pieces,
scrapers, and blades made
from mudstone, silcrete, chert,
quartz, and quartzite.
Identified disturbances
included extensive clearing,
cattle grazing, and erosion.

VIEW OF MCO001 IN 2018.

See Appendix 5 for additional
site location and artefact
photos.
See Figure 5-50 for the
amended site extent.
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5.6 DISCUSSION
The survey of the MCCO Additional Project Area recorded 25 new Aboriginal sites and inspected
the recorded locations of 48 previously recorded valid or partially valid sites. The newly recorded
sites are artefact scatters and isolated finds, most of low density recorded in a secondary context.
5.6.1

Veracity of the predictive model

The predictive model outlined in Section 4.5 suggested that artefact sites would represent the
most common site type to be recorded, which is reflected in the survey results. The results are
further consistent with the predictive expectations that most sites would be of low density except
within proximity to a major watercourse. The predictive model expected that, given the long
agricultural history and associated landscape modification of the Hunter Valley, most sites would
be situated in disturbed contexts. This was also reflected by the current assessment. The
absence of scarred trees is certainly due to a lack of endemic trees of sufficient age for Aboriginal
cultural scarring throughout the MCCO Additional Project Area due to land clearance. In addition,
the fact that most sites were recorded with low artefact density in secondary context means there
are few areas with potential to retain intact subsurface archaeological deposits.
5.6.2

Settlement strategies

In Section 4.5.1 certain landforms were identified as holding greater potential to contain
Aboriginal sites. Figure 5-51 shows that apart from a few exceptions, all newly recorded sites
were recorded within these identified landforms (either landforms in association with escarpments
or waterways). Further, those sites recorded outside of the landforms with archaeological
potential are either isolated finds or low-density artefact scatters. As noted in Section 4.5.1, this
accords with the archaeological context that has been established for the broader region.
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Figure 5-51: Newly recorded sites in relation to landforms of archaeological potential.

5.6.3

Land use

Figure 5-52 shows all 74 known Aboriginal sites superimposed on a 1967 aerial of the MCCO
Additional Project Area. This figure highlights four clusters of sites that can perhaps be
understood in terms of the past land use in the MCCO Additional Project Area.
•

Cluster 1: These sites may be associated with the escarpment landforms that have been
identified has having a raised archaeological potential (see Section 5.6.2). However, their
preservation in the landscape could be related to the fact that this area of the MCCO
Additional Project Area has been impacted less by the historic agricultural land use of the
area. Evidence for this statement comes from the fact that the landforms in this area were
less suited to cultivation and intensive grazing and more trees have been left; although
the entire area was originally cleared as no mature trees survive in this area

•

Cluster 2: Sites in this cluster are likely in a secondary context as it is unlikely that the
drainage line along which they were recorded was in evidence pre-1788 but, rather, is a
product of increased water flows following the clearance of vegetation from surrounding
landforms. These sites are likely to be what is becoming termed in the Hunter Valley as
‘terrain sites’; that is, ‘sites’ formed by artefacts washing into an area because of post1788 land mismanagement. Thus, these sites are a direct creation of the land use of the
area

•

Cluster 3: It is suspected that many of the recordings in this cluster are also ‘terrain sites’.
As will be discussed in Section 5.6.4, while the resources of Big Flat Creek would have
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encouraged occupation, it is probable that the banks of the creek have accumulated
artefacts washed in from surrounding landforms following the widespread clearance of
vegetation and resultant soil loss
•

Cluster 4: While European farming methods have resulted in widespread erosion in this
area, archaeologically, this has resulted in many artefacts being revealed. An examination
of these artefacts shows many to be in situ that perhaps indicates that this tributary
contained more-permanent water resources in the form of ponds. However, due to erosion
from increased water inflows, this creek morphology is now lost and can only be deduced
from the remaining archaeological record.

A notable ‘non-cluster’ of sites is along the arm of Big Flat Creek in the centre–east of the MCCO
Additional Project Area. While this area contains site MCO001 (37-2-5480) that recorded more
than 40 artefacts, generally, there are few recordings along this arm of the creek. A possible
reason is seen in the 1967 aerial as this area has been intensively cultivated and grazed;
presumably for a long period of time. A possible consequence of this land use may have been to
disperse and/or remove Aboriginal sites, had they existed in this area in the first place.
Figure 5-52: All known sites superimposed on a 1967 aerial of the MCCO Additional Project Area.
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5.6.4

Landform modelling

In Section 4.5.4 it was noted that there was no discernible correlation between landform type
and the location of previously recorded sites. When all 74 known Aboriginal sites are plotted
against the major landform types (Figure 5-53) it is again difficult to discern any sort of spatial
distribution influenced by landform type.
Of the 25 newly recorded sites, five were recorded in Survey Unit 1 (flat terrain), three in Survey
Unit 2 (lower slopes), nine in Survey Unit 3 (mid-slopes) and eight in Survey Unit 4 (upper slopes).
No sites were recorded in Survey Unit 5 (crests) but this is unremarkable given the small amount
of this landform type in the MCCO Additional Project Area.
While the number of sites recorded in mid and upper slopes (Survey Units 3–4) is higher than
would normally be the case (i.e. with a combined total of 68 per cent of all new site recordings),
it must be borne in mind that these sites represent 10 isolated finds and four artefact scatters
recording only two artefacts. Three artefact scatters in these landforms recorded 10 or more
artefacts; with the largest recording more than 100 artefacts. This shows that while sites were
relatively numerous in mid and upper slope landforms, they generally have a very low artefact
density.
Finally, the differentiation of these landforms in the MCCO Additional Project Area is somewhat
academic as it is difficult to discern the various landforms when in the field as the gradients are,
in most cases, gradual. While crest landforms are obvious enough, it is often difficult to discern
the break between, for example, a lower slope and a mid-slope landform. As such, while a site,
such as MN OS12 that recorded more than 100 artefacts, may be technically in a mid-slope
landform, when you are at MN OS12 the terrain appears flat or at least low lying and not on an
obvious gradient as the term ‘mid-slope’ tends to imply. Thus, the landform designations need to
be interpreted with some caution when used in relation to the MCCO Additional Project Area.
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Figure 5-53: All known sites shown in relation to the major landform types.

5.6.5

Research questions

A number of research questions were posed in the survey methodology (Appendix 1) that could
have applicability to the investigation of the MCCO Additional Project Area. These research
questions are repeated below with a brief response to the question included:
•

What resources were available to the Aboriginal people using the MCCO Additional
Project Area (food, stone and water)?
o

•

The survey did not identify any specific sources of food that could have attracted
Aboriginal occupation into the MCCO Additional Project Area. All stone resources
noted were unsuitable for the manufacture of stone tools and no areas of quarry
were noted that could have attracted use of the MCCO Additional Project Area in
the past. Water resources were noted to be very meagre. All watercourses were
dry at the time of the survey and it is suspected that all waterways in the MCCO
Additional Project Area would have provided a very unreliable supply of water
due to the limited catchment of these waterways. This would suggest that use of
the MCCO Additional Project Area was short-term and/or sporadic.

How do the artefact assemblages from the sites along the slopes and ridge crests in the
MCCO Additional Project Area differ from sites that are located along Big Flat Creek?
o

There is a clear association of larger and more complex sites with Big Flat Creek
when compared to all landforms away from the creek. Further the sites are more
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associated with the main arm of Big Flat Creek in the south of the MCCO
Additional Project Area and with the tributary to Big Flat Creek in the southeast
of the MCCO Additional Project Area. In contrast, the arm of Big Flat Creek in the
central east of the MCCO Additional Project Area recorded some sites but not at
the density seen on the other portions of Big Flat Creek. The concentration of
sites on the main arm of Big Flat Creek in the south of the MCCO Additional
Project Area may include ‘terrain sites’ as reference to the 1967 image of the
MCCO Additional Project Area (Figure 3-7) clearly shows alluvial fans of
sediment being washed into Big Flat Creek from the north. This sediment
movement undoubtedly brought artefacts with it and these may have
accumulated in areas such as that proposed for impact by the Wybong Road
overpass. Due to the widespread erosion along the tributary to Big Flat Creek in
the southeast of the MCCO Additional Project Area, several in situ knapping
areas were recorded along with a range of tool types not commonly recorded
elsewhere such as bondi points. This would indicate that occupation along this
tributary was widespread and perhaps more sustained than along the arm of Big
Flat Creek in the centre–east of the MCCO Additional Project Area. In turn, this
may indicate that perhaps water resources were better along the tributary;
potentially in the form of ponds that may have been lacking elsewhere.
•

What tasks were Aboriginal people undertaking at the sites?
o

•

Did the Aboriginal people use the MCCO Additional Project Area at any particular time of
the year?
o

•

Despite excellent GSV across the MCCO Additional Project Area, no evidence
of hearths was noted. This is not to say that hearths never existed in the MCCO
Additional Project Area but that the widespread disturbances related to the
agricultural phase of land use has likely removed such evidence.

If there are hearths, do they contain remains (animal/plant) that may indicate what people
were cooking/eating?
o

•

No evidence was gained to help answer this question. As an answer to a question
of this type would require a robust data set and perhaps further analysis in the
form of usewear and residue analysis, it was perhaps ambitious to pose such a
question related to a survey.

Are there hearths in the area?
o

•

Apart from knapping activities noted in areas along the tributary to Big Flat Creek
in the southeast of the MCCO Additional Project Area, no specific activities or
tasks, such as food preparation or ceremony, were noted.

As no heaths were located, this question remains unanswered.

Are there burials in the area?
o

There are no known burials in the MCCO Additional Project Area. A likely
landform for the retention of burials are the escarpment landforms, but only small
portions of these landforms are included in the MCCO Additional Project Area
thereby diminishing the chance of locating burials. Other landforms in the MCCO
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Additional Project area may have been utilised for burials in the past but any
evidence of this will have been removed by the agricultural disturbances within
landforms away from the escarpment areas.
•

Is there evidence to suggest that Aboriginal people were using the area earlier than the
mid to late Holocene?
o

•

Can dates be obtained for the Aboriginal use of the area?
o

•

No. All indications are that the MCCO Additional Project Area was occupied
during the mid to late Holocene. The presence of backed blades, microliths and
generally finer stone tools all indicate that the recorded sites date to the past
5000 years.

This will be unlikely as no hearths were noted and most sites do not appear to
have stratified subsurface deposits that have a potential to yield dateable
material. The shelter sites all have thin deposits (if any) and none have
indications of past occupation. As such, the closed sites in the MCCO Additional
Project Area are also unlikely to contain stratified deposits that could contain
material suitable for accurate chronological dating.

What resources were transported to the area and where?
o

As no sources of stone suitable for stone tool manufacture were noted in the
MCCO Additional Project Area, the implication is that all stone for the recorded
artefacts was transported into the area. The source for this stone is unknown.
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6 ABORIGINAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL TEST EXCAVATION
6.1 INTRODUCTION
The test excavation program followed the methodology that was sent to all RAPs and is presented
in Appendix 2.
As is set out in the test excavation methodology only one location was selected for the test
excavation program because:
•

None of the 25 newly recorded sites that are located within the Proposed Disturbance
Footprint were assessed as being associated with potential subsurface archaeological
deposits

•

Only two of the 49 previously recorded sites that are located within the Proposed
Disturbance Footprint were assessed as being associated with potential subsurface
archaeological deposits (BFC 126 and BFC127). However, both these sites are located
outside of MCCO Project impacts and were therefore not included in the test excavation
program

•

Some of the sites on the main arm of Big Flat Creek at the location of the proposed
Wybong Road Overpass have potential to be associated with subsurface archaeological
deposits. However, as these sites are located within the existing Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Offset-5 (ACHO-5) as defined in the Mangoola Open Cut ACHMP (MANOC1772150304-3098; July 2014) Figure 1:2, it was decided not to impact these sites at this
stage to ensure that no harm occurs at these sites until an approved impact is in place.
To ensure that the scientific values of sites in the Wybong Road Overpass area are
appropriately managed, specific recommendations for this area are contained in Section
8.4.2.

As only one site located within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint had been assessed as having
potential subsurface deposits, the test excavation program included the investigation of this site:
BFC114a (37-2-5429). This site had been recorded as a PAD by EMM (2016), however, during
the survey it was regarded that the location is unlikely to be a PAD for the following reasons:
•

The location is currently overlooking an ephemeral waterway, but it was assessed that it
is unlikely that this waterway would have been a distinguishable feature pre-1788. It is
believed that the ‘waterway’ only formed following the clearance of vegetation and the
increased inflow of water into the valley that then began to form a channel. As there was
no ‘waterway’ in the pre-1788 period, it is unlikely that the PAD location as recorded by
EMM would have attracted occupation

•

There was little to differentiate the location of the PAD recorded by EMM from adjacent
and contiguous landforms. As the PAD was contained within a broader landform, it would
be difficult to say that one portion of the landform had greater archaeological sensitivity
than another.

However, it was not possible to be sure of these reservations without excavation and the purpose
of the test excavation program was to understand more completely the nature of sub-surface
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material at the site. Data obtained from the test excavation program informed the mitigation and
management options outlined in Section 8.
The aims of the test excavation program were therefore to:
1.

Establish the extent and nature the of sub-surface archaeological deposits at the
site

2.

Use the data gained from the test excavation program to better evaluate the
archaeological significance and potential of the site

3.

Depending on the findings, develop, in consultation with the RAPs, an informed
management strategy for the site to assist in mitigating the proposed impacts.

The location for the proposed test excavation program is mapped on Figure 6-1 and photographs
of the site’s location is presented on Figure 6-2.
Figure 6-1: Location of the test excavation program.

Aboriginal Archaeology Impact Assessment: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

143

OzArk Environment & Heritage

Figure 6-2: Photographs showing the location of the test excavation program.

1. Overview of BFC114a test excavation facing north.

2. Overview of BFC114a test excavation facing south.

Excavations undertaken as per the Code of Practice do not require an AHIP under the NPW Act
providing the test excavation methodology is supplied to OEH at least 14 days prior to the
commencement of excavation. OEH was informed of the test excavation program by OzArk on
24 April 2018.
The test excavation program took place over one day on 15 May 2018.

6.2 FIELD METHODS
A single transect of six 0.5 by 0.5 m excavation squares at 10 m spacing were excavated to
provide a representative sample of the deposits of BFC114a sufficient to characterise the site’s
subsurface archaeological potential (Figure 6-3). Excavation was initially conducted in 5 cm
spits 2 until the nature of the subsurface deposits was identified, at which time the spits where
extended to 10 cm.
All excavated material was dry sieved through un-nested 6–8 mm and 2.5–3.5 mm sieves (which
is considered to satisfy the 5mm aperture wire-mesh sieve requirement in the Code of Practice
requirements). A standard excavation recording form was used for each excavation square.
Details recorded included; spit opening and closing depths, description of finds, description of
soil, and a bucket tally.

2

A ‘spit’ is an archaeological term used to describe an arbitrary depth of excavation. Excavation by spits is usually undertaken when
there is no archaeological stratigraphy.
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Figure 6-3: Aerial showing locations of BFC114a test excavation squares.

6.3 BFC114A TEST EXCAVATION RESULTS
6.3.1

Stratigraphy

Table 6-1 shows the soil profile of the excavated squares at BFC114a. The soils and stratigraphy
of the excavated transect were consistent across squares. The sampled deposit of BFC114a
began with light-brown gravelly loam grading into orangey loam at between 15–20 cm depth
before coming down to grey compacted clay with large gravel and ironstone nodule inclusions at
approximately 40–50 cm depth. In each case, excavation of squares ceased upon reaching the
lower compact layer as this was interpreted as signalling the termination of the archaeologically
sensitive deposit.
Apart from the thin humic layer at the surface, the remainder of the deposit was interpreted as a
colluvial wash probably originating from the slopes to the east of the excavation area.
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Table 6-1: Soil profiles at the BFC114a test excavation.
Square
Number
TR1 SQ1

GDA 56
East
281099

GDA 56
North
6428433

Description

2018 Site Photo

Excavated in eight 5 cm
spits, coming down to
compacted layer at a closing
depth of 38 cm. 19 buckets
(approx. 5L each) of deposit
excavated. Root and
ironstone inclusions.

VIEW OF SQUARE 1 WALL SECTION (20CM SCALE
INCREMENTS).

No Finds.

TR1 SQ2

281098

6428423

Excavated in ten 5 cm spits,
coming down to compacted
layer at a closing depth of 50
cm. 30 buckets of deposit
excavated.

VIEW OF SQUARE 2 WALL SECTION.

A single 17 mm distal
mudstone blade fragment
was recovered from Spit 1
(see Section 6.3.2).

TR1 SQ3

281097

6428413

Excavated in four 10 cm
spits, coming down to
compacted layer at a closing
depth of 40 cm. 16 buckets
of deposit excavated.

VIEW OF SQUARE 3 WALL SECTION.

No Finds.

TR1 SQ4

281097

6428402

Excavated in three 10 cm
spits, coming down to
compacted layer at a closing
depth of 30 cm. 15 buckets
of deposit excavated.
Ironstone and small cobble
inclusions.

VIEW OF SQUARE 4 WALL SECTION.

No Finds.
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Square
Number
TR1 SQ5

GDA 56
East

GDA 56
North

281096

6428393

Description

2018 Site Photo

Excavated in three 10 cm
spits, coming down to
compacted layer at a closing
depth of 30 cm. 12 buckets
of deposit excavated.
Ironstone and small cobble
inclusions.

VIEW OF SQUARE 5 WALL SECTION.

No Finds.

TR1 SQ6

281095

6428382

VIEW OF SQUARE 6 WALL SECTION.

Excavated in three 10 cm
spits, coming down to
compacted layer at a closing
depth of 25 cm. 10 buckets
of deposit excavated.
Ironstone inclusions.
No Finds.

6.3.2

Artefact assemblage

A single artefact was recorded as a result of the excavation. Details of the artefact are presented
in Table 6-2 and the artefact is shown on Figure 6-4.
The single excavated artefact was analysed on site and has been retained at the Mangoola Coal
Mine. This artefact will be kept in a locked location until all salvage activities for the MCCO Project
are complete (should the MCCO Project be approved), at which time the artefact will be
amalgamated with other artefacts from the site and their ultimate management determined by an
approved ACHMP.
Table 6-2: Artefact details from the test excavation program.
Square #
2

Spit #
1

Artefact type
Blade

Material
Mudstone

Integrity
Distal fragment
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Figure 6-4: View of artefact from the test excavation program.

6.3.3

Results

As the recording of one artefact in the top-most layer did not separate BFC114a from the general
background signature of dispersed artefacts within any landscape, the site was re-assessed as
‘not a site’ and an Aboriginal Site Impact Recording Form (ASIRF) was submitted to AHIMS to
record this determination.
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7 ASSESSMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE AND POTENTIAL IMPACTS
7.1 SIGNIFICANCE ASSESSMENT
7.1.1

Introduction

The appropriate management of cultural heritage items is usually determined on the basis of their
assessed significance as well as the likely impacts of any proposed development. Social
(cultural), scientific (archaeological), aesthetic and historical significance are identified as
baseline elements of significance assessment, and it is through the combination of these
elements that the overall cultural heritage values of a site, place or area are resolved.
In this AAIA, only the scientific values of the MCCO Additional Project Area will be considered.
The social, aesthetic and historical values of the MCCO Additional Project Area will be discussed
in the ACHAR to which this AAIA is an appendix.
Scientific/Archaeological Value
Assessing a site in this context involves placing it into a broader regional framework, as well as
assessing the site's individual merits in view of current archaeological discourse. This type of
value relates to the ability of a site to answer current research questions and is also based on a
site's condition (integrity), content and representativeness.
The overriding aim of cultural heritage management is to preserve a representative sample of the
archaeological resource. This will ensure that future research within the discipline can be based
on a valid sample of the past. Establishing whether a site can contribute to current research also
involves defining 'research potential' and 'representativeness'. Questions regularly asked when
determining significance are: can this site contribute information that no other site can? Is this
site representative of other sites in the region?
7.1.2

Background to the assessment of scientific significance

This assessment will use the following terms where appropriate:
•

High scientific significance or high archaeological values

•

Moderate scientific significance or moderate archaeological values

•

Low scientific significance or low archaeological values.

This hierarchy is used to categorise the archaeological landscape of the MCCO Additional Project
Area based, in this report, on the assessed scientific or archaeological values at a particular
location.
This is not to say that the author is unaware of possible social / cultural, aesthetic and historical
values at a location, but the assessment here is of the scientific values alone while the other
values will be examined in the ACHAR.
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In terms of scientific significance, locations will primarily be assessed on their ability to add reliable
archaeological information which can further our understanding of the archaeology at a local and
regional level or a site type’s rarity within the landscape. This assessment has been informed
through surface observations/survey, sub-surface archaeological testing and review of previous
site-specific reports.
Considerations taken in this scientific assessment include an understanding that a part of the
archaeological value of a place is the general community’s association to that place. This is often
distinct from the social, aesthetic and historical criteria used to assess heritage significance as it
relates to a person’s relationship to the archaeology of the place. For the Aboriginal participants
on the survey, for example, an archaeological site was appreciated as much for its archaeological
values as it was for its cultural values. A site displaying either many artefacts or a number of
interesting artefacts would engender fascination and discussion on purely archaeological grounds
(Where did people live / eat? How did they live? How did they use the artefact and what does it
tell us about the people who made it?).
It is therefore understood that many Aboriginal people, or people generally interested in prehistory, would see the sites recorded in this assessment to have higher archaeological values
than may be given in this assessment. However, this assessment has attempted to distinguish
between an artefact scatter with potential to yield further information (moderate–high scientific
significance) and an artefact scatter in an eroded context that would yield little meaningful further
information (low scientific significance).
Incorporating research on the rarity, representativeness and integrity or condition of a site, along
with the considerations outlined above, this assessment defines the following categories when
assessing scientific significance:
High Scientific Significance
Locations displaying this value would include one or more of the following features:
•

The location would contain known areas of undisturbed archaeological deposits that are
likely to add significantly to our knowledge concerning Aboriginal archaeology in the
region

•

Would contain archaeological information to address complex research questions about
the region

•

The site contains outstanding features that can be appreciated by non-specialists /
enthusiasts

•

The site type is rare in the region and / or in danger of becoming unrepresented in the
region.
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Moderate Scientific Significance
Locations displaying this value would include one or more of the following features:
•

The location would contain areas of archaeological deposits, sometimes disturbed, that
are likely to add to our knowledge about the Aboriginal archaeology of the local area
only

•

Would contain archaeological information to address general research questions about
the region

•

The site contains features that would be appreciated by a specialist / enthusiast

•

Portions of the site have been lost due to erosion or the landscape context of the site
has been impacted.

Low Scientific Significance
Locations displaying this value would include one or more of the following features:

7.1.3

•

The location may contain areas of archaeological deposits, but they are likely to be
disturbed and any information gained would only address limited research questions

•

The site is largely displaced by erosion

•

The landscape context of the site has been heavily modified

•

The site exists in areas where A Horizon soil loss is extensive

•

The site contains features that would be difficult to interpret in a meaningful way.
Known Aboriginal sites in the MCCO Additional Project Area

As BFC114a has been determined to be ‘not a site’ (see Section 6.3.3) and one isolated find
recorded during the survey is located outside of the MCCO Additional Project Area (see Figure
5-46), there are 71 known Aboriginal sites in the MCCO Additional Project Area consisting of:
•

24 newly recorded sites (MN IF13 is located outside of the MCCO Additional Project Area)

•

47 previously recorded sites (of the 49 previously recorded sites registered with AHIMS,
one [BFC98] has been salvaged under permit and another [BFC114a] has been
determined to be ‘not a site’).

7.2 ASSESSED SCIENTIFIC SIGNIFICANCE OF KNOWN SITES
7.2.1

Newly recorded sites

25 sites were recorded during the survey consisting of 12 artefact scatters and 13 isolated finds.
Of the artefact scatters, nine sites recorded less than 10 artefacts and only one site recorded a
high artefact density of over 100 artefacts (MN OS12). Only at three locations was it assessed
that there is potential for subsurface deposits: MN OS7 (low–moderate potential); MN OS11
(moderate potential); and MN OS12 (moderate potential). None of the recorded sites was
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remarkable in its manifestation; either in terms of the types of artefacts recorded, the raw material
the artefacts were manufactured from or the density and nature of the surface artefact
manifestation. The recorded sites are also very representative of artefact sites in the upper Hunter
Valley both in terms of the types of artefacts recorded and the raw materials from which the
artefacts were manufactured.
As a result, most newly recorded sites have a low scientific significance as they generally have:
•

A low artefact density

•

No associated subsurface deposits

•

No remarkable features and are generally representative of other artefact sites in the
upper Hunter Valley

•

A high likelihood of being in a secondary context

•

A limited ability to inform on the nature and spatial extent of past Aboriginal occupation in
the MCCO Additional Project Area.

Table 7-1 lists the newly recorded sites and their associated scientific significance. Table 7-1
also provides a justification for the significance assessment.
Table 7-1: Scientific significance of newly recorded sites.

AHIMS #

Site Name

Potential for
subsurface
deposits

Feature(s)

Scientific
significance

Justification

37-2-5802

Mangoola North OS1

Artefacts: 2

Nil

Low

Low artefact density; lack of
associated subsurface
deposits; disturbed context

37-2-5803

Mangoola North OS2

Artefacts: 2

Nil

Low

Low artefact density; lack of
associated subsurface
deposits; disturbed context

37-2-5804

Mangoola North OS3

Artefacts: 2

Nil

Low

Low artefact density; lack of
associated subsurface
deposits; disturbed context

37-2-5805

Mangoola North OS4

Artefacts: 4

Nil

Low

Low artefact density; lack of
associated subsurface
deposits; disturbed context

37-2-5806

Mangoola North OS5

Artefacts: 11

Nil

Low

Low artefact density; lack of
associated subsurface
deposits; disturbed context

37-2-5807

Mangoola North OS6

Artefacts: 8

Nil

Low

Low artefact density; lack of
associated subsurface
deposits; disturbed context

37-2-5808

Mangoola North OS7

Artefacts: 2

Low–moderate

Low–moderate

Low artefact density; some
potential for associated
subsurface deposits

37-2-5809

Mangoola North OS8

Artefacts: 2

Nil

Low

Low artefact density; lack of
associated subsurface
deposits; disturbed context

37-2-5810

Mangoola North OS9

Artefacts: 6

Nil

Low

Low artefact density; lack of
associated subsurface
deposits; disturbed context

Aboriginal Archaeology Impact Assessment: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

152

OzArk Environment & Heritage

AHIMS #

Site Name

37-2-5811

Mangoola North OS10

Potential for
subsurface
deposits

Feature(s)

Artefacts: 2

Nil

Scientific
significance

Justification

Low

Low artefact density; lack of
associated subsurface
deposits; disturbed context

37-2-5812

Mangoola North OS11

Artefacts: 12

Moderate

Low–moderate

Low–moderate artefact
density; some potential for
associated subsurface
deposits

37-2-5813

Mangoola North OS12

Artefacts: 100+

Moderate

Moderate

High artefact density; some
potential for associated
subsurface deposits

37-2-5814

Mangoola North IF1

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without
associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

Low

Isolated artefact without
associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

Low

Isolated artefact without
associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-5815

37-2-5816

Mangoola North IF2

Mangoola North IF3

Isolated Find

Isolated Find

Nil

Nil

37-2-5817

Mangoola North IF4

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without
associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-5818

Mangoola North IF5

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without
associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-5819

Mangoola North IF6

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without
associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-5820

Mangoola North IF7

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without
associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

Low

Isolated artefact without
associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

Low

Isolated artefact without
associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-5821

37-2-5822

Mangoola North IF8

Mangoola North IF9

Isolated Find

Isolated Find

Nil

Nil

37-2-5823

Mangoola North IF10

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without
associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-5824

Mangoola North IF11

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without
associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-5825

Mangoola North IF12

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without
associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-5801

Mangoola North IF13

Isolated Find

Nil

Low

Isolated artefact without
associated subsurface
deposits. Likely in a
secondary context
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7.2.2

Previously recorded sites

There are 47 previously recorded sites within the MCCO Additional Project Area (see explanation
in Section 7.1.3). All these sites were re-assessed during the 2018 survey to determine their
current condition and significance.
Table 7-2 lists the 47 previously recorded sites in the MCCO Additional Project Area. The
scientific significance of these sites includes the determination of ‘unknown’ at some sites, such
as the five rockshelter sites, where a PAD has been registered but there is no surface
manifestation of artefacts. To accurately determine the scientific values at these sites further
investigation, most likely excavation, would be required. Other sites range from low scientific
values (in the majority) to a few sites with moderate-high scientific values. These latter sites have
been afforded higher scientific values due to the high density of surface artefacts and the high
possibility that there are in situ archaeological deposits. However, as the sites are also heavily
eroded in places, a determination of high scientific values is not made at these sites as there is a
high chance, in areas, of disturbance.
Table 7-2: Significance assessment of previously recorded sites.
AHIMS

Site name

Site type

Scientific
significance

Justification

37-2-0509

Sandy Hollow, Singleton 1

Artefact scatter

Low-moderate

Moderate density of surface artefacts.
Some potential for subsurface deposits

37-2-0739

Manobalai-Castle Rock 2

Isolated artefact

Low

Precise location of site is unknown

37-2-0740

Manobalai-Castle Rock 3

Isolated artefact

Low

Precise location of site is unknown

37-2-0741

Manobalai-Castle Rock 4

Artefact scatter

Low

Precise location of site is unknown

37-2-0742

Manobalai-Castle Rock 5

Artefact scatter

Low-moderate

Moderate density of surface artefacts.
Some potential for subsurface deposits

37-2-2164

BFC01

Artefact scatter

Low

Artefacts unable to be located

37-2-2190

BFC28

Artefact scatter

Low

Low artefact density and low probability
of associated subsurface deposits

37-2-2191

BFC29

Artefact scatter

Low

Artefacts unable to be located

37-2-2193

BFC31

Artefact scatter

Moderate

Moderate surface artefact density and
some potential for subsurface deposits.
Some general disturbances in the area

37-2-3882

BFC69

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated
subsurface deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-3883

BFC70

Artefact scatter

Low

Artefacts unable to be located

37-2-3884

BFC71

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated
subsurface deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-3990

BFC90

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated
subsurface deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-3991

BFC91

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated
subsurface deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-4109

BFC96

Artefact scatter

Low

Low artefact density and low probability
of associated subsurface deposits
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AHIMS

Site name

Site type

Scientific
significance

Justification

37-2-4116

BFC92

Artefact scatter

Low

Low artefact density and low probability
of associated subsurface deposits

37-2-4117

BFC93

Artefact scatter

Low

Low artefact density and low probability
of associated subsurface deposits

37-2-4118

BFC94

Artefact scatter

Low

Low artefact density and low probability
of associated subsurface deposits

37-2-4119

BFC95

Artefact scatter

Low-moderate

Moderate density of surface artefacts.
Some potential for subsurface deposits

37-2-4491

BFC99

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated
subsurface deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-4492

BFC100

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated
subsurface deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-4563

BFC102

Artefact scatter

Low

Low artefact density and low probability
of associated subsurface deposits

37-2-4580

BFC107(MDG1)

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated
subsurface deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-4582

BFC109 (MDG3)

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated
subsurface deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-4863

BFC111

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated
subsurface deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-5425

BFC150

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated
subsurface deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-5428

BCF113A

Artefact scatter

Low

Low artefact density and low probability
of associated subsurface deposits

37-2-5430

BFC115

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated
subsurface deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-5431

BFC116

Artefact scatter

Low

Moderate artefact density but highly
disturbed (erosion) with a low probability
of associated subsurface deposits

37-2-5432

BFC117

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated
subsurface deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-5433

BFC118

PAD

Unknown

Undetermined until further investigation
can take place

37-2-5434

BFC119

PAD

Unknown

Undetermined until further investigation
can take place

37-2-5439

BFC124

Artefact scatter

Low

Low artefact density and low probability
of associated subsurface deposits

37-2-5440

BFC125

Artefact scatter

Moderate

Moderate-high artefact density and
moderate probability of associated
subsurface deposits

37-2-5441

BFC126

Artefact scatter,
PAD

Moderate-high

High artefact density and high probability
of associated subsurface deposits

37-2-5442

BFC127

Artefact scatter,
PAD

Moderate-high

High artefact density and high probability
of associated subsurface deposits

37-2-5443

BFC128

Rockshelter, PAD

Unknown

Undetermined until further investigation
can take place. Preliminary assessment
would indicate that PAD is unlikely due
to the slope of the rockshelter floor and
the restricted depth of potential deposit

37-2-5444

BFC129

Rockshelter, PAD

Unknown

Undetermined until further investigation
can take place. Preliminary assessment
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AHIMS

Site name

Site type

Scientific
significance

Justification
would indicate that PAD is unlikely due
to the slope of the rockshelter floor and
the restricted depth of potential deposit

37-2-5445

BFC130

Rockshelter, PAD

Unknown

Undetermined until further investigation
can take place. Preliminary assessment
would indicate that PAD is unlikely due
to the slope of the rockshelter floor and
the restricted depth of potential deposit

37-2-5446

BFC131

Rockshelter, PAD

Unknown

Undetermined until further investigation
can take place. Preliminary assessment
would indicate that PAD is unlikely due
to the small size of the rockshelter

37-2-5447

BFC132

Rockshelter, PAD

Unknown

Undetermined until further investigation
can take place

37-2-5448

BFC133

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated
subsurface deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-5449

BFC134

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated
subsurface deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-5450

BFC135

Artefact scatter

Low

Low artefact density and low probability
of associated subsurface deposits

37-2-5451

BFC136

Artefact scatter

Low

Low artefact density and low probability
of associated subsurface deposits

37-2-5452

BFC137

Isolated artefact

Low

Isolated artefact without associated
subsurface deposits. Likely in a
secondary context

37-2-5480

MCO001

Isolated artefact

Low-moderate

Now recorded as an artefact scatter with
a moderate density of surface artefacts.
Some potential for subsurface deposits

7.3 LIKELY IMPACTS TO ABORIGINAL HERITAGE FROM THE MCCO PROJECT
The preceding investigation has determined that there are 71 known Aboriginal sites in the MCCO
Additional Project Area consisting of:
•

24 newly recorded sites (MN IF13 is located outside of the MCCO Additional Project
Area)

•

47 previously recorded sites (BFC98 has been salvaged under permit and BFC114a
has been determined to be ‘not a site’).

Of these 71 sites, 26 are located within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint and will be impacted
should the MCCO Project be approved in its current form. 15 of these sites are artefact scatters
and 11 are isolated finds. In general, the artefact scatters have a low artefact density with most
sites recording less than 10 artefacts.
Table 7-3 lists the 26 sites within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint and Figure 7-1 shows the
location of the sites. As shown in Table 7-3, most of the sites that will be impacted by the MCCO
Project have a low scientific significance. Only two sites have higher values, with one having
moderate scientific values and the other having low–moderate scientific values.
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Table 7-3: All known sites within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint.
AHIMS

Site name

GDA Zone 56
Easting

GDA Zone 56
Northing

Site type

Scientific
significance

37-2-0741

Manobalai-Castle Rock 4

282366

6429691

Artefact Scatter

Low

37-2-2193

BFC31

281240

6426955

Artefact Scatter

Moderate

37-2-3884

BFC71

279867

6427119

Isolated Find

Low

37-2-3990

BFC90

281031

6428000

Artefact Scatter

Low

37-2-4116

BFC92

281209

6427089

Artefact Scatter

Low

37-2-4117

BFC93

281221

6427043

Artefact Scatter

Low

37-2-4118

BFC94

281279

6427036

Artefact Scatter

Low

37-2-4119

BFC95

281295

6427016

Artefact Scatter

Lowmoderate

37-2-4491

BFC99

280346

6427883

Isolated Find

Low

37-2-4492

BFC100

280903

6427775

Isolated find

Low

37-2-4563

BFC102

279819

6426539

Artefact Scatter

Low

37-2-5425

BFC150

281157

6427427

Isolated Find

Low

37-2-5428

BFC113A

280986

6428161

Isolated Find

Low

37-2-5430

BFC115

281046

6428510

Isolated Find

Low

37-2-5431

BFC116

280994

6428280

Artefact Scatter

Low

37-2-5432

BFC117

280935

6428081

Isolated Find

Low

37-2-5449

BFC134

280473

6428323

Artefact Scatter

Low

37-2-5802

MN OS1

281109

6429054

Artefact Scatter

Low

37-2-5805

MN OS4

280897

6428031

Artefact Scatter

Low

37-2-5807

MN OS6

281484

6427507

Artefact Scatter

Low

37-2-5809

MN OS8

281323

6427157

Artefact Scatter

Low

37-2-5810

MN OS9

280665

6426947

Artefact Scatter

Low

37-2-5816

MN IF3

282813

6428831

Isolated Find

Low

37-2-5818

MN IF5

281343

6428107

Isolated Find

Low

37-2-5819

MN IF6

281266

6427960

Isolated Find

Low

37-2-5824

MN IF11

281179

6427171

Isolated Find

Low

7.3.1

Impacts to a former portion of ACHOA-5

As part of the original approval for the Mangoola Coal Mine a conservation area was proposed
along Big Flat Creek (ACHOA-5). During the planning phase for the MCCO Project it was
identified that an access corridor would be required across Big Flat Creek and Wybong Road to
link the two operational areas.
As such, approximately 11.5 ha of ACHOA-5 is located within the MCCO Additional Project Area
and approximately 3.8 ha of this is within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint and is liable to be
impacted by the MCCO Project. This portion of the former ACHOA has been excised from the
Voluntary Conservation Agreement (VCA) that is currently being prepared. This VCA application
will ensure the protection of the remaining portion of ACHOA-5 in perpetuity.
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As explained in Section 6.1, the test excavation program avoided this former portion of ACHOA-5
until disturbance of this area is approved. This area contains five sites that are within the
Proposed Disturbance Footprint and will be impacted by the MCCO Project: 37-2-4117 (BFC93:
low scientific significance); 37-2-4116 (BFC92: low scientific significance); 37-2-4119 (BFC95:
low-moderate scientific significance); 37-2-4118 (BFC94: low scientific significance); and 37-22193 (BFC31: moderate scientific significance).
To mitigate the loss of scientific values at these sites, a program of limited manual excavation is
proposed to take place in the former portion of ACHOA-5 so that information regarding the nature
and extent of these sites is captured (Section 8.4.2).
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Figure 7-1: Aerial showing the location of all known sites within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint.
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7.3.2

Ecological sustainable development principles

The goal of ecological sustainable development (ESD) is:
•

Development that improves the total quality of life, both now and in the future, in a way
that maintains the ecological processes on which life depends.

The core objectives of ESD are:
•

To enhance individual and community well-being and welfare by following a path of
economic development that safeguards the welfare of future generations

•

To provide for equity within and between generations

•

To protect biological diversity and maintain essential ecological processes and lifesupport systems.

As such, the ESD principles have limited applicability to cultural heritage although the notion of
inter-generational equity is relevant. This is understood to refer to future generations being able
to enjoy, interact with and study aspects of cultural heritage that are available to current
generations.
7.3.2.1 Applicability to the MCCO Project
The MCCO Project will result in impacts to 26 recorded Aboriginal sites. How to quantify this loss
of heritage value to future generations is difficult. To understand the overall impact to heritage
values, an interplay between the nature and type of site, and its representativeness must be
considered. Also, the cumulative harm of large scale mining in the district must be taken into
account.
For example, in isolation, 26 sites may not sound like a large number, but when added to the
approved destruction of 149 sites associated with the existing Mangoola Coal Mine and many
hundreds more in the district from approved mining and infrastructure development impacts, the
scale of the loss becomes more obvious. It is often stated that the piecemeal destruction of sites—
project by project, modification by modification—mask the true nature of the cumulative impact.
While this is true, it has also been noted in this report that the real harbinger of site destruction in
the district is not mining but European agricultural practices and historical land use that have
destroyed, dispersed or disturbed countless sites long before the local occurrence of mining.
Notwithstanding this observation, the current proposal to harm a further 26 sites cannot be
summarily dismissed but needs to be acknowledged. While the sites themselves may be
unremarkable in their manifestation, and while the site types are commonly represented across
the district, their loss is a further diminution of the district’s archaeological resource.
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While this loss is palpable, most sites being destroyed have a very low artefact density and do
not contain rare or unique features. Further, most have been previously disturbed and the MCCO
Project is certainly not harming a pristine archaeological landscape.
It must also be borne in mind that the majority of recorded sites within the MCCO Additional
Project Area will remain in situ and that the management and mitigation measures set out in
Section 8 will ensure that those sites out of the Proposed Disturbance Footprint will remain and
be managed in the landscape.
In conclusion, the loss of the 26 sites contributes to the cumulative harm inflicted on Aboriginal
sites in the region. However, as the sites are neither remarkable in their manifestation nor contain
artefacts that are not commonly represented in the region, this loss of heritage value is
manageable and the intergenerational loss arising from the MCCO Project is minimal at a regional
level.
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8 MANAGEMENT AND MITIGATION: ABORIGINAL HERITAGE
8.1 GENERAL PRINCIPLES FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF ABORIGINAL SITES
This report will concentrate on the management of the archaeological values present within the
Proposed Disturbance Footprint, although given the cultural connection this archaeological
landscape has for certain communities, an understanding of the RAP’s cultural values in
connection to the area is also embedded in the archaeological management recommendations
that follow.
For example, from a purely archaeological perspective, much of the Proposed Disturbance
Footprint is so altered from the area’s agricultural phase that further archaeological investigation
would only be able to address very basic research questions (i.e. artefacts found on a dam wall
are obviously displaced, and apart from saying that there were once artefacts in the area, they
do not have the ability to tell researchers much more). As no meaningful archaeological
information could be gained from these sites, a purely archaeological recommendation should be
that no further investigation is justified.
However, the basis of the following proposed archaeological management will be to understand
that, even if a site is diminished in its archaeological values, that its physical manifestation may
still have cultural value to certain communities. Therefore, the task of the management
recommendations in this report will be to frame research questions that will enable a thorough
study of all the Proposed Disturbance Footprint’s remaining archaeological values: not only those
locations displaying high archaeological values.

8.2 MANAGEMENT OPTIONS
The management of any archaeological landscape must include the consideration of all available
options and an evaluation of the viability of these options to achieve the best archaeological
outcome.
In brief there are three main options available and the archaeological merits of each option will
be discussed below.
8.2.1

Option A: Do Nothing

This option is a real possibility because if the MCCO Project is not approved then a ‘do nothing’
option will be followed probably with little more management of the archaeological landscape than
is happening at present. A ‘do nothing’ option, in its purist sense, will mean no ‘extra’ management
of the archaeological landscape.
Whilst no sites would be deliberately destroyed and would be captured as part of the existing site
GIS database and GDP processes, this option will not stop the on-going natural deterioration of
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sites in the MCCO Additional Project Area, and as a result, this option would contribute to the
cumulative loss of sites in the region.
Option A makes a small contribution to intergenerational equity as, in theory, the landscape is
preserved (albeit with on-going erosion) and would be available for future generations to visit.
However, all of the Proposed Disturbance Footprint is on Mangoola owned land. This does not
allow, in the short term at least, for free access and use of any areas. Additionally, as discussed
above, without management there will be a landscape surviving but one continuing to be denuded
of A-Horizon soils and a landscape without, likely, many archaeological sites in good condition.
8.2.2

Option B: Modify project design to avoid harm

Another option that can be considered is that certain areas, now within the Proposed Disturbance
Footprint, could be excluded from the MCCO Project design and the areas conserved as
archaeological / cultural zones.
However, no individual artefact scatter, or group of artefact scatters, within the Proposed
Disturbance Footprint was assessed as of high enough archaeological significance that would
justify major design changes to avoid particular areas.
While it is possible in theory to avoid mining activity in certain areas, the following questions need
to be borne in mind:
•

What is being saved?

•

Does the item have high enough social or archaeological values to justify saving?

•

What is the long-term advantage of saving such an item?

•

How will the item ultimately be managed and used?

•

Would the benefit of doing these works from an archaeological perspective be outweighed
by other archaeological mitigation strategies?

Given the nature of the current recordings (low density artefact scatters), the past loss of
archaeological landscape context and the impact of on-going erosion, it is difficult to justify major
MCCO Project design changes on archaeological grounds alone.
It should also be noted that harm avoidance has been incorporated into the MCCO Project design
from inception. For example, the Proposed Disturbance Footprint avoids impact to Big Flat Creek
in the centre–east of the MCCO Additional Project Area and to the tributary to Big Flat Creek in
the southeast of the MCCO Additional Project Area. Further, the disturbance corridor associated
with the overpass from the existing operation to the MCCO Additional Project Area has been
minimised as far as practical.
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Should Option B be followed, the MCCO Project would contribute less to the cumulative loss of
sites in the region by permanently preserving several sites. The MCCO Project could also add to
intergenerational equity by following Option B as the preserved areas would potentially be
available, at some time when mining concludes, for future generations to use and enjoy.
Elsewhere in the main volume of the EIS, the rationale behind the need to mine or modify areas
within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint are discussed. Given the condition and context of the
sites, the history of past impacts in their vicinity and their location in areas vital for the successful
operation of the MCCO Project, the current assessment does not see an Option B approach for
archaeological management as practical and therefore this option is not recommended.
8.2.3

Option C: No design change and mitigate archaeological impacts

If the MCCO Project is granted development consent in its current form, then there is likely impact
to 26 Aboriginal sites within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint.
Under the scenario of MCCO Project approval, Option C should be followed and the loss of
archaeological value to the 26 impacted sites will be mitigated. This option would be carried out
with the advice and involvement of the RAPs under the terms of an approved ACHMP. It would
also follow all appropriate guidelines pertaining to the NPW Act. This option is also supported in
Article 28 of The Burra Charter (Australia ICOMOS 2013) that reads:
Article 28. Disturbance of fabric
28.1

Disturbance of significant fabric for study, or to obtain evidence, should be

minimised. Study of a place by any disturbance of the fabric, including archaeological
excavation, should only be undertaken to provide data essential for decisions on the
conservation of the place, or to obtain important evidence about to be lost or made
inaccessible.
28.2

Investigation of a place which requires disturbance of the fabric, apart from

that necessary to make decisions, may be appropriate provided that it is consistent
with the policy for the place. Such investigation should be based on important
research questions which have potential to substantially add knowledge, which
cannot be answered in other ways and which minimises disturbance to the fabric.
The Burra Charter (2013) is the primary guideline policy document for the conservation and
protection of Australian cultural heritage. According to the Burra Charter, the destruction of fabric
is to be avoided although it is recognised that destruction of fabric is sometimes unavoidable. The
Burra Charter recommends that mitigation studies be undertaken to offset the loss of fabric.
In the face of widespread disturbance, Option C is justified: “to obtain important evidence about
to be lost or made inaccessible”. This loss of fabric (i.e. archaeological sites) will be minimised in
the sense that only areas within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint will be investigated and all
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archaeological investigations will be framed within research questions that will allow as much
information to be captured before the sites are further impacted by erosion and “lost” forever. The
“policy” to oversee and control this “destruction of fabric” would be an ACHMP that would be
developed in consultation with the RAPs following MCCO Project approval.
Option C contributes to the cumulative loss of sites from the region because the relatively large
Proposed Disturbance Footprint (623 ha) would be subject to archaeological salvage works.
Option C also does not add substantially to intergenerational equity: apart from the fact that the
salvage program, if conducted as described below, will capture further information about the
archaeological landscape within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint that will be available to
future generations and scholars seeking information about the area.
Should the MCCO Project be approved in its present form, Option C will form the basis of the
management recommendations that follow.

8.3 MANAGEMENT AND MITIGATION OF RECORDED ABORIGINAL SITES
8.3.1

Archaeological salvage

As a result of the current assessment, 26 sites have been recorded within the Proposed
Disturbance Footprint.
45 sites in the MCCO Additional Project Area will be avoided as they are located outside of the
Proposed Disturbance Footprint.
As seen in Table 8-1, the most common management strategy recommended on archaeological
grounds alone is for the salvage of a site through the recording and collection of surface artefacts.
This recommendation is made due to:
•

The nature of the recorded sites (93% of sites are isolated finds or low-density artefact
scatters with no associated subsurface deposits)

•

Generally thin A-Horizon soils that preclude subsurface archaeological deposits

•

Being generally located in landforms of lower archaeological potential (i.e. in areas distant
to reliable water)

•

Generally high previous disturbance from a range of factors including erosion and land
use practices

•

The low archaeological values assigned to the sites.

Sites designated for surface artefact collection have a very limited ability to further inform the
community about the history and culture of the area. While any potential research questions are
limited, some information can nevertheless be gained (see Section 8.4.1).
Section 8.4.2 sets out the protocol for the limited archaeological salvage that is proposed at four
locations within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint.
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Table 8-1 sets out the recommended archaeological management of all sites within or adjacent
to the Proposed Disturbance Footprint.
Table 8-1: Management recommendations for sites within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint.
AHIMS ID

Site name

37-2-0741

ManobalaiCastle Rock 4

Site type
Artefact
Scatter

Scientific
significance

Degree of
harm

Comment

Management strategy

Low

Total

Low density
artefact scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

Moderate
surface artefact
density and
some potential
for subsurface
deposits. Some
general
disturbances in
the area

Archaeological excavation as
the site is located within a
former portion of ACHO-5 and
was intentionally not
investigated during the test
excavation program (see
Section 6.1). See Section
8.4.2 for excavation
methodology

37-2-2193

BFC31

Artefact
Scatter

Moderate

Total
(Although the
site spans the
Proposed
Disturbance
Footprint
boundary, it is
recommended
that the entire
site be
salvaged.)

37-2-3884

BFC71

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated
artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

37-2-3990

BFC90

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density
artefact scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

37-2-4116

BFC92

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density
artefact scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

37-2-4117

BFC93

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density
artefact scatter

Archaeological excavation as
the site is located within a
former portion of ACHO-5 and
was intentionally not
investigated during the test
excavation program (see
Section 6.1). Excavation at
this site to sample northern
bank of Big Flat Creek. See
Section 8.4.2 for excavation
methodology

37-2-4118

BFC94

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density
artefact scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts
Archaeological excavation as
the site is located within a
former portion of ACHO-5 and
was intentionally not
investigated during the test
excavation program (see
Section 6.1). See Section
8.4.2 for excavation
methodology

37-2-4119

BFC95

Artefact
Scatter

Low-moderate

Total

Moderate
surface artefact
density and
some potential
for subsurface
deposits. Some
general
disturbances in
the area

37-2-4491

BFC99

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated
artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

37-2-4492

BFC100

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated
artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

37-2-4563

BFC102

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density
artefact scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

37-2-5425

BFC150

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated
artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

37-2-5428

BFC113A

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated
artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact
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AHIMS ID

Site name

Site type

Scientific
significance

Degree of
harm

Comment

Management strategy

37-2-5430

BFC115

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated
artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

37-2-5431

BFC116

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density
artefact scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

37-2-5432

BFC117

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated
artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

37-2-5449

BFC134

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density
artefact scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

37-2-5802

MN OS1

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density
artefact scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

37-2-5805

MN OS4

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density
artefact scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

37-2-5807

MN OS6

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density
artefact scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

37-2-5809

MN OS8

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density
artefact scatter

Archaeological excavation as
the site is located within a
former portion of ACHO-5 and
was intentionally not
investigated during the test
excavation program (see
Section 6.1). Excavation at
this site to sample northern
bank of Big Flat Creek. See
Section 8.4.2 for excavation
methodology

37-2-5810

MN OS9

Artefact
Scatter

Low

Total

Low density
artefact scatter

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefacts

37-2-5816

MN IF3

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated
artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

37-2-5818

MN IF5

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated
artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

37-2-5819

MN IF6

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated
artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

37-2-5824

MN IF11

Isolated
Find

Low

Total

Isolated
artefact

Mapping, description and
collection of surface artefact

8.3.2

Sites requiring specific management to prevent harm

There are four sites that are closely adjacent to the Proposed Disturbance Footprint and may be
unintentionally harmed by the MCCO Project unless specific management is undertaken to avoid
impacts (Table 8-2). Due to their proximity to proposed works, these sites are at greater risk of
unintentional impact when compared to sites located further away (Figure 8-1). These sites
should be permanently fenced and signed prior to works beginning to provide adequate
protection.
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Table 8-2: Sites requiring specific management to ensure conservation.
AHIMS ID

Site name

GDA Zone 56
Easting

GDA Zone 56 Northing

Site type

Scientific
significance

37-2-0742

Manobalai-Castle
Rock 5

283181

6429240

Artefact Scatter

Low-moderate

37-2-5433

BFC118

282324

6428173

PAD

Unknown

37-2-5480

MCO001

283039

6428912

Artefact Scatter

Low

37-2-5806

MN OS5

279841

6427694

Artefact Scatter

Low

Figure 8-1: Aerial showing the sites that require special management during the proposed works.

8.3.3

Management of blast impacts

There are five registered rockshelters with PAD within the MCCO Additional Project Area:
BFC128 (37-2-5443); BFC129 (37-2-5444); BFC130 (37-2-5445); BFC131 (37-2-5446); and
BFC132 (37-2-5447).
The blast assessment completed by Enviro Strata Consulting as part of the MCCO EIS has not
identified any significant ground vibration levels that are likely to cause impacts to identified
rockshelter sites.
As such, these rockshelter sites will not be subject to specific blast monitoring.
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8.3.4

Further investigation of rockshelter sites

All rockshelters were inspected during the survey and none recorded any evidence of Aboriginal
occupation and all were regarded as being unlikely to contain PAD.
However, as there is uncertainty over the nature of the archaeological deposits in these
rockshelters, it is recommended that limited manual excavation take place in each rockshelter so
that the future management of the rockshelter can be effectively determined.
The manual excavation will consist of a single 50 by 50 cm excavation square being excavated
at each shelter. These excavations will utilise the following methodology:
•

Prior to commencing any investigation within a rockshelter, all RAPs will be provided
notice of the upcoming works and a brief excavation methodology which will include the
protocols below. The primary aim of this communication is to allow RAPs to comment on
the methodology and/or to suggest an alternative methodology considering their cultural
knowledge of how rockshelters were used in the past

•

The excavation square should be placed at a location that will best provide information
regarding the depth and nature of any archaeological deposits associated with the shelter.
Ideally this location should be within the dripline of the shelter, but if such a location is not
available, a location outside of the dripline is also permissible

•

Depth of deposit should be tested with a thin wire probe to determine where the soil profile
may be deeper

•

The excavations will continue until bed rock is reached

•

Should the excavations encounter roof collapse that can be clearly identified as not bed
rock, the excavation of a second excavation square (50 by 50 cm) is permissible to sample
the complete soil profile

•

Should the initial 50 by 50 cm excavation square not encounter any archaeological
deposits, a second excavation square (50 by 50 cm) is permissible in case there are
variations in the location of archaeological deposits within the rockshelter

•

The excavation protocols will also follow the methodology set out in Section 8.4.2.
However, the aim of this excavation program is not to excavate the entirety of the
rockshelter deposit but to simply determine if archaeological deposits are present. As
such, the provisions for expansion as set out in Section 8.4.2 should only occur if deemed
absolutely necessary. The aim is to conserve as much as is possible of any archaeological
deposit as the rockshelters themselves are out of the Proposed Disturbance Footprint and
the excavation is to inform future management only.

Depending on the results of the excavations, the following outcomes will be followed:
•

If these investigations demonstrate that there are associated archaeological deposits, the
applicable shelters will have their site card updated to include this finding. These
rockshelter sites will not be subject to specific blast monitoring (as geotechnical expert
advice is that blast impacts are unlikely; see Section 8.3.3) but a photographic record
should be maintained so that any deleterious changes to the condition of these sites is
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recorded and, if possible, remedied. This photographic monitoring will be part of the
existing monitoring program as set out in the ACHMP Section 3.6.1.1. The remaining
deposits not disturbed by the limited archaeological investigation shall be maintained in
situ
•

8.3.5

If these investigations demonstrate that there are no associated archaeological deposits,
the applicable shelters will be listed as ‘not a site’ by the agency of an Aboriginal Heritage
Impact Recording Form and no further management is required.
Conservation management options

It should be stressed that the salvage measures set out in Table 8-1 are assessed as sufficient
to adequately mitigate impacts to the archaeological values of sites in the Proposed Disturbance
Footprint. However, to address the cumulative loss of sites in the immediate vicinity of the
Proposed Disturbance Footprint, the following conservation strategies will be followed by
Mangoola in order to achieve further archaeological benefits arising from the MCCO Project.
8.3.5.1 MCCO Cultural Heritage Management Area
Mangoola will provide for the maintenance of the landscape in a 23.5 ha area termed here the
‘MCCO Cultural Heritage Management Area’ that encompasses landforms adjacent to the
tributary to Big Flat Creek in the southeast of the MCCO Additional Project Area (Figure 8-2).
This area contains seven known sites with some of the sites containing 100s of artefacts. It also
contains sites with the highest archaeological values of the MCCO Additional Project Area
including two sites (37-2-5441 [BFC126] and 37-2-5442 [BFC127]) that are assessed as having
moderate–high archaeological values (Section 7.2.2). The MCCO Cultural Heritage
Management Area will be fenced to exclude livestock and will be signed to recognise the area’s
cultural and archaeological values. Mangoola will allow natural landform rehabilitation to occur in
this area but will also investigate non-intrusive erosion controls such as seeding or hand planting
of trees. The area will be monitored by Mangoola to ensure weed and feral animal control is
maintained. The area could be visited by Aboriginal community members during scheduled
monitoring programs (as per ACHMP Section 3.6.1.1) or following a request to Mangoola.
8.3.5.2 Management of sites out of impact
Mangoola will undertake to manage in the landscape the 45 known Aboriginal sites within the
MCCO Additional Project Area but outside of the Proposed Disturbance Footprint listed in Table
8-3. Management of these sites will follow the procedures set out in the ACHMP Section 3.2.1.

Aboriginal Archaeology Impact Assessment: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

170

OzArk Environment & Heritage

Figure 8-2: Aerial showing the MCCO Cultural Heritage Management Area.

Table 8-3: Recorded Aboriginal sites inside the MCCO Additional Project Area but outside the
Proposed Disturbance Footprint.
AHIMS

Site name

GDA Zone 56
Easting

GDA Zone 56
Northing

Site type

37-2-0509

Sandy Hollow, Singleton 1

281535

6427179

Artefact Scatter

37-2-0739

Manobalai-Castle Rock 2

280741

6430165

Isolated Find

37-2-0740

Manobalai-Castle Rock 3

281086

6430009

Isolated Find

37-2-0742

Manobalai-Castle Rock 5

283181

6429240

Artefact Scatter

37-2-2164

BFC01

281401

6427243

Artefact scatter

37-2-2190

BFC28

281524

6427130

Artefact Scatter

37-2-2191

BFC29

281556

6427184

Artefact scatter

37-2-3882

BFC69

279746

6427863

Isolated Find

37-2-3883

BFC70

279743

6427841

Artefact Scatter

37-2-3991

BFC91

279991

6428000

Isolated Find

37-2-4109

BFC96

281429

6427290

Artefact Scatter

37-2-4580

BFC107 (MDG1)

283416

6429064

Artefact Scatter

37-2-4582

BFC109 (MDG3)

280187

6428445

Isolated Find

37-2-4863

BFC111

279698

6428117

Artefact Scatter

37-2-5433

BFC118

282324

6428173

PAD

37-2-5434

BFC119

282490

6428448

PAD

37-2-5439

BFC124

284126

6428645

Artefact Scatter

37-2-5440

BFC125

284057

6428564

Artefact Scatter
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37-2-5441

BFC126

283915

6428393

Artefact Scatter

37-2-5442

BFC127

283672

6428316

Artefact Scatter

37-2-5443

BFC128

279649

6428204

Shelter (PAD)

37-2-5444

BFC129

279641

6428309

Shelter (PAD)

37-2-5445

BFC130

279641

6428308

Shelter (PAD)

37-2-5446

BFC131

279643

6428317

Shelter (PAD)

37-2-5447

BFC132

279631

6428320

Shelter (PAD)

37-2-5448

BFC133

280480

6429845

Isolated Find

37-2-5450

BFC135

279665

6429015

Artefact Scatter

37-2-5451

BFC136

279714

6428879

Artefact Scatter

37-2-5452

BFC137

280253

6429070

Isolated Find

37-2-5480

MCO001

283039

6428912

Artefact Scatter

37-2-5803

MN OS2

279751

6428600

Artefact Scatter

37-2-5804

MN OS3

279657

6428301

Artefact Scatter

37-2-5806

MN OS5

279841

6427694

Artefact Scatter

37-2-5808

MN OS7

281508

6427226

Artefact Scatter

37-2-5811

MN OS10

283601

6428501

Artefact scatter

37-2-5812

MN OS11

283973

6428529

Artefact scatter

37-2-5813

MN OS12

284122

6428453

Artefact scatter

37-2-5814

MN IF1

280755

6429805

Isolated Find

37-2-5815

MN IF2

279476

6428873

Isolated Find

37-2-5817

MN IF4

282638

6428558

Isolated Find

37-2-5820

MN IF7

279912

6428038

Isolated Find

37-2-5821

MN IF8

279677

6427905

Isolated Find

37-2-5822

MN IF9

279494

6427608

Isolated Find

37-2-5823

MN IF10

281437

6427258

Isolated Find

37-2-5825

MN IF12

284056

6428302

Isolated find
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Figure 8-3: Recorded Aboriginal sites inside the MCCO Additional Project Area but outside the Proposed Disturbance Footprint.
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8.3.6

Protocols related to the discovery of new sites

It is noted in Section 1.5.3 that the OEH submission to the SEARs stated that:
•

The EIS must outline procedures to be followed if Aboriginal objects are found at any
stage of the life of the project to formulate appropriate measures to manage unforeseen
impacts.

The protocols related to the discovery of new Aboriginal sites contained in Sections 3.3 and 3.4
of the ACHMP are adequate to cover this eventuality and will be implemented for the MCCO
Project. The policy within the current ACHMP relating to new discoveries is set out in Section
1.4.5.1 and these will be carried into the updated ACHMP.
8.3.7

Protocols related to the discovery of human skeletal material

It is noted in Section 1.5.3 that the OEH submission to the SEARs stated that:
•

The EIS must outline procedures to be followed in the event Aboriginal burials or skeletal
material is uncovered during construction to formulate appropriate measures to manage
the impacts to this material.

Protocols related to the discovery of human skeletal material will be set out in the approved
ACHMP. However, the protocols contained in Section 3.5 of the ACHMP are adequate to cover
this eventuality. These protocols are shown in Section 1.4.5.2 and these will be carried into the
updated ACHMP.
8.3.8

Care of salvaged artefacts

Following the completion of analysis and reporting, the location and type of final repository for the
salvaged artefacts will be the subject of further consultation with relevant Aboriginal parties, DPE
and OEH. Any such arrangements will be determined with reference to Section 85 of the NPW
Act and the requirements outlined in the Code of Practice (Section 3.7). This may include the
requirement for a Care Agreement to be submitted and endorsed by OEH for final artefact care
arrangements.
Mangoola have submitted a Care Agreement permit to OEH (decision pending) associated with
the relocation of previously salvaged artefacts to a safe storage location situated at the Mangoola
Coal Mine. This location was selected in consultation with the existing RAPs and in accordance
with the ACHMP.
This safe storage location is intended to be for all Aboriginal cultural heritage objects recovered
from the Mangoola Coal Mine; including those that will be recovered from the salvage program
associated with the MCCO Project.
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8.4 MANAGEMENT PROCESS
8.4.1

Archaeological salvage: surface artefact collection

Research aim: Is there any variation, on a macro level, in the distribution of certain artefact
attributes such as raw material type and artefact type across the Proposed Disturbance Footprint?
Action: To conduct an analysis of the raw materials and basic artefact features to determine
whether there is site to site variation across the Proposed Disturbance Footprint, particularly in
sites located away from water.
Aim: Archaeological data obtained will allow a local level analysis of distribution patterns within
the Proposed Disturbance Footprint.
Research Design: All visible artefacts would be flagged in the field. On hand-held GIS units, the
location, artefact class and artefact type will be catalogued in the field. A representative sample
of artefacts and views of site and in situ artefacts will be photographed. When recorded, all
artefacts from the surface of the site will be collected.
Stone artefact sites managed under this archaeological salvage will contribute to the research
aim in that the sites will have surface artefacts mapped, catalogued, selectively photographed,
collected and moved to a safe storage location situated at the Mangoola Coal Mine.
It is envisioned that these investigations would include the following methodology although the
final form of any investigation would be done in consultation with the RAPs as part of development
of the updated ACHMP.
Archaeological salvage: surface collection of artefacts
In order to fulfil the research aim, the following program is suggested:
•

All visible artefacts at a site should be flagged in the field

•

The site should be photographed after flagging and before recording

•

All artefacts should have the following artefact information entered directly into a GPS
unit, albeit one set up with all variable fields already entered to make the field recording
job more efficient:
o

Location

o

Artefact Class

o

Artefact Type

o

Size

o

Reduction level

o

Raw Material
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o

Notes.

o

A selection of indicative and / or unusual artefacts from each site will be
photographed

o

A sketch plan of the site will be completed indicating zones for the surface
collection of artefacts

o

Once all recording is complete, the artefacts will be collected according to site
zones with artefacts from each zone being kept separate.

•

Should the collection team encounter a human burial, all work should cease in the area
and advice from authorities and RAPs (should the remains be Aboriginal) sought

•

The recording of the artefacts recovered will largely be completed in the field and this data
would be incorporated into a report

•

Analysis will attempt to answer the research aim which is to record a statistically valid
artefact assemblage from across the Proposed Disturbance Footprint in order to better
understand inter-site variations.

The sites recommended for archaeological salvage by means of surface collection are shown in
Table 8-1.
8.4.2

Archaeological salvage: limited manual excavation

At the sites recommended for subsurface excavation in Table 8-1, it is recommended that the
surface collection of artefacts occur first (Section 8.4.1) and that manual excavation at the sites
should take place. The maximum area of excavation should be determined by the results of the
excavations but a minimum of 2 m2 at each site would be required in order to confirm the nature
of the subsurface deposits.
The manual excavation at these locations should follow the following framework.
Archaeological Salvage: Limited Subsurface Investigations
Research Aim: Are there either subsurface artefacts or intact archaeological deposits at the
location?
Action: To conduct targeted, limited archaeological excavations at the site.
Aim: To use the results of the limited manual excavation to confirm the nature of the subsurface
deposits in the former portion of the ACHOA to be impacted by the Wybong Road Overpass.
Research Design: At locations indicated in Table 8-1 limited manual excavation will take place to
determine the nature and extent of any subsurface deposits within the former portion of the
ACHOA to be impacted by the Wybong Road Overpass.
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If the results of the limited manual excavations demonstrate that there is archaeological data that
will enable a meaningful analytical analysis, then this analysis will be undertaken. This analysis
could include, but not be limited to:
•

Allowing the MCCO Additional Project Area to be placed within the broader Hunter Valley
context

•

Analysing if there are differences in artefact typology and range between the open and
closed sites to be investigated (see Section 8.3.4 for the investigations of the rockshelter
sites)

•

Analysing chronological changes that may occur in technology, raw materials, tool use,
or the spatial patterns of site use

•

Analysing whether stone tool manufacture paradigms such as Redbank A strategy are
present at the sites investigated.

The methodology for the possible salvage by manual excavation at these sites is as follows:
•

A minimum of eight 0.5 m by 0.5 m excavation squares (two square metres) would be
excavated to culturally sterile soil levels such as the basal clays at each site. Should basal
clays be too deep to be reasonably reached by manual excavation, the decision as to
whether sufficient excavation has occurred will rest with the Excavation Director

•

The eight excavation squares be spaced at no more than 5 m apart. Thus a 35 m transect
will be investigated

•

Spits at each area would start in 5 cm increments although 10 cm increments could be
used once it is established it is archaeologically prudent to do so

•

All deposits would be dry sieved at location

•

All recording will be done in the field in standard context sheets and the archaeologist will
ensure that all necessary photographs, section drawings and soil analysis shall take place

•

The decision to expand from the initial two square metres shall be determined by the
results of the eight 0.5 m by 0.5 m squares and would be done in consultation between
the archaeologists and RAPs present. The final decision on whether expansion is
desirable will rest with the Excavation Director

•

The grounds for expansion would include:
o

The complete excavation of a feature (such as a hearth) that may have been
intersected by an excavation square

o

The complete excavation of a concentration of artefacts such as a knapping floor
that may have been intersected by an excavation square.

•

Any expansion beyond the two square metres would include areas totalling no more than
an additional two square metres

•

In what is assessed as an unlikely event, should the excavations encounter high value
archaeological deposits, it should be possible to commence larger scale manual
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excavation at that location. Deposits or features that would characterise high value
deposits include:

3

o

Undisturbed deposits showing discernible archaeological stratigraphy;

o

Any exceptional finds (unusual materials, rare preservation, rare artefact type)
believed to have archaeological context

o

A high density of artefacts 3 (more than 100 per square metre) in largely
undisturbed contexts.

•

Should the excavations encounter a human burial, all work should cease in the area and
advice from authorities and RAPs (should the remains be Aboriginal) sought

•

All excavated material (stone tools, bone, shell etc.) will be fully analysed and a report of
the findings prepared.

An artefact is regarded as any debitage with a maximum dimension greater than 15 mm.
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9 RECOMMENDATIONS
The following recommendations are made based on:
•

24 newly recorded sites were identified within the MCCO Additional Project Area during
the survey (12 artefact scatters and 12 isolated finds; noting that one newly recorded site
is outside of the MCCO Additional Project Area)

•

There are 47 registered, valid, sites within the MCCO Additional Project Area (noting that,
following the test excavation program, site BCF114A (37-2-5429) was determined not to
be a site)

•

Collectively there are 71 extant Aboriginal sites located within the MCCO Additional
Project Area

•

Of the 71 sites in the MCCO Additional Project Area, 53 or 75 per cent were assessed as
having low scientific significance. Seven sites have unknown scientific significance as they
are PADs with no visible site manifestations. Eleven sites ranged from low-moderate
scientific significance to moderate-high scientific significance

•

26 sites are located within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint and will be impacted by
the MCCO Project

•

The 26 sites that are liable to be impacted consist of 15 artefact scatters and 11 isolated
finds. 24 sites (92 per cent) are assessed as having low scientific values due to low
artefact densities, lack of associated subsurface deposits and observed disturbances.
Two sites (eight per cent) have either low-moderate or moderate scientific significance
with both being located in the previously planned portion of the ACHOA that will be
impacted by the Wybong Road Overpass

•

45 sites are outside of the Proposed Disturbance Footprint and will not be impacted by
the MCCO Project.

Table 8-1 lists all sites that are likely to be impacted by the MCCO Project and tabulates the
associated scientific values assessment and recommended archaeological management
strategies.
Following granting of a development consent for the MCCO Project and because of the proposed
impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage sites within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint, the
following archaeological recommendations are made in an effort to responsibly mitigate the loss
of cultural heritage in the impact footprint.
1. The existing ACHMP will be updated in consultation with the RAPs and DPE (with input
from OEH). The archaeological management recommendations within this report should
be incorporated into the ACHMP.
2. 22 Aboriginal sites within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint are recommended to be
salvaged through a surface artefact collection. The protocol for this salvage is set out in
Section 8.4.1.
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3. Four Aboriginal sites within the Proposed Disturbance Footprint (BFC31, BFC93, BFC95
and MN OS8) are recommended to be salvaged through a program of limited
archaeological salvage. The protocol for this salvage is set out in Section 8.4.2.
4. Four sites (Manobalai-Castle Rock 5, BFC118. MCO001 and MN OS5) as set out in
Section 8.3.2 require fencing and signage to prevent inadvertent harm from the MCCO
Project.
5. In order to address the issue of cumulative loss of sites in the district, the MCCO Project
will ensure management of a 23.5 hectare area of land in the southeast of the MCCO
Additional Project Area as discussed in Section 8.3.5. This MCCO Cultural Heritage
Management Area will be fenced to exclude livestock and will be signed to recognise the
area’s cultural and archaeological values. Mangoola will allow natural landform
rehabilitation to occur in this area but will also investigate non-intrusive erosion controls
such as seeding or hand planting of trees. The area will be monitored by Mangoola to
ensure weed and feral animal control is maintained. The area could be visited by
Aboriginal community members during scheduled monitoring programs (as per ACHMP
Section 3.6.1.1) or following a request to Mangoola.
6. The five registered rockshelters (37-2-5443 [BFC128]; 37-2-5444 [BFC129]; 37-2-5445
[BFC130]; 37-2-5446 [BFC131] and 37-2-5447 [BFC132] will be subjected to limited
archaeological excavation as set out in Section 8.3.4 to determine whether the shelters
have associated archaeological deposits. Depending on the results of the excavations,
the following outcomes will be followed:
a. If these investigations demonstrate that there are associated archaeological
deposits, the applicable shelters will have their site card updated to include this
finding. These rockshelter sites will not be subject to specific blast monitoring (as
geotechnical expert advice is that blast impacts are unlikely) but a photographic
record should be maintained so that any deleterious changes to the condition of
these sites is recorded and, if possible, remedied. This photographic monitoring
will be part of the existing monitoring program as set out in the ACHMP Section
3.6.1.1. The remaining deposits not disturbed by the limited archaeological
investigation shall be maintained in situ.
b. If these investigations demonstrate that there are no associated archaeological
deposits, the applicable shelters will be listed as ‘not a site’ by the agency of an
Aboriginal Heritage Impact Recording Form and no further management is
required.
7. Mangoola will undertake to manage the 45 known Aboriginal sites within the MCCO
Additional Project Area but outside of the Proposed Disturbance Footprint listed in Table
8-3. Management of these sites will follow the procedures set out in the ACHMP Section
3.2.1.
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8. Any salvaged artefacts will remain on site at the temporary artefact storage facility
maintained by Mangoola. At the cessation of mining in the Additional MCCO Project Area,
Mangoola will initiate consultation with RAPs to determine the ultimate fate of the artefacts
that could include being placed back in the landscape near to where they originated. Any
such decision would be subject to a Care and Control agreement between the RAPs and
OEH (see ACHMP Section 4).
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APPENDIX 5: SUPPLEMENTARY SITE LOCATION AND ARTEFACT PHOTOS

37-2-0509: VIEW OF ARTEFACT LOCATIONS IN SCALD

37-2-0509: VIEW OF SAMPLE MUDSTONE FLAKES

37-2-0509: VIEW OF SAMPLE MUDSTONE SHATTER

37-2-0742: VIEW OF ERODED CREEK BANK

37-2-0742: VIEW OF CHERT BACKED BLADE

37-2-0742: VIEW OF SAMPLE ARTEFACTS
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37-2-0742: VIEW OF SAMPLE ARTEFACTS

37-2-2190: VIEW OF DISUSED TRACK

37-2-2190: VIEW OF SAMPLE ARTEFACTS

37-2-2190: VIEW OF SAMPLE ARTEFACTS

37-2-2193: VIEW OF ERODED GULLIES

37-2-2193: VIEW OF SAMPLE ARTEFACTS
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37-2-2193: VIEW OF SAMPLE BACKED ARTEFACT

37-2-2193: VIEW OF SAMPLE CORE

37-2-3884: VIEW OF MUDSTONE FLAKE

37-2-3990: VIEW OF DAM WALL

37-2-3990: VIEW

37-2-3990: VIEW OF SAMPLE ARTEFACTS

OF ORIGINALLY RECORDED MUDSTONE

FLAKE
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37-2-4109: VIEW OF VEHICLE TRACK

37-2-4109: VIEW OF MUDSTONE BLADE AND FLAKE

37-2-4109: VIEW OF HAMMERSTONE

37-2-4116: VIEW OF VEHICLE TRACK

37-2-4116: VIEW OF RERECORDED ARTEFACTS

37-2-4117: VIEW OF VEHICLE TRACK
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37-2-4117: VIEW OF MUDSTONE FLAKE

37-2-4118: VIEW OF VEHICLE TRACK

37-2-4118: VIEW OF SAMPLE ARTEFACTS

37-2-4119: VIEW OF VEHICLE TRACK

INTENTIONALLY BLANK

37-2-4119: VIEW OF SAMPLE ARTEFACTS
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37-2-4563: OVERVIEW OF SITE

37-2-4563: VIEW OF SAMPLE ARTEFACTS

37-2-4563: VIEW OF SAMPLE ARTEFACT

37-2-4582: VIEW OF QUARTZ CORE

37-2-4863: OVERVIEW OF SITE

37-2-4863: VIEW OF QUARTZ FLAKES
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37-2-4863: VIEW OF MUDSTONE CORE

37-2-5425: VIEW OF MUDSTONE FLAKE

37-2-5428: VIEW OF MUDSTONE AND QUARTZ FLAKES

37-2-5429: OVERVIEW OF SITE

37-2-5430: OVERVIEW OF SITE

37-2-5430: VIEW OF MUDSTONE CORE FRAGMENT
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37-2-5431: OVERVIEW OF SITE

37-2-5431: VIEW OF BACKED FLAKE

37-2-5431: VIEW OF SAMPLE ARTEFACTS

37-2-5431: VIEW OF SAMPLE ARTEFACTS

37-2-5432: OVERVIEW OF SITE

37-2-5432: VIEW OF QUARTZITE CORE
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37-2-5433: OVERVIEW OF SITE

37-2-5434: OVERVIEW OF SITE

37-2-5439: OVERVIEW OF SITE

37-2-5439: VIEW OF MUDSTONE BLADE

37-2-5440: OVERVIEW OF SITE

37-2-5440: VIEW OF SAMPLE ARTEFACTS
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37-2-5440: VIEW OF SAMPLE CORE

37-2-5440: VIEW OF BLADE BACKING

37-2-5440: VIEW OF ARTEFACT DENSITY

37-2-5441: VIEW OF HIGH DENSITY AREA

37-2-5441: VIEW OF HIGH DENSITY AREA

37-2-5441: VIEW OF KNAPPING AREA
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37-2-5441: VIEW OF SAMPLE ARTEFACTS

37-2-5441: VIEW OF SAMPLE ARTEFACTS

37-2-5441: VIEW OF PETRIFIED WOOD BLADE

37-2-5441: VIEW OF BLADE BACKING

37-2-5441: VIEW OF CHERT SCRAPER

37-2-5441: VIEW OF AN ASYMMETRICAL MUDSTONE BLADE
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37-2-5441: VIEW OF SILCRETE CORE

37-2-5442: OVERVIEW OF LOCI

37-2-5442: VIEW OF SAMPLE GROUND SURFACE

37-2-5442: VIEW OF BACKING

37-2-5442: VIEW OF QUARTZ TOOL

37-2-5443: VIEW OF DEPOSIT
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37-2-5443: OVERVIEW OF SITE

37-2-5444: OVERVIEW OF SITE

37-2-5444: VIEW OF DEPOSIT

37-2-5445: OVERVIEW OF SITE

37-2-5445: VIEW OF DEPOSIT

37-2-5446: OVERVIEW OF SITE

Aboriginal Archaeology Impact Assessment: Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project

288

OzArk Environment & Heritage

37-2-5446: VIEW OF DRIPLINE

37-2-5447: OVERVIEW OF SITE

37-2-5447: VIEW OF DEPOSIT

37-2-5448: VIEW OF MUDSTONE FLAKE

37-2-5449: OVERVIEW OF SITE

37-2-5449: VIEW OF FLAKES
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37-2-5450: VIEW OF MUDSTONE FLAKE

37-2-5451: OVERVIEW OF SITE

37-2-5451: VIEW OF SAMPLE ARTEFACTS

37-2-5451: VIEW OF QUARTZ FLAKE

37-2-5452: VIEW OF ARTEFACT

37-2-5480: OVERVIEW OF SITE
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37-2-5480: VIEW OF RETOUCHED FLAKE

37-2-5480: VIEW OF RETOUCHED FLAKE

37-2-5480: VIEW OF SAMPLE ARTEFACTS
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1
1.1

Introduction
Background

As Registered Native Title Claimants the Plains Clans of the Wonnarua People (PCWP) acknowledges
the ongoing responsibilities and obligations of their rightful custodianship especially in regard to the
preservation, maintenance and renewal of the Aboriginal cultural landscape values in, and
knowledge(s) of Wonnarua Country and the transfer of these values and knowledge(s) to future
generations.
As traditional custodians of Wonnarua Country the PCWP are only too well aware of the loss of
places, items and natural resource use areas of cultural importance to Wonnarua people that have,
and continue to occur across the Hunter Valley. Without dispute this is a function of land use
changes that have occurred since the commencement of European settlement in the Hunter Valley,
in or about the early to mid-1820s. In recent decades the scale of loss has increased as a result of the
expansion of coal mining and related infrastructure development across the Valley. During this time
members of the PCWP have actively involved themselves in Aboriginal archaeological survey and
assessment of resource and infrastructure development projects with a view to fulfilling their
responsibilities and obligations to their traditional lands. It has sometimes been a difficult task as it
usually involves Aboriginal archaeological site clearance and salvage works that have resulted in the,
albeit permitted 1, destruction of Aboriginal objects and sites throughout the Hunter Valley.
Moreover disproportionate emphasis on the investigation and protection of items and places of
Aboriginal archaeological significance has also been problematic for the PCWP, who have attempted
to articulate other tangible and intangible cultural values within ‘their country’ without recognition
or support 2. It remains of concern to the PCWP that there is no current regulatory requirement for a
proponent to consult with the Aboriginal community regarding their values unless a tangible
Aboriginal object is identified within the proposed development area and it is considered likely to be
subject to harm or impact by the proposed development activities.
Despite these limitations the PCWP continues to participate wherever possible in Aboriginal cultural
heritage projects and development works of likely impact to Aboriginal cultural resources within
Wonnarua country. The identification and assessment of the Aboriginal cultural values for the
Mangoola Coal Continued Operations Project - (hereafter referred to as ‘the project’) is one such
project in which the PCWP has been engaged. This project reflects the ongoing support of Glencore
Coal Assets Australia (Glencore) in actively seeking and allowing the PCWP scope to identify more
than the Aboriginal archaeological values of the Project.

1

In the terms of an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) authorised under the Part 6 (Section 90)
provisions of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974.
2
The L and E Court actions of PCWP member Mr Robert Lester being pertinent (i.e. Lester vs Ashton Coal Pty
Ltd and Anor, 2011).
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1.2

The Study Area

The study area includes the MCCO Project Area and, more broadly, the surrounding lands. The study
area is located approximately 10 kilometres to the north of Denman, between Wybong Creek and
the Hunter River, in the Hunter Valley of New South Wales. It is within the Local Government Area of
Muswellbrook as shown in Figure 1.

1.3

Document Purpose

Tocomwall Pty Ltd (Tocomwall) has been engaged by Glencore to prepare a cultural values
assessment of the Mangoola Coal Continued Operations (MCCO) Project. Tocomwall Pty Ltd
(Tocomwall) has been engaged by Glencore to undertake a cultural values assessment of the project
from the perspective of the PCWP. The intent is to provide Glencore with information regarding
PCWP specific cultural values identified in the lands and creek systems of the project. However,
cultural values as they apply to cultural landscapes are not necessarily restricted to a particular
geographic location but includes a wider geographical focus outside the study area.
Tocomwall is committed to the principles and practices of cultural heritage assessment and
management outlined in the Burra Charter (ICOMOS Australia, 1999). Hence, the more specific
purpose of this document is to identify and report the following Aboriginal cultural heritage values
of the MCCO Project in so far as they are articulated by the PCWP:
•
•
•
•

Aesthetic values (where applicable at the individual site/local area and/or landscape scale);
Social values (including traditional, contemporary, spiritual and secular values);
Scientific values (including the archaeological, as well as the environmental values, as they
apply and inform the archaeological context); and
Historic values.

The latter may include values derived from archival records that have an association with Aboriginal
individuals or groups of importance at the local and/or State level. These may include direct
testimony (oral histories) derived from PCWP members associated with historic events or factors
that have affected and influenced Aboriginal knowledge of, and engagement with, the MCCO
project. In so far as these values are to be identified and reported by Tocomwall, the purpose of this
document is also to ensure that it is both a stand-alone account of the cultural values of the PCWP in
the project that meets all the requirements and expectations of the PCWP (and Tocomwall) with
respect to issues of confidentiality and intellectual property. An ancillary function for the document
is to allow the findings and recommendations to be integrated into the MCCO Project Aboriginal
Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR). The objective is to provide Glencore with a balanced
and informative cultural values assessment report to guide any future land management of the
study area.

1.4

Aims and Objectives

The aim of the following report is to present a PCWP perspective of the study area and its environs
from a cultural perspective. However, in order to inform the study with regards to the PCWP cultural
perspective, it is also necessary to review archaeological, historical and environmental data to
provide a scientific background to compliment the cultural assessment. The purpose of this
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document will be to weld these perspectives and present a common thread that incorporates both
viewpoints.
As important and fundamental as the cultural perspective is to assess the significance of cultural
values of Aboriginal people with respect to their ‘Country’, this cannot be done in isolation from the
paradigms that are used by regulatory bodies and heritage professionals particularly during an
approvals process. In fact, one of the primary objectives of this document is to illustrate the
importance of the cultural perspective, but at the same time, acknowledge the ‘scientific’ evidence
in order to provide an interpretative platform that heritage professionals and regulatory bodies can
use to assess both cultural and scientific values in tandem. These two aspects – cultural and scientific
significance – cannot be assessed in isolation. Furthermore, cultural values evolve, hence the
importance of growing the scientific database and continually informing and updating the cultural
values. Therefore, there is a requirement for holistic archaeological approaches that incorporate
landscape histories via the earth sciences and chronometric techniques, and Quaternary methods.
This encapsulate aspects like climate and vegetation change or hydrological regimes.It includes
historical methods to investigate Contact and post-Contact accounts of Aboriginal people and
anthropological perspectives to provide human behavioural ecological models based on
ethnographic assessments of hunter-gatherer societies in order to aid in the interpretation of
archaeological patterning.
The following aims of this assessment are:
1.

To undertake a cultural values assessment for the MCCO project area from the perspective
of the PCWP that is:
I.
II.
III.

2.

3.

4.

Compliant with the requirements of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW
Act);
Consistent with the Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on Aboriginal
cultural heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011); and
Complimentary to the NSW Minerals Industry Due Diligence Code of Practice for the
Protection of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (NSWMC, 2010).

To conduct this PCWP specific cultural values assessment in accord with the requirements of
the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW,
2010a), especially as a stand-alone contribution to Stage 3, whereby information about
cultural significance is exclusively derived and determined from the perspective of the
PCWP.
To use the information obtained from this heritage assessment of the Project area and to
consult with PCWP family representatives to prepare a report that outlines the PCWP
specific cultural heritage values of the Project area, that evaluates the cultural significance of
items and places within the Project, in light of these values.
To contextualise the cultural values identified and their significance with respect to the
archaeological (scientific) values and complying with the Code of Practice for Archaeological
Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (DECCW 2010).
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5.

To make recommendations that enable the cultural values and cultural considerations
determined through the abovementioned PCWP specific cultural values assessment process
to inform the protection and management of cultural heritage values within the project
area.

The following seven primary project tasks were identified as necessary to achieve these aims:
I.
II.

III.

IV.
V.
VI.

VII.

Consultation with PCWP members in alignment with regulatory requirements, policy
standards and approved consultation guidelines;
Participate in the field assessment of the MCCO Additional Project Area with the
view to understand the nature of the physical environment and to identify the full
range of PCWP specific cultural values within it;
Archival research and other desktop review as required to ensure appropriate
understanding of the ethnographic, environmental and historical land use contexts
associated with the MMCO Project;
Documentation of oral histories and/or other commentaries from PCWP members
relating to the cultural values of the study area;
Description or mapping of the cultural values of the study area in context of the
surrounding landscape;
Synthesis of the PCWP cultural values and determination of the significance of items,
places, natural resources and/or landscapes of the study area in accordance with
accepted significance criteria; and
Articulation of management options for the identified Aboriginal cultural values and
resources within the study area. These options are expected to address such aspects
as land management and conservation of those Aboriginal cultural values from the
perspective of the PCWP whose cultural heritage it is.

Upon completion of this report, it is expected that it will be a baseline study that can be used to
inform the future management of both cultural and biodiversity values across the study area.

1.5

Limitations of Study

Tocomwall recognises that for the cultural values of the PCWP to be identified and assessed, it is
necessary to provide sufficient biophysical and sociocultural data relating to the study area so that
there is a context for the values described. The document is further limited to the use of this
material only for characterisation of those parameters of relevance to the specific articulation of the
cultural values of the PCWP.
The document will also be used to inform Glencore’s intended process to collate the values of
interested Aboriginal stakeholders as they relate to the MCCO Project Area.
This document reports the methods used and the outcomes from the PCWP to record and evaluate
its own cultural values for the purposes of managing, conserving and promoting those values in the
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long-term. To the extent that information from previous Cultural Heritage Assessments (CHA) was
undertaken to document the PCWP values in Wonnarua Country (Tocomwall 2012; 2013; 2016;
2017) is relevant, it has been included here, sometimes with limited or no alteration. This is
purposeful and a result of the fact that the cultural heritage values the PCWP hold in the study area
are those from the same physical, spiritual and perceptual realms as those derived from previous
assessments. Likewise, the PCWP is a recognised native title claimant group, with verifiable cultural
connections to Wonnarua Country that derive from genealogical links that are constant as to people
and places of storied reference.
Preparation of this document has been challenging. The majority of this challenge has related to (a)
the need to gather and collate disparate sources of evidence, (b) time-pressures arising from PCWP
involvement in activities focused on protecting their cultural heritage from other mine and
infrastructure related developments; and (c) the variable availability of key informants. Overall these
have had an impact on the timeliness of reporting. With regard to this issue Tocomwall
acknowledges the flexibility and patience demonstrated by Glencore in enabling this document and
its primary goal of comprehensively documenting the PCWP cultural values in the project, to be
realised. Tim Walls and Jason Martin are acknowledged for their commitment to supporting the
delivery of a document reflective of the depth of cultural knowledge and value of the PCWP in the
study area.
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Figure 1: General Map showing the location of the Study Area within the Hunter Valley (Aerial image ©Department Finance, Services & Innovation. Date
of extraction 19/09/2018.)
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1.6

Report Format and Authorship

The document is presented in a conventional report format so as to facilitate its inclusion in any
future management of the study area. Though mindful of meeting PCWP protocols with regard to
the sharing of information about Wonnarua country, wherever practicable, the document has
sought to adhere to the reporting conventions outlined in the Guide to investigating, assessing and
reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011a). The language of the report is styled
so as to enable it to be subject to agency review. It is not language targeted at the broader
membership of the PCWP but has been subject to editing and evaluation by the respective Heads of
Family of the PCWP.
This report has been prepared by Will Moon (Tocomwall). The cultural values used in this report
have come from various testimonies and interviews with the PCWP heads of family Charlie Franks,
Maria Stocks, Robert Lester and Rhonda Ward, with additional information from Danny and Scott
Franks.
The report was reviewed by Scott Franks and the Heads of the PCWP families.
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2

The Plains Clans of the Wonnarua Peoples

2.1

Who are the Plains Clans of the Wonnarua People (PCWP)

The PCWP are a registered Native Title Claimant group with extended familial or clan links to the hills
and plains of the central and upper Hunter Valley. The PCWP assert that these clan links provide a
continuity of connection with the Hunter Valley that extends back to the time at or before first
sovereignty. This connection is based on well-established societal norms including the recognition of
spiritual beings and places, rights and responsibility in ‘Country’ and the hunting, gathering and
sharing of resources within the boundaries of ‘Wonnarua’ country. The PCWP recognises two apical
ancestors namely ‘Mary’ the mother of Matilda Smith (nee Hughes) and ‘Emily’, the mother of Henry
“Harry” Taggart as providing these traditional and continuing genealogical links to their claimant
lands. The absence of further apical ancestors with both traditional and continuing links to
Wonnarua country within the claimant group is readily attributed to issues associated with the first
contact and later engagements of the PCWP with European settlers including:
•
•
•

•
•

2.2

The active military suppression of the Wonnarua in the 1820s (see Gollan 1993; Millis 1994);
Health issues, including susceptibility to introduced diseases such as smallpox as well as
inherent factors like high infant mortality rates (Le Maistre 1996);
The decline in access to habitable areas due to alienation of land by white settlers and
reduction in food resources as native animals were culled to increase the stocking rates of
domestic animals (Threlkeld c. 1828-1846; Noble N.D);
The need to cohabit on pastoral properties, or to move off country and into fringe camps
and / or Aboriginal Reserves (Noble N.D); and the
Resistance to actions of the settler community to try and Christianise the Wonnarua people
and devalue their customary ways (Lester 2012).

The Traditional Lands of the Wonnarua People

Ethnographic accounts and anthropological notes written in the mid-to late 19th century indicate
that the traditional territory of the Wonnarua extended over a two thousand square mile area of
land that included the Hunter River and all its tributaries from within ten miles of Maitland to the
apex of the Liverpool Ranges (e.g. Miller 1886, Fawcett 1898a; 1898b). This is the territory within
which the PCWP claim Native Title interest (Figure 2). The early European records describe the
smaller social and/or family groups of the Wonnarua with reference to the place names of the areas
in which they gathered and/or were to be found (Le Maistre 1996). Thus for example, those
Aboriginals first noted in the diary entries of John Brown (Brown c.1825) as being within the vicinity
of Glendon Estate later became known as the ‘Glendon Blacks’; those within the area about
Singleton were described as the ‘natives of Patrick Plains’ (Le Maistre 1996); and those near
Wollombi as the ‘Wollombi blacks’ (e.g. by Breton 1834: 219). These are of course colonial
attributions of names to apparent community aggregations that may or may not have accurately
reflected the kinship units and group ranges that existed at this time within Wonnarua society.
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Hence in the 1826 Sydney newspaper reportage of an attack by Aboriginals on Captain Lethbridge’s
Station, Bridgman (to the south east of the study area) the following description was supplied:
‘The Mountain Blacks, in the neighbourhood of Glenny’s Creek [sic], in one of the more
remote districts of Hunter’s River, have again not only been troublesome, but also evinced a
spirit of revenge...(The Sydney Gazette and New South Wales Advertiser, Saturday 9
September 1826).’
In this case the choice of naming the Aboriginal group involved as either ‘Mountain Blacks’ or
“Glennys Creek Blacks” appears quite arbitrary. It is an attribution of geographic association that
shows no comprehension of the likelihood that for the Aboriginal party involved the entire course of
“Glenny’s Creek”, from its more mountainous headwaters to its lower floodplain adjoining the
Hunter River, was part of their traditional home base and resource range.
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Figure 2: Location of the PCWP Traditional Country (Source NNTT 2014)
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2.3

An introduction to the Heads of Families of the PCWP

In the context of the agreed terms of an advertised meeting held in 2010 to consider authorisation
and lodgement of the PCWP’s first Native Title Claim, the descendants of either Mary Shoe or Henry
‘Harry’ Taggart jointly confirmed that the PCWP would follow customary lore with respect to the
rights and responsibilities of individuals to speak for family. This would ensure continuance of
customary practices and ensure that decisions regarding matters of cultural heritage within the
country of the PCWP were determined by the right family group(s). It was also expected to ensure
that each family group had a voice in the process. Systems of silent voting and/or ‘show of hands’
mechanisms for decision making were flatly rejected as being in no way representative of the
traditional rites, lores and customs of the PCWP. As Maria Stocks (2012: para. 4) explains it:
‘The lores and customs of our family groups were not voted upon but were handed down,
usually by the passing of an elder. It was usually a man’s role to be the Head of Family but if
for whatever reason a male person didn’t accept the responsibility it would be transferred
‘down the line’. My mother Barbara Foot was our family Elder and spokesperson as she had
been the ‘next in line’ upon the passing of her father. In this way the Head of Family role was
handed down to me. I accepted the role from my mother and I am now the Elder and
spokesperson for our family.’
At this initial authorisation meeting - having agreed to customary lore mechanisms - four family lines
were identified from within the descendant group of the two named apical ancestors (i.e. Mary Shoe
and Henry ‘Harry’ Taggart) and ‘Heads of Family’ for each family line were established. It was also reaffirmed that the ‘right to speak’ was (and forever is) handed down by each ‘Head of Family’ to the
next in line. Moreover, once this transference of rights and responsibilities has occurred within a
family (by whatever happenstance) it is accepted and never challenged. It is only ill-health, death
and/or by an agreement from the Head of Family to pass on his/her role and responsibility to
another individual that allows for the transference of such rights. Within the current Claimant group
the four Heads of Family named below have been identified. Notably whilst Charlie Franks remains
the recognised Head of Family for the Franks/Smith Family Line, by verbal agreement he has ceded
his role to negotiate on behalf of the Franks Family to his younger brother Scott.

2.3.1 Charlie Franks
Charlie Franks: Was born in 1963, the eldest son of Alma and Claude Franks of Mt Olive. He has three
brothers (Malcolm, Scott and Thomas) and two sisters (Ann and Mary). His paternal grandmother
Sarah Ann Smith was a Wonnarua woman. She was born at Falbrook near the village of Camberwell,
in 1894. In 1914, Sarah married Charles Henry Franks. Her father, William “Billy” Smith was born at
Sydenham in 1858, the son of James Smith a non- Aboriginal labourer and Matilda Hughes an
Aboriginal woman who was born in about 1832. In turn, Matilda was the daughter of Joseph Hughes
a brick maker and Mary Shoe an Aboriginal woman who was born in about 1800. James Smith and
Matilda Hughes were married in the St Clements Anglican Church at Falbrook in 1856 (Source:
Franks 2012 and Charlie Franks 2012.)

Integrating Landscape Science and Aboriginal Cultural Knowledge For Our Sustainable Future | 16

Figure 3: Charlie Franks (Photograph courtesy Charlie Franks)

2.3.2 Maria Stocks
Maria Stocks: Maria was born in 1961 and has lived in the Singleton district all her life. She is a
mother of six children (Melissa, Douglas, Miranda, Brittany, Jeremiah and Annastasia) and a
grandmother to six. She is a proud Wonnarua woman who has always known of and been told about
her Aboriginal heritage. Her Aboriginality derives from the ancestral line of her mother Barbara Foot
(nee Smith) born in Singleton in 1937, the eldest daughter of Alma Mabel Lester and James ‘Leslie’
Smith who, in turn, were both descendants of Matilda Hughes (Source: Stocks 2012).

Figure 4: Maria Stocks in the arms of her mother Barbara Foot c. 1962. (Photograph: courtesy Maria
Stocks).

2.3.3 Rhonda Ward
Rhonda Ward: Is the daughter of Bill and Ila Faulder (nee Taggart). She is almost 60 years old and has
lived in Singleton all her life. She has three adult children (Samantha, Shaleen and Dean) and ten
grand children or ‘’grannies” as she likes to call them. Rhonda claims her Aboriginal heritage through
her maternal family line of Taggart. Her mum Ila was born in 1937 and was the third eldest of six
children born to George and Ivy Taggart of Broke. Rhonda’s grandfather George was the eldest son
of Henry ‘Harry’ Frederick Taggart - a Wonnarua man - and Mary Ann Lawrence who were married in
the village of Broke in 1891. Harry was born in 1860 to nineteen year old Emily (or possibly Polly), a
Wonnarua woman from the Sandy Hollow area (Source Ward, 2012).
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Figure 5: Rhonda Ward

2.3.4 Rob Lester
Rob Lester: Is a 68 year old father of four and grandfather of six. He was born in Paddington Sydney
but is joined directly to his birth right country of Wonnarua lands through the ancestral bloodline of
his paternal grandfather, Edward Robert “Bob” Lester. His grandfather was born at Bridgman, Patrick
Plains in 1893, the son of Mary Anne Smith and Edward Lester. Mary Anne Smith was the daughter
of Matilda Hughes, a Wonnarua woman who herself was born at Patrick Plains in 1832. Rob also
claims an historical connection to Wonnarua lands through his paternal grandmother Ada
Waters/Miller who was the grand-daughter of Sarah Madoo. As Rob explains it, Sarah Madoo his
great great-grandmother was a Worimi person, born on the Allyn River at Eccleston in 1847, then
moving from Eccleston to Singleton in later years (Source: Lester 2012).

Figure 6: Robert Lester.
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3
3.1

Historical Sources
A Brief History of Contact and Post-Contact Settlement in Wonnarua Country

The first permanent settlement in the Hunter Valley was a penal settlement, which was established
in 1804 at the mouth of the Hunter River and was then known as the Coal River. At this time, the
population of the settlement consisted only of the military garrison, convicts and civilian officials and
the only transport between this settlement and Sydney was by water (Karskens 1985). Convicts were
employed in coal mining, timber getting, lime-burning and labouring in the penal settlement and its
wharves. The lands in the region of the Hunter River were initially closed to free settlement and the
resources therein were reserved for the use or the profit of the Government (Wood 1972).
Nevertheless by 1812 some small-farms had been established and a few well-behaved convicts
occupied grants at Patterson’s and Wallis Plains (Maitland).
In 1819 John Howe, a grazier and constable at Windsor, located the first overland route between
Windsor and Jerrys Plains in the Upper Hunter (Karskens 1985). This route passed through the area
occupied by the current village of Bulga, it being the first place reached by Howe, Singleton, Thorley
and others in leaving the ranges (Eather 1921). A second expedition led by Howe in 1820 followed a
slightly different route and it was this later route that was officially opened to the public in 1823 as it
rapidly developed as the main thoroughfare for travelling stock from the northern districts of New
South Wales (Karskens 1985; Eather 1921). Soon after, when Cunningham traversed the route, he
described it in less than glowing terms maintaining that it was:
‘A rugged bridle track over a mountain ridge called Bulga, quite unfit to take an empty cart
by (Cunningham 1827: 75).’
Despite the difficult and circuitous nature of the route identified by Howe in 1820, he was
subsequently granted land at Jerrys Plains for his discovery of the Bulga Road (Karskens 1985). Thus
began the alienation of Wonnarua land. In March 1821 there were just 21 settlers in the Hunter
Valley including John Howe and Benjamin Singleton. Within four years this had increased ten-fold to
283 settlers spread along the river as far as Segenhoe in the north, creating a farming district second
only to the district of the Cumberland Plains (Karskens 1985: 23). During the period from 1823- 1827
approximately 25% of the land available along the Hunter was converted to freehold title by Crown
grant (Robinson and Burley 1962). Figure 7 shows the land granted along the Hunter River at 1828.
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Figure 7: Detail from the Map of the River Hunter and its Branches...showing the land grants (Extract
from Dangar 1828a).
By the mid-1820s, Sydney's maritime economy was sufficiently developed to provide reliable and
regular shipping and communications between the Hunter and Sydney. Consequently, from the
beginning of European settlement of the Hunter, Wonnarua people faced a more developed and
established colonial world than their Aboriginal neighbours faced earlier in Sydney and the Coal
River. The Hunter was within a long night's steaming and was in easy reach of Sydney, so far as
settlers were concerned (Karskens 1985). New South Wales population had grown through natural
increase and immigration to provide a free labour market. The convict assignment system also
provided labour. The growth in numbers of 'native born' in the colony (this phrase is used to refer to
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the locally born children of Europeans in NSW and not indigenous people who were usually referred
to as the native blacks) meant there was no shortage of labour and therefore few opportunities for
Aboriginal people, unless they had relevant skills and local knowledge valued by settlers. Capital was
available for new areas and land-based ventures supporting extensive farming activities in the
Hunter (Le Maistre 1996).
Likewise, the growing population of Sydney provided a market for produce. As a result, European
settlers rapidly displaced Wonnarua people on the Hunter River. Aboriginal people's resources were
seriously depleted immediately and the Wonnarua people experienced harsh times. The records
indicate that at first Aboriginal people fought literally to be able to continue some of their life habits
and resorted to predatory behaviour to protect access to water and food (Le Maistre 1996).
In 1826 district magistrate Robert Scott (who with his brother Helenus received a grant of 2000 acres
at Glendon which he commenced to occupy in c. 1823), reported to the Governor outlining
Aboriginal aggression within the area of his jurisdiction over a 10 month period (Le Maistre 1996:34).
According to his report Wiradjuri people (i.e. the ‘Mudgee Blacks’) cooperated with the Wonnarua at
the Wollombi Brook - deep in the territory of the antecedents of the PCWP - despite earlier conflict
between the two groups. The cooperative effort of these two tribal groups, including the significant
penetration of the Wiradjuri within Wonnarua territory was to combat a common enemy: the
settlers (Le Maistre 1996).
Robert Scott also took a deposition from George Claris, assigned servant, working as a hut keeper for
Mr Howe, on 25 March 1827, that demonstrated the cooperative stance of the Aboriginal groups
within the Hunter Valley against the settlers at this time:
‘Tuesday last natives assembled, including Bit of Bread carrying a poisoned spear and
threatening vengeance for accusing him wrongfully — King Jerry told me that if Bit of Bread
was hurt by the white men that he would assemble a thousand Black fellows and spear every
white man they fell in with, that the Soldiers were all gone away, that they were not afraid
and desired me to inform white men at the plains so. One showed me how they surround the
huts of the settlers and with a frying pan handle how they would spear us through the Slabs
of the Hut, being in an unprotected state we gave them Bread, Milk and Tobacco but they
would not be satisfied and I am confident that had it not been for the two strong men that
we persuaded to stop, Death would have been the result (NSW State Records5/1161; Le
Maistre 1996: 54).’
The challenging mood of the colonial frontier and the particular circumstances faced by the
Wonnarua was captured and editorialised in the Sydney Press at this time:
‘Three blacks at Hunter's River have been shot, it appears, by the mounted police. We hope it
is true, that they were all shot in the act of running away. But still we think their keepers
ought to be severely punished for giving them the opportunity to run, and thereby cause their
slaughter to be an act of justifiable homicide. There ought to be a solemn investigation. The
laws of England will not justify a constable in killing a thief, if by any other means he might
have secured him. A constable or a horse patrol is not to be careless about securing a
prisoner, and say to himself, “it's no matter—if he attempts to run, I'll shoot him.” The
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Australian says, that two of the natives slipped their ropes and would not return, even
though the horse patrol kindly requested them so to do; and therefore they shot them! Now,
we suppose when they were shot, the distance at which these carrion crows were winged,
could not have exceeded 100 yards. Amid yet the Australian editor, a barrister, a humane
English lawyer says, with the most revolting flippancy, “They”, the poor blacks, “were hailed
by the party, but ineffectually and, as the “police men saw no means of securing their
prisoners " alive, they deemed it advisable to secure them dead “and so they fired upon them
and shot them, and shot them dead too!!!” Again, gentle reader. “Another black native, who
had committed depredations on a stock-man of Mr McIntyres, was also taken, and also shot
by the mounted police. When the fellow approached the river, in the way to Wallis's Plains,
he slipped the rope and took to his heels, intending to take to the river —just us he reached
the banks of the river, he received a ball, which was considered the only measure capable of
arresting his flight, and which proved fatal. He was shot dead, and thus secured!!! (The
Monitor, September 1, 1826).’
In the oral tradition of the PCWP - and in historical reviews of the colonial record (Gollan 1993; Millis
1994) - the declaration of martial law, the dispatching of troops and the punitive expeditions
conducted by members of the mounted police resulted in many massacres of Wonnarua people at
this time. Ultimately, this crushed the resistance and led to a massive decrease in the numbers of
Wonnarua people in the Upper Hunter, such that in 1831 when the Surveyor General Thomas
Mitchell entered the valley he observed that:
'The natives have almost all disappeared from the valley of the Hunter (cited in Millis 1994:
69).’
The Wonnarua response to displacement from their land, including the concomitant reduction in
quantity and access to traditional food resources, as well as the apparent military suppression, was
not uniform. Among the Wonnarua, some individuals and family groups, including antecedents of
the PCWP, clung to their Aboriginal ways. Others entered the white economy in their youth and
adjusted many of their life habits while still strongly identifying as Aboriginal. Writing in a collection
of missionary papers, Reverend Boodle (1874) observed remnant members of the Wonnarua that he
had encountered at Muswellbrook at the end of the 1840s, noting that this group maintained much
of its cultural independence:
‘Occasionally in a long bush ride, a few might be overtaken (with their hatchet, boomerang
and waddy stuck in their girdle), with a lump or two of fat twisted among the curls of their
hair, and perhaps their gins, or wives, following, carrying by the tail the newly killed
opossums. The clothing of the men was sometimes a striped shirt, sometimes a blanket given
by Government, sometimes nothing but their girdle. The women usually wore a blanket or
opossum rug, unless some white woman had given them a gown (Reverend Boodle 1874:
160-161).’
Yet, not all the Wonnarua remained culturally independent even in the first generation after
European settlement. Reverend Boodle (1874) also provides some comment on those that were
among the first absorbed into European working habits:
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‘There are always individuals among the tribes who will, with more or less regularity, join
themselves to the white man, tend or wash sheep, act as stockmen (for they are very fond of
riding), work about a house or garden, reap, or take part in many of the other occupations of
civilised life (Reverend Boodle, 1874:158).’
Some young women found domestic work. Emily, the Aboriginal progenitor of the Taggart family
was working as a domestic when she conceived her son, Henry Frederick Taggart (Ward 2012).
Young Aboriginal men also found employment locally when there was a strong exodus to the gold
fields and local vacancies occurred for young men. George Boyle White, Surveyor and resident of
Singleton and Maitland, mentions several employers of Aboriginal boys in his journals (Le Maistre
1996: 65). Some members of the PCWP also recollect that their great grandparents were stockmen,
drovers and timber-getters working on various properties across the Hunter and beyond (e.g. Stocks
2012; Charlie Franks pers com. 2012).
By the 1860s government reserves were becoming increasingly common throughout New South
Wales as a way to control the movement of Aboriginal people. In 1893 St Clair Mission, was declared
a Government Reserve (McGuigan 1983). This mission was located at Carrowbrook, a village lying
between Muswellbrook and Singleton (Noble n.d). Though situated in the territory of the Wonnarua,
residents of the Mission were drawn from neighbouring tribes including the Worimi, Awabakal, and
Darkinjung (Gray 2010). In 1905 the St Clair Mission came under the control of the Aborigines Inland
Mission (AIM), an organisation founded by Baptist missionary Retta Dixon (Blyton et al 2004). A year
later she assisted in the establishment of a female orphanage for Aboriginal girls in George Street
Singleton and a second mission at Redbournberry on the banks of the Hunter River (Gray 2010).
St Clair operated as a Mission until 1918 when it was taken over by the Aborigines Protection Board
and was renamed Mount Olive Reserve. At his time the Aboriginal people were subjected to the
absolute control of the newly appointed Station Manager and many people were removed from
Mount Olive for failing to adhere to the strictly imposed rules (Blyton et al 2004). As a result the
number of people living on the Reserve declined and by 1923 it was closed to Aboriginal people. For
the period that St Clair Mission – Mt Olive Reserve operated, a further dissolution and dismantling of
traditional Aboriginal lifeways occurred. At this time Aboriginal children were removed from their
families (See Stocks 2012); others sought to avoid the strictures of the management regimes and/or
missionary efforts to Christianise their children by moving away from Wonnarua country (Lester
2012). When doing so links to the Wonnarua Lands were still maintained through regular visits with
extended family and clan by maintenance of oral history that was handed down from generation to
generation.
For much of the first half of the twentieth century, the economic activity of the Singleton LGA was
based on rural industries such as dairying, beef cattle production, vegetable and fodder farming
(Robinson and Burley 1962). Members of the PCWP who retained residence in the area found work
as Dingo bounty hunters, rabbit trappers, farmers, orchardists, timber getters and/or as cooks and
cleaners (Franks 2012, Stocks 2012; Ward 2012). To some extent relationships developed between
the PCWP and the local farming community that enabled some continuance of access to traditional
lands. From the 1960s, with the advent of open cut methods for mining coal, the large deposits of
steaming coal found close to the surface in the Singleton LGA became viable exploitable resources.
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Hence from about the mid-seventies more than ten major open cut coalmines commenced
operation. Major ancillary infrastructure developments were also completed at this time, including
the Liddell and Bayswater Power Stations (HLA-Envirosciences 2007). These resulted in the
destruction and removal of a significant number of Aboriginal sites throughout the Hunter.
In summary then, it is clear that the post-colonial history of the Wonnarua, as elsewhere for
Aboriginal groups throughout Australia (e.g. Morris 1994; Kijas 2009), is one of significant social
dislocation, marginalisation and dispossession from tribal lands. Yet Wonnarua people have
maintained a long and continuing attachment to the area about the central and upper Hunter Valley.
Members of the PCWP are the contemporary generation of Aboriginal people whose ancestors were
Wonnarua. Based on their descent from Wonnarua ancestors, who owned and occupied the Hunter
Valley area at the time of sovereignty, the PCWP identify as traditional owners. For them, they and
their ancestors have been associated with the area since time immemorial. The PCWP’s continuity of
association is demonstrated through oral, archival and anthropological evidence from the time of
contact through the generations to the present day. Current members of the PCWP collectively
assert that the lands of the central and upper Hunter Valley are the lands of their parents, their
grandparents and great grandparents.

3.2

Historical Accounts of Wonnarua People

During the very early explorations into the Hunter by Europeans, the Wonnarua kept their distance:
observations made by Paterson’s (1801) party investigating the Lower Hunter in 1801 indicate that
Aborigines were present. On the basis of the many canoes he saw, Barralier (1802: 81) assumed there
were “great numbers” of Aborigines in the area. Barralier (ibid) noted a young native looking for the
roots of ferns; he also discovered part of a net along a creek bank, along with evidence of a fire and in
the stream the remains of a weir. Allen Cunningham during his travels in the period 1823-25 remarked
on seeing evidence of Aborigines, but not actually observing individuals (in Brayshaw 1987). Felton
Mathew saw a group of 60 individuals camped along the banks of the Wollombi Brook in 1830: he
later returned to visit the camp of Aborigines, which was located not far from Broke. Mathews (in
Brayshaw 1987) also remarked that the men, women and children he saw were ‘…highly loathsome
from dirt and starvation...’ The influence of European occupation would have had a detrimental effect
on the community before records were started. Some of the earliest official population figures came
from the register of Aborigines taken at various stations during the annual distribution of blankets.
Records of this nature were not totally reliable as some groups, or individuals, would not make an
appearance to collect and others were thought to turn up at multiple stations (Brayshaw 1987).
By the 1840’s some of the Wonnarua still kept to their social groups but there were individuals who
will join themselves to the white men, tend or wash sheep, act as stockman, work about a house or
garden or neap, or take work in many of the other occupations of civilised life (Le Maistre, N.D: 158).
From the beginning of European settlement, Aborigines were initially used as interpreters and for
finding resources such as food and water (Blyton 2012). Their intimate knowledge of the landscape
helped in early exploration into and around the Hunter region (ibid). John Howe utilised the expertise
of two Aboriginal guides, Myles and Mullaboy from the Sydney region. Contributions by the guides
from the Hunter extended well beyond the boundaries of the region: heroic deeds by Galmara (aka
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Jacky Jacky) and Harry Brown - both from the Hunter - were involved in major exploratory expeditions.
Edgar Beale wrote of Galmara, who was the sole survivor of an attack on his party (Blyton 2012).
Galmara was honoured for his allegiance to the group and presented with a silver breast plate in
recognition of his assistance and accomplishments (ibid).
The Wonnarua persisted through the trials of the European invasion: they were thought to be almost
extinct due to infanticide, debauchery, diseases, exposure and starvation (Miller 1886). There were
still remnant tribes travelling and hunting in the Upper Hunter and at least one nearby Aboriginal held
onto his old lifestyle: Cutt Muttan lived in a rock shelter in Wollombi up until his death in 1868 (Le
Maistre N.D). Others that survived were absorbed into European society or survived by clinging to the
fringes of settlements. There are two Aboriginal progenitors that the majority of Wonnarua claimants
trace their family histories to: Sarah Madoo (or Waters) is the main progenitor who lived in Singleton
and married a half-caste, Henry Waters. Her death certificate and descendant’s accounts of their life
establish Sarah’s history, but the records and accounts have large time gaps and record her in several
places at one time and married to different men. It was very common for Aboriginals in the past to
use the same European name and even change it over time. Emily is the other progenitor who was
said to be from Broke and was working as a domestic when she conceived a son, Henry Taggart (ibid).

3.3

Cultural Practices

Early anthropological observations described the Wonnarua as being intensely religious and
constrained by strictly enforced laws (Ridley 1864; Fawcett 1898a). Likewise, tribal boundaries were
well-defined and understood both by the Wonnarua and by neighbouring tribes such that:
‘So strictly were all rights and privileges understood, that for one tribe to enter into the
district in pursuit of game was considered an offence of great magnitude and a good ground
for a hostile meeting. They had no permanent settlements but roamed around from one
place to place within their tribal district in pursuit of game and fish, which was their chief
sustenance, making periodically of the same camping grounds, generation after generation,
unless some special cause operated to induce them to abandon them. In choosing the site,
proximity to fresh water was one essential, some food supply a second, whilst a vantage
ground in case of an attack from an enemy was a third important item (Fawcett 1898a:
152).’
One early observation of Aboriginal tribal interactions within the Hunter River area suggests that
confrontation or ‘hostile meetings’ between them involved ritualised dress and took place according
to strict codes of behaviour that enabled no one to be harmed despite spears, boomerangs and
waddies being involved:
‘There was a large fight in the neighbouring mountains between the tribes of Port Stephens
and Hunter's River. Remembering the old proverb, "Those who in quarrels interpose," and
supposing there would be a good deal of blood spilt on the occasion I had no particular fancy
to visit the scene of action. The army under king Bungaree I met proceeding to the field with
all the ferocity that dabs of pipe-clay and smears of red-ochre could produce. They were
armed with spears, bommarings, and waddies, and from their erect and frowning front
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seemed sensible of the high emprise in which they were embarked, and impressed the
passing stranger with ideas of blood and slaughter. On observing us, his majesty and several
of his staff defiled to where we stood, and condescended to ask for a bit of tobacco! The next
day, instead of hearing of long lists of killed and wounded, it turned out that nobody was
hurt, but that every precaution had been taken to enable them to "fight another day.” (The
New Monthly Magazine 1828: 241).’
This same observer also described how for the Wonnarua mourning and remembrance of the dead
was also governed by strict protocols:
‘One old black was plastered nearly all over with pipe-clay, and cut a grotesque figure, not
unlike “Moon” in the masquerade. He had lost his wife—and this is their deep mourning. I
asked what his jin's name was, when he very plaintively replied, “What for, massa, you make
me cry?” It appears that a black's name is never mentioned after death; and any of the
family or tribe bearing the name of the deceased, are forthwith christened afresh, in order
that no fond remembrance may be cherished of their loss (The New Monthly Magazine 1828:
241).’
Societal restrictions were also placed upon the Wonnarua with respect to the consumption of
certain foods. Fawcett describes elements of these restrictions as follows:
‘They had laws regarding the use of food which were very imperative. The young of both
sexes were prohibited from eating certain sorts of flesh, and many animals and birds were
tabooed to both youths and females at different periods of life. Previous to the passing of the
ceremonies of the bora by which the boys were initiated into manhood, their food was like
that of the women confined to female animals, and those only of special kinds. Flying foxes
were esteemed great delicacies, and the dingo was reserved for the use of the older men
only. Emu and black snakes were also reserved for special individuals and seasons. (Fawcett
1898a: 152).’
The antecedents of the PCWP also practiced complex ceremonial rites. Individuals were subject to
one group of rites at about the age of sixteen when ceremonies took place that involved having a
front tooth knocked out, the septum of the nose pierced and the painful operation of being scarred
on the back, shoulders, stomach and occasionally the legs (Miller 1886: 353). This latter scarring
provided the necessary indication of ‘status’ and kinship with the clan group. Also at about the same
age the males were made young men with many ‘secret ceremonies’ (Fawcett 1898a 1898b). In his
manuscript titled ‘The History of Bulga near Singleton N.S.W. from 1820 to 1921’ long term resident
of the Bulga District, Mr A.N. Eather provides his recollection of the commencement process
undertaken for a ceremony that initiates or ‘Boombats’ known to him some 50 years prior (i.e. about
1870s) were to attend:
‘We had some young blacks in my house, fifty years ago, and the older blacks would come to
us, and ask us to allow these lads off for a time to be made “boombat”. Sometimes the boys
would be away for the best part of a year. Sometimes the old men would bring back the boys
in short time, saying that things were not ready for the Bora, that the other blacks were slow
in coming up, and so forth, and that the ceremonies could not go on then; but usually all the
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men, the lads, and the “jins” went off together to the appointed place of meeting. At night
time wherever they camped, several of the men would go off in different directions and make
frightsome noises all around, scaring the “jins” almost out of their wits, and awing the boys.
Thus matters would go on until they reached the big camp of assembly (Eather, c. 1921).’
Aboriginal Law also seems to have maintained harmonious relationships between Wonnarua and
Awabakal people (an Aboriginal language and/or tribal group associated with lands at the mouth of
the Hunter River) that allowed for reciprocity in the use of resources. Percy Haslam, a modern
ethnographer associated with the University of Newcastle believed for example, that the Wonnarua
were allowed once a year to move through Awabakal territory to the sea to get marine food and
salt. He also noted that:
‘As depicted in a cave painting near Wollombi; the Awabakal always invited the Wonnarua
to feasts when whales became stranded on Newcastle or Lake Macquarie beaches
(Aboriginal History in the Hunter Region, Newcastle University Archives A6712(iv); Le
Maistre 1996: 35).’

3.4

Subsistence Strategies

Traditional life for the ancestors of the PCWP was structured around a schedule of social interaction
designed to take advantage of seasonal availability of resources (Brayshaw 1966; 1986). Though
subject to seasonal extremes of drought and flood, there was both an abundance and diversity of
plant and animal life within Wonnarua territory. Fawcett notes for example that:
‘For food they ate kangaroos, wallabies, bandicoots, kangaroo rats, opossums, rats, emus,
snakes, lizards, fish, caterpillars, grubs, lava of wasps and other insects, etc., and other
animals, birds, reptiles, etc., found in their district. They used also a variety of bush fruits and
roots, one of the latter being that of the water lily (1898a: 152).’
Robert Miller (1886), who lived in the Hunter River district for some time from at least the 1840s,
also confirms that the kangaroo and emu were usual foods of the Wonnarua, as were a number of
reptiles, and a variety of roots including those of the water lily. Fawcett (ibid: 153) remarked that
animals were sometimes caught by means of nets, which were useful in wooded areas, but also by
means of a fire regime where sections of the landscape were burnt to create favourable conditions
attracting the game and improving the accessibility. Wild Turkeys and many other waterfowl as well
as bandicoots, long-nosed potoroo, native cat, fruit bats and wonga wonga were also found to be
part of their diet (Albrecht 2000). They would climb trees using an axe (Grant 1803: 158) to chop
possums, other small animals and honey from logs and trees.
Honey from two varieties of native bees (Gunson 1974:67, 124) was eaten and also mixed with
water to form a drink (Breton 1835: 195; Dawson 1830: 60; Scott 1929: 34-35). Several fish species,
eels and freshwater shellfish were consumed and mentioned by some of the early explorers (Koettig
and Hughes 1983). There is very little evidence of the types of vegetation that were exploited by the
Wonnarua: roots, yams, berries and other fruits are thought to have been part of their diet. Berries
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and fruits were also noted as being consumed by the Wonnarua when in season (The New Monthly
Magazine 1828).
Finally, one account from Mathew on the 11th of February 1830 demonstrates the potential carrying
capacity of a parcel of land in Broke:
‘There were about 60 men, women and children. I remained with them for about an hour,
and saw them retire for the night, each party or family kindling its own separate fire apart
from the others. The place they were encamped in was a romantic spot on the bank of the
Wollombi (Mathew 1832).’
Finally, much like colonists around Wollombi Brook who undertook terrace farming, vegetable
cultivation was adopted as a form of sustainable agriculture along many tributaries found within the
perimeters of the PCWP’s claimant area. The farming of yams and water lilly tubers was a significant
staple in everyday diets. As stated by Scott ‘…in the more fertile spots by the sides of brooks, there
was a species of yam, the root of which was eaten by Aboriginals (1929)’ and Backhouse ‘These
stems are roasted, and eaten by the Aborigines, the blacks also roast the roots, and make them into
a sort of cake, which they eat cold…(1843: 399).’ Hunting and gathering methods can ultimately be
defined as strategic.

3.5

Material Culture

The traditional clothing of the Wonnarua is described as being a roughly cured opossum-skin cloak,
worn with a girdle of opossum hair next to the skin although on ‘gala occasions’ they also anointed
people with a mixture of red ochre and fat (The New Monthly Magazine, 1828; Miller, 1886). Miller
also points out that the Wonnarua had various other personal effects including:
‘…ordinary spears, woomera, shields, and war boomerangs, and also the boomerang which
returns when thrown into a flight of duck and other birds with very good results. They also
had bags made of platted swamp grass; koolaman or wooden bowls, two or three feet long,
for holding water at the camp; tomohawks of hard dark coloured stone, which were first
chipped and then ground to an edge; knives made of flint for cutting up meat, and also chips
with which they skinned animals (Miller, 1886:353).’
They lived in bark mia-miams, which were shelters made of bark where each individual shelter had
its own fire (Miller 1886). Cunningham remarked on the use of bark in the construction of the
shelters: tree bark from the Melaleuca quinquenervia was cut as whole sheets from the trunk and
heated with fire to flatten out (Eyre 1859 in Brayshaw 1987). Bark was also used in the construction
of canoes: Threlkeld wrote of their manufacture, where the ends were tied with vine cord that was
also tied down the centre line so the canoe would hold its shape (in Brayshaw 1987). The shank bone
of a kangaroo was ground to a point and made the holes for the vine, where the grass tree gum was
melted over the stitching and holes to seal it (ibid). The bark of the cabbage-tree formed the thread
used to repair the canoes (Threlkeld in Gunson 1974: 191), with the bark of the Kurrajong tree being
used to tie the ends of the canoe. The Kurrajong tree was also used for making fishing lines, nets,
bags and binding spear shafts (Scott 1929: 40; 43; Barralier 1802:82). The effects of the Aboriginals
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also included three types of spears, wommera, shields and two types of boomerangs (Miller 1886).
Threlkeld (1826 in Gunson 1974:67) also described the manufacture of the spears:
•

•
•

Fishing Spear: was made from the stem of the grass tree, with four pieces of hard wood on
the end that were about two feet long that were fastened with bark thread and covered
with grass tree gum. Small wedges were affixed between the hardened wood ends; the hard
wood ends were charred and bone barbs attached at ends. The total length of the spears
was about 8 feet long;
Hunting spear: this was made in the same way except only one hard wood end was
attached, making a total length of 14-18 feet;
War spear: this was also similar to the hunting spear but had the addition of sharp quartz
flakes stuck along the hard wood joint on one side resembling teeth on a saw.

There is evidence that spears were traded between the coastal tribes and the inland tribes (Dawson
1830 in Scott 1929). For example, Threlkeld (1826) had an Aboriginal assistant that went to the
mountains to trade the spears he had manufactured in exchange for possum fur cord. Most large
game were killed with spears and/or captured with nets. Spear throwers (Wommera’s) were used to
open seafood, disembowel possums and split a piece of rotten wood to obtain grubs (Threlkeld in
Gunson 1974: 68). Threlkeld also witnessed ‘…waddies being thrown at bandicoots at short range
and were also used in battle…(quoted in Gunson 1974: 68).’ The same source also described a
heavier club referred to as a “nulla nulla” which was a mushroom shaped club with a flattish circular
head. Miller (1986) described two types of boomerangs: one was a war boomerang that did not
returnand one did return which was considered to be partly used as a toy or for hunting.
Women were described as carrying a hard wood yam stick they used for daily foraging, which was
sometimes used during altercations: it was also considered a status symbol (Brayshaw 1987).
Barrallier quoted Ebsworth (1826:79) describing how the women of the group make string from bark
and in Ebsworth’s words ‘…they twist and roll the bark in a curious manner with the palm of the
hand upon the leg; with the string they forms nets of curious workmanship. In some the meshes are
very small and neat, the whole knit without a knot, excepting at its completion…’ These nets were
observed along the banks in Wonnarua country.
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4
4.1

Landscape Context
Overview

Prior to European settlement, Aboriginal hunter-gatherers had achieved a balance with nature in
regard to their lifeways. Whereas fire has always been present in the Australian landscape, the use
of firestick farming increased the frequency and geographical impact of burning in the landscape
(Dodson and Mooney, 2002; Dodson et al 1994; Prosser 1990). Although natural erosion was always
present in landscapes, no matter how stable, it was a relatively isolated occurrence in different
landforms. The coming of Europeans and their unsuitable land management practices created an
imbalance that is still being felt in the Australian landscape. Examples such as logging, tilling of soils,
construction and subsequent urbanisation caused, and continues to cause, soils and sediments to
erode from upper and middle slopes and ‘blanket’ lower slopes and choke up creeks and rivers with
these eroded deposits. In other areas, deforestation caused water to flow off slopes at increased
rates and many ‘chains-of-ponds’, that only flooded during extreme rainfall events, subsequently
became entrenched channels and/or caused creek and river channels to migrate considerable
distances. Considerations of these landscape processes is fundamental in not only identifying the
location of archaeological sites, but in reducing the risk of impacting upon archaeological deposits
during the course of construction: for example, during bulk earth works.
This section provides a comparative overview of the landscape context of the Hunter Valley in
general.

4.2

Geomorphology

The landscape of the Hunter Valley has previously been described as:
‘For about the last 10 000 years or so (a period known as the Holocene) the landscape of the
Upper Hunter and the resources available to its Aboriginal inhabitants would have been very
much like they were in the late 1700s …... In summary, the undulating country and the flood
plains were lightly timbered (predominantly with Iron Bark Gum and Box) and well grassed.
In contrast, the banks of the major rivers (including the Hunter and the Goulburn) and the
large creeks were thickly treed, especially with ‘swamp-oaks’. The larger tributary creeks
were only shallowly incised (if at all) and were described as having ‘grassy or swampy
meadows’ and ‘chains of ponds’. The larger ponds/billabongs would have provided a
permanent or semi-permanent source of water and provided a range of aquatic plant and
animal foods and other resources. Except during severe droughts there would have been
abundant large and small game including kangaroos, wallabies, emus and wild turkeys
(bustards), as well as a host of smaller animals and birds. (ERM 2004: 7-8).’
This provides us with a starting point in how to begin looking at the landscape history of the Hunter
Valley and ultimately, how it informs a cultural values assessment. From an archaeological
settlement pattern perspective, the key conclusions to draw from the above paragraph are:
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•
•
•

Major watercourses such as rivers were incised – and as we shall see later – included terrace
systems;
The deposition of valley sediments in mid to lower catchments; and
The larger tributary creeks were only shallowly incised and more often than not, were
actually ‘grassy or swampy meadows’ and ‘chains of ponds’.

These three points are somewhat at odds with the archaeological predictive models that have been
formulated by archaeologists. The following discussion will introduce more detail in relation to the
geomorphology of the Hunter Valley and specifically, how it affects the archaeological visibility and
subsequently influences our perceptions of Aboriginal settlement patterns of the study area.

4.2.1 Historical Accounts of the Hunter Valley Landscape
The Hunter Valley experienced a greater rate of change due to European settlement compared to
Sydney and Newcastle, due to its close proximity to Sydney and it being easily accessible thanks to its
rivers and tributaries. With a growing European population and the increasing demand for resources,
the Hunter Valley was a desirable location admired for the lush nutrient rich alluvial soils fringing the
tributaries, and luxuriant grazing pastures for livestock and tall cedar trees skirting the higher terraces
of the valley. Within a short timeframe, the Wonnarua had to deal with the rapid procurement of their
resources and the manipulation of the environment by the Europeans causing a loss of their flora and
fauna staples.
John Howe was one of the first explorers to venture into the Hunter region, first arriving near Doyle’s
Creek in 1819. He observed valleys of grassland and rich alluvial soils that he presumed were ideal for
agriculture and cattle/sheep grazing. As he headed south toward Jerrys Plains, the open grasslands
with sparse tree cover continued as he travelled along the river. Governor Macquarie was informed
of the fine timber of the higher reaches of the valley and the fine green grass of the lower elevations.
Henry Dangar was a surveyor and was appointed to the position to survey the landscape of New South
Wales. He mapped out the river and creek/pond systems and the generalised geology and vegetation
profiles of the Hunter Region. In 1824 his field notes describe the Lemmington area near Warkworth
as having tolerable second class forest land made up of small Box Gums and Iron Bark, growing on stiff
(presumably clay?) soils (Field book 221). Heading south on the left bank of Wollombi Brook, near the
junction of the Hunter River, he also noted light alluvial soils along the waterways with a tributary
mapped as a chain-of-ponds. The second-class forest continued on undulating terrain and was
described as thinly wooded (Field book 220). Peter Cunningham (1826), upon entering the Hunter also
described the large plains of grassland with few trees ‘..not often a 12 to the acre..(1827: 156).’ Breton
(1835: 122) described the path of the tributaries higher up in the valleys, which drained down from
the Sandstone escarpments, as vegetated by thick scrub and vine brushes that were difficult to
penetrate.
The waterways above Jerrys Plains were said to contain a great number of Perch in 1819 by John Howe
(in Campbell 1928:239). Erosion gullies were rarely referenced by the early settlers and explorers in
the period between 1800-1840, therefore Dean-Jones and Mitchell (1993) concluded that headwater
streams were stable and well grassed, or rock cut, shallow channels, which were only subject to
occasional flow. This scenario changed with the rapid settlement of the valley.
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Henry Dangar noted the extraordinary advances in settlement of the region between 1822 and 1825,
with division of the country occupying 150 miles along the river. By 1825 more land was owned by the
new settlers and the original Aboriginal inhabitants became increasingly disenfranchised from their
traditional lands (Blyton 2012). The invasion by the European settlers changed the distribution of
vegetation, with increasing landscape instability as a result of the logging of the forested areas around
the higher elevations and the clearing of the brush around the understorey and along the tributaries
for agriculture and pastoral farming. Aboriginal dependence of the Hunter River for many staples
meant that the Wonnarua suffered severely when the Europeans settled: they immediately lost access
to water and the raw materials in the river and on the banks. They also lost their game to the intruders
who chased kangaroos in hunts to reduce competition for their introduced grazing animals; shellfish
and fish populations also declined. Breton (1833) wrote that he only noted 16 kangaroos, in contrast
to a previous visit to the area when they had numbered in the hundreds. The loss of fish for protein
and the loss of managed plains for game hunting and seed gathering destroyed long established
hunting and gathering practices of the Aboriginal community (Le Maistre 1996). This exclusion and
alteration of the landscape by the Europeans brought them into conflict with the local Wonnarua
People (Blyton 2012).
The necessity for inhabitants to adopt agricultural practices off fertile waterfronts through the
Hunter Valley signalled the demise of the Wonnarua Peoples traditional way of hunting and
gathering. Early settlers were known to take up parcels of land during the opening of the valley in
1831. This is based on three determining factors: the capacity for a tributary to carry fertile
sediments that can be used for agricultural purposes; the seasonal affects such as evaporation due
to intensification of summer radiation which ultimately drains watercourses leaving aggregated
sedimentation left to create terraces and chains of ponds; and of course, the availability of fresh
potable water for the irrigation of crops.
Initial settlement by Europeans was centred on waterways. This is demonstrated in an excerpt from
Mitchell:
‘…the selection of farmland depends solely on the direction of streams, for it is only in the
bed of watercourses, that any ponds can be found during dry seasons. The formation of
reservoir’s has not yet been resorted to, although the accidental largeness of ponds left in
such channels has frequently determined settlers in their choice of a homestead, when by a
little labour, a pond equally good might have been made in other parts, which would select
from the want of water… (Mitchell 1831-1832).’
The availability of wide-open spaces, rich in fertile soils suitable for agricultural purposes were also
described on the land inhabited by Blaxland:
‘Portions of the surface near Mr. Blaxland's establishment, bore that peculiar, undulating
character which appears in the southern districts, where it closely resembles furrows, and is
termed ploughed ground. This appearance usually indicates a good soil, which is either of a
red or very dark colour, and in which small portions of trap-rock, but more frequently
concretions of indurated marl, are found. Coal appears in the bed and banks of the
Wollombi, near Mr. Blaxland's station, and at no great distance from his farm is a salt spring,
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also in the bed of this brook. The waters in the lesser tributaries, on the north bank of the
river Hunter, become brackish when the current ceases. In that part of the bed of this river,
which is nearest to the Wollombi (or to Wambo rather) I found an augitic rock, consisting of
a mixture of felspar and augite.. (Mitchell 1838).’
Speculation regarding the fertility of the lands located between the Hunter River, Doyles Creek and
Jerrys Plains meets the characteristics of land that had previously been managed by Aboriginal
people via fire stick farming. This technique was adopted, amongst other reasons, to introduce
specific species of brushes whilst inevitably, it was attractive to large game such as kangaroos.
Instances of large burn areas utilized for hunting methods are easily identified as having fertile and
rich sediments with a low count of mature timbers.
‘…the last two hours through a fine country thinly timbered, and for the last hour many acres
without a tree on it. One spot, I think, exceeds 50 acres without a tree on it, and a very fine
ground. The land on both sides is very fine, and a great part of it may be cultivated without
felling a tree. Even the high land is well clothed with grass and lightly timbered, though most
thicker than the low ground. The grass on the low ground equals a meadow in England, and
will throw as a good swatch (ibid).’
Mitchell had also made similar observations when he travelled through Broke, Warkworth and
Ravensworth:
‘We found the country across which we rode very much parched from the want of rain. The
grass was everywhere yellow, or burnt up, and in many parts on fire; so that the smoke
which arose from it obscured the sun, and added sensibility to the heat of the atmosphere
(Mitchell 1838).’
Without doubt, early European observations reflected on the fertility of the lands of the Hunter
Valley. Importantly, the hydrology of the river systems and creeks has changed considerably since
European land management practices were introduced. Many creek lines, including those of the
study area, were clearly a series of chains-of-ponds rather than entrenched channels. Although this
is generally not the case today.

4.2.2 The Hunter River Valley: Post-Contact Changes
The late 18th and early 19th Century European settlement of Australia initiated catastrophic changes
to the morphology of landforms due to inappropriate land management practices (Brooks and
Brierley 1997; 2000; Erskine 1994; Haworth et al 1999; Gale and Haworth 2002; Olley and Wasson
2003; Prosser et al 2001). Clearance, tilling, intensive grazing and increasing development of
infrastructure and buildings initiated widespread mobilisation and redistribution of soil and
sediment mantles, river metamorphosis 3 (sensu Schumm 1969; see also Erskine 1986),

3

Processes promoting disturbance that can instigate major and incessant morphological changes over large

areas within very short time frames in sensitive landscapes.
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desertification and rising salinity (Brooks and Brierley 1997; 2000; Erskine 1994; Haworth et al 1999;
Gale and Haworth 2002; Olley and Wasson 2003; Prosser et al 2001) in contrast to pre-Contact
stability, dating back for example some 2,000 years in rivers (e.g Nanson and Doyle 1999).
Prior to colonisation by Europeans, the Upper Hunter River exhibited characteristics typical of a
passively meandering gravel-bed river of moderate sinuosity and relatively uniform channel width
(Hoyle et al 2008). Studies using archival records, parish maps, aerial photography and floodplain
sedimentology have documented marked changes in channel morphology post-dating the
settlement of the area by Europeans in the 1820’s (ibid). At Singleton for example, the Hunter River
is four times its pre-Contact width (Gardiner 1991). However, studies by Hoyle et al (2008) on the
Upper reaches suggest that the first 70 years of settlement did little to change the channel
morphology of the Hunter (in contrast to the Middle and Lower Hunter reaches). Based on Parish
maps, channel morphology and realignment did not occur until the period between 1918 and 1938,
with a second phase of stability between 1938 and 1955 until the 1:100 year flood of 1955 which
again initiated channel morphology changes (ibid: 14-15). In other words, changes to river channel
morphology and depositional regimes are not constant but require certain thresholds to be
breached in order to re-activate river metamorphosis.
In summary, the post-Contact period has seen unparalleled channel changes to the Hunter River and
other waterways in the Valley. Much of this change is the result of the removal of riparian
vegetation, logging and the impacts of stock (Brierley et al 2005; Brooks et al 2003; Hoyle et al 2008).
The entrenchment of creek systems has enhanced the geomorphic effectiveness of floods, since
floods of higher magnitude are contained within enlarged channels and based on modern
geomorphic studies, it will take thousands of years for these rivers to recover to pre-disturbance
proportions (Brooks and Brierley 2004; Hoyle et al 2008).

4.2.3 Geomorphic Expectations
Comparative studies have been included in order to provide key examples of the geomorphic
processes that are likely to have impacted the current study area because a review of the available
literature on previous studies of the project area provided did not contain any specific geomorphic
history. The comparative studies are included to illustrate the complicated nature of depositional
histories within river valleys of the Hunter Valley (and importantly, in close proximity to the study
area) and the importance of understanding these in order to make sense of Aboriginal settlement
patterns. The absence of detailed geomorphic studies across areas being investigated for Aboriginal
settlement patterns means that there is no stratigraphic or chronological control: testing surfaces
with the ‘expectation’ that they are contemporary is simply untenable since it is highly likely that
they reflect a combination of time-transgressive sequences 4 with and without historical overlap. It is
comparable to taking stratified deposits with artefacts from a vertically stacked sequence and mixing
them up: i.e. there is no stratigraphic control.

4

Time-transgressive sequences with historical overlap are ‘stratified’ in an oblique manner and/or abut (e.g.

river terraces); time-transgressive sequences without historical overlap are stacked vertically.
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As illustrated in the example of following section – chosen because its geomorphology (if not
geology) is comparable to the processes of the study area, the evolution of the landscape is
important if we are to contextualise the various phases of Aboriginal settlement, identify a
chronological sequence and thereby provide a landscape framework to use as a stepping stone to
interpret the scientific, cultural, aesthetic and historic values of the study area.

4.2.4 Comparative Study: Terrace Development on Widden Brook, Upper Hunter Valley,
NSW
Widden Valley is located in the Upper Hunter Valley in NSW. The upper part of the valley is nestled
in the northern most part of Wollemi National Park on the western edge of the Sydney Basin and
drains northwards into the Goulbourn River. The valley was the subject of a doctoral thesis on the
development of river terraces and the post-LGM floodplain abandonment for each terrace sequence
(Cheetham 2010: 114). The terrace sequences were located in adjacent locations that demonstrated
sedimentologically and chronologically distinct formation. These indicated that processes were
spatially discrete and only operated on subreaches of the valley, rather than across the entire valley
system and were interpreted as ‘a series of nonsynchronous, episodic incision events beginning in the
late Pleistocene (ibid: 122).’ The study discounted climate, tectonic effects and relative sea-level
changes as influences on the formation of the terrace sequence in the post-LGM (ibid: 126). The
study:
‘clearly demonstrated that formation was controlled by localised processes resulting from
the cyclic erosion and deposition of alluvial sediments brought about when a local
geomorphic threshold was reached. This process was intermittently interrupted or
accelerated by large-scale events that stripped sections of the floodplain down to a basal
gravel lag (ibid: 126-127).’
The study identified five phases of terrace formation dating to 13 ka BP, 6 ka BP, 2 ka BP, 1 ka BP and
the Present respectively (ibid: 114) that reflect random incision events brought about by intrinsic
threshold exceedance. This contrasts with other soil geomorphic studies that have demonstrated
that fluvial terrace sequences can reflect wide-scale climatic, tectonic or base- level fluctuations, as
well as landscape studies undertaken for the purposes of archaeological interpretation (Dean-Jones
and Mitchell 1993; Hughes 2004; 2014). The cross section data recorded from this study illustrated a
complex arrangement and relationship between and within terrace sequences (Figure 8). This
complex relationship of stratigraphy is clearly demonstrated by the model of terrace sequence
formation provided by Cheetham (2010: see Figure 9). In combination the cross sections and model
illustrating the geomorphic history identify a complex succession of cut and fill episodes that are not
necessarily correlated spatially or chronologically within a single valley system. The stratigraphic
history of any given location studied in the Widden Valley was generally unique to that particular
location of the valley profile. This has ramifications for the geomorphic history of creek lines in the
Hunter Valley and is of particular relevance because of the lack of detailed studies for the study area.
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Figure 8: Representative cross-sections for each terrace sequence on Widden Brook. Cross-sections of the Widden terrace sequence include
interpretational changes based on a revised chronology (source Cheetham 2010).
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Figure 9: Illustrated phases of floodplain abandonment and terrace development for the Baramul, Widden and Kewarra sequences on Widden Brook
(source Cheetham 2010: 115).
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4.3

Geomorphology of the Hunter Valley: Discussion

Assumptions based on this wide-scale correlation of geomorphic phenomena such as floodplain
formation, terrace sequences and soil formation underpin, and are implicit in, all previous studies of
environmental factors in relation to archaeological patterning, including the major studies of DeanJones and Mitchell (1993) and Hughes (2004; 2014). Contrary to the conclusions of Dean-Jones and
Mitchell (ibid) and Hughes (ibid), the geomorphic evidence clearly suggests that any conclusions
about ‘generic’ landscape processes and chronological correlation of soil mantles, terraces and
floodplains must be supported by field and laboratory studies and not simple comparative
assumptions or extrapolation. From an archaeological perspective it means that simple extrapolation
of generic data from studies such as Dean-Jones and Mitchell (1993) and Hughes (2004; 2014)
cannot be supported. In fact, this perspective is misleading and distorts the particular and specific
dynamics of any creek system that has not been studied in detail.
The Widden Valley is relevant to the study area and potentially of direct relevance to the episodic
and almost certainly nonsynchronous nature of landscape evolution across this area. The rugged
hills, the slope landforms and the creek lines are subject to different degrees and intensities of
geomorphic processes across the Widden Valley. Any potential geomorphic changes to one of these
parts has knock-on effects for adjacent landforms and in all likelihood would have happened at
different times, albeit with some overlap in time. Although detailed geomorphic studies have not
been undertaken for the study area, the similarity in geomorphology and the contemporary
processes that can be observed on different landforms for this area suggest a similar story of
landscape evolution, but with its own unique chronology. It clearly illustrates the dangers of linking
terrace sequences to wide-scale allogenic 5 factors based on chronological correlation (Cheetham
2010: 127), or using oversimplified soil profiles to ascertain floodplain depositional histories conclusions which are also supported by the Nowlands Creek study (Erskine 1994; see also Erskine’s
2011 study of the Pages River in the Hunter Valley for further evidence).
In conclusion, it is clear that the geomorphic history of similar topographical settings across the
Hunter Valley demonstrate both episodic and nonsynchronous landscape evolution. Clearly,
understanding the timing and nature of landscape evolution has ramifications for the chronology
and relationships of both tangible (archaeological) and intangible (cultural) values and the onset,
timing and evolution of Aboriginal settlement patterns in a dynamic landscape.

4.3.1 Landscape Archaeology and Cultural Significance
The preceding sections discussed and illustrated geomorphic concepts, models and interpretations
in relation to the Hunter Valley and how those landscape perspectives impact the nature, visibility,
preservation and ultimately, the significance of cultural heritage across the study area. It should be
abundantly clear therefore that, in terms of scientific significance, an understanding of context is
fundamental to any interpretation or appreciation of the relative significance of any archaeological
5

Geological material that has been transported from where it was formed and deposited as sediment by a

river.
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finds. Fundamentally, archaeology is a stratigraphic exercise and the development of chronology – in
relation to soils (chronosequences) and stratigraphy (chronostratigraphy)– is a necessary first step to
defining significance (see for example Figure 10 and Figure 11 below).
However, one of the main reasons for the exposition on landscape in this section relates to the
significance that Traditional Owners ascribe to cultural landscapes and the broad continuum of
fauna, flora and landforms as expressed through ancestral beings and lore, ceremonial sites and
other places of cultural significance. Traditional knowledge and the cultural memory that this
reflects is embodied in cultural landscapes and unlike western paradigms that ascribe significance on
linear trajectories (low, moderate, high for example), Aboriginal paradigms are more ‘Zen’ (to
borrow Sahlin’s phrase in relation to subsistence and the ‘original affluent society’: 1968: 85) in that
they reflect circular (in the sense of no beginning, no end) all-encompassing perspectives rather than
linear, judgemental classifications. Obviously, ceremonial sites and particular landforms (e.g.
increase sites, initiation sites, etc.) are very important in cultural terms; the difference is that they
are not distinguished from the songlines that join them or the resources (e.g. plants, animals, lithic
resources, etc.) that are found within them.
One way that archaeology and science can contribute to enhancing cultural significance is through
holistic approaches integrating the natural sciences (soils, geomorphology, geology, palynology,
palaeontology, etc.) and archaeology (material culture, intra- and inter-site analysis, behavioural
archaeology, ethnoarchaeology, etc.). Providing an Aboriginal community, whether it is the PCWP or
any other Traditional Owners, with a scientific dialogue that integrates climate, vegetation, fauna,
firestick farming regimes and landscape evolution with aspects of archaeology such as material
culture, subsistence and settlement patterns (for example) will allow for a more meaningful
scientific dialogue and a better cultural integration and appreciation of this information. In a very
real sense this embodies the fact that cultural significance is not static but evolves and takes on new
or different or historic meaning. This appreciation in cultural as well as archaeological terms begins
with and is fundamentally beholden to understanding landscape evolution.
The PCWP have a deep affiliation, understanding and appreciation of their traditional lands and
ultimately respect that land and everything in it. And, whereas that land and the traditional
knowledge and cultural memory that encapsulates it is considerable, the values are in many ways
infinite. Importantly, the dialogues and histories that depict these are the cultural equivalents of
geological and geomorphological dialogues and histories. And like the earth sciences, cultural
landscapes describe and explain the evolution of Aboriginal landscapes in terms as significant and
important as their more recent scientific counterparts.
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Figure 10: A buried soil on the New England Tablelands: red arrow pointing to the dark grey deposit
beneath the light brown overburden.

Figure 11: Example of a buried soil, Redbank Creek, Hunter Valley, NSW. Scale is 2m. The blue arrows
demarcate the buried soil, the red arrow the overburden.

Integrating Landscape Science and Aboriginal Cultural Knowledge For Our Sustainable Future | 40

Figure 12: An example of an entrenched creek illustrating erosion, Redbank Creek, Hunter Valley,
NSW. Scale is 2m.

Figure 13: An artefact scatter exposed through erosion, Hunter Valley, NSW. This reflects
geomorphic processes rather than human behavior. Such locations should be considered ‘lag
gravels’ rather than archaeological sites. Pink flags represent surface artefacts. Scale is 2m.
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5
5.1

Hunter Gatherer Studies
Aboriginal Hunter-Gatherers: an introduction

Since the beginning of the colonisation of the Australian continent by Aboriginal people a nomadic
hunter-gatherer lifestyle was practiced(Cane 2013). It is in essence a mobile strategy was employed
to make use of a wide range of resources across different ecosystems and is also, in part, influenced
by seasonal availability. One of the key factors in hunting and gathering is maintaining sustainability.
Not only were resources carefully ‘harvested’ in order to ensure that they could re-establish and regrow for the following season, but populations were kept at levels that would not overtax an
ecosystem. This stability and ecological familiarity were embodied in the Traditional Lores, Customs
and Creation stories. This Traditional knowledge covered every facet of Aboriginal life, including
aspects like marriage, the distribution of resources across the landscape, the rules regulating the use
of those resources and religious practices to name but a few.
Aboriginal people colonised every part of Australia and successfully adapted to every environment.
Over the thousands of years that they lived in Australia, they also had to contend with climate
changes and in particular the Late Glacial Maximum (LGM), which was at its peak between 27,000 to
17,000 years ago. The LGM brought colder and drier weather and in elevated mountain areas,
glaciers (Tasmania and the Snowy Mountains on the mainland). During the LGM sea-levels were
some 130m lower than today due to the fact that much of the world’s water was locked up in icesheets, particularly those across Eurasia and the American continent. As a result, both Papua New
Guinea and Tasmania were part of one large landmass with today’s mainland known as Sahul land.
Hunting and gathering is a very efficient life style that has been widely studied by archaeologists and
anthropologists. Unfortunately, all ‘academic’ studies have been undertaken in post-Contact
societies and it has been difficult to gauge exactly how much influence this had had on Aboriginal
culture. First contact accounts of European encounters with Aboriginal people were not written as
studies but as impressions, obviously biased by the impressions of the time. It is important to
understand therefore that once Europeans moved into Australia and begun clearing land for
agriculture, the delicate balance that had been maintained was lost. In essence, Aboriginal people
began to suffer from deprivations including scarcity of food, introduced diseases and forced
removals from Traditional Lands. Unfortunately, with the changes wrought by Europeans, most
areas of Australia become uninhabitable using a hunting and gathering lifestyle.

5.2

Tangible and Intangible Aboriginal Cultural Heritage

Aboriginal cultural heritage encompasses a significant range of material remains (e.g. stone
artefacts, petroglyphs, hearths [fire places]), places with physical (e.g. rock shelters, open camp
sites) or without physical traces (e.g. Ceremonial grounds [Bora’s], birthing or initiation sites),
intangible values associated with Traditional Lore, Ancestors, and Creation figures and landscapes
(e.g. song lines or dreaming tracks). It is important to understand that not all of this information will
be readily divulged: in many cases it is culturally inappropriate for Aboriginal stakeholders to talk
about cultural knowledge with ‘outsiders’ or uninitiated people, or it may simply be due to gender
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specific issues. In certain cases, Traditional knowledge holders will only demarcate an area or
landscape as ‘culturally significant’. The detailed or specific ‘knowledge’ of such areas is often
restricted information. Whilst we can separate certain aspects of this cultural heritage from a
‘Western’ paradigm, for example, demarcate the extent of a surface stone artefact scatter, it should
be understood that this is often inappropriate for Aboriginal people who believe (to quote Aristotle
ironically) that ‘the sum is greater than the parts’. In other words, the tangible and intangible
cultural heritage values form part of a ‘cultural landscape’.

5.3

Cultural Landscapes and Intangible Sites

From an anthropogenic perspective there are few examples of landscapes on Earth that have not –
in some way or another – been impacted by human actions in some form or another. From an
Aboriginal cultural perspective, a cultural landscape is:
‘a place or area valued by an Aboriginal group (or groups) because of their long and complex
relationship with that land. It expresses their unity with the natural and spiritual
environment. It embodies their traditional knowledge of spirits, places, land uses, and
ecology. Material remains of the association may be prominent, but will often be minimal or
absent’ (Buggey 1999; quoted in OEH 2010c).
The way perceptions, beliefs, stories, experiences and practices give shape, form and meaning to the
landscape is termed a cultural landscape (ACH 1998; ibid). The concept of ‘fire-stick farming’
(burning practices) by Aboriginal people in Australia is at least 10,000 years old and potentially goes
back 30-40,000 years ago. This practice has irrevocably changed the ecosystems of Australia but in a
way that has (or rather had) achieved a balance in the ecosystems. This is therefore an
anthropogenic landscape, an ecosystem ‘mosaic’ created to suit Aboriginal hunter-gatherer
lifestyles.
Cultural landscapes symbolize a relationship between all parts of the natural ecosystem and cultural
objects and places via past human behavior patterns (as in the fire-stick farming example above).
This acknowledges the fact that the present-day landscapes are the long-term consequence of
complex interaction between people and the natural environment. The approach encapsulates a
‘landscape-scale of history and the connectivity between people, places and heritage items (ibid).’
The various forms that Aboriginal cultural landscapes can be identified include (ibid):
•

•

•

‘Significant biodiversity and a diverse range of ecological systems and associations, all of
which contributed to the continuing existence of Aboriginal peoples in the region over many
thousands of years, and which are valued in different ways by Aboriginal communities today.
Material remains of this continuing occupation in the form of a diverse array of Aboriginal
sites and places known to the Aboriginal communities, some of which will be recorded on the
Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water’s Aboriginal Heritage Information
Management System.
Extensive historical records from 1788 through to today which record observations of
Aboriginal people and lifestyles, wars, massacres, social and cultural events, population
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•

•

census, social interactions, language etc, and which influence Aboriginal community values
today.
An Aboriginal population made up of people who have traditional association and knowledge
of the region, as well as others who live, work and play within the region, all of whom may
attribute various values with the area, derived from the distant and recent past, through to
the present day.
For Aboriginal people, the significance of individual landscape features is derived from their
inter- relatedness within the cultural landscape. This means features cannot be assessed in
isolation and any assessment must consider the feature and its associations in a holistic
manner. This may require a range of assessment methods and will always require the close
involvement and participation of Aboriginal people. By consulting with Aboriginal people and
using the concept of cultural landscapes, the story behind the features can be told which
demonstrates the associations that may exist between Aboriginal objects and other features
within the landscape.’
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6
6.1

Documenting the PCWP Cultural Values for the Study Area
Introduction

Cultural values are, of necessity, historically contingent, dynamic and situation specific (cf. Murdoch
and Pratt 1997). Hence an understanding of the historical and social context of the individual and/or
group’s relationship with a particular place is pivotal to the assessment of the cultural values that
may obtain at each place. Moreover, the fluid and multi-dimensional character of the place within
which a ‘culture’ is represented, and from within which it acquires value, cannot be ignored.
Ultimately, the meanings attributed to material and intangible cultural items or places mirror the
processes of the cultural construction of those items or places. The contexts of the creation and
expression of cultural values must be understood in order to fully characterise the places in which
such values are being ascribed (Cotter and Boyd 2001). Hence the primary focus of this section is to
provide the context(s) for the creation and expression of cultural values in the study area by the
PCWP.
It is not possible to document every circumstance and define the appropriate investigative method
to use for each and every investigation and assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage (OEH 2011c).
Nor is it sensible to restrict the methods by which data regarding the cultural heritage value(s) of an
area is gathered and/or analysed. There are a multiplicity of meanings that may be ascribed to
heritage items and places, and each individual or group may have a cognitive ownership (sensu Boyd
et al 2005; Cotter 2009) of one or more of these items or places that needs to be explored and
explained. In addition, for either the individual or group holder of a ‘cognitive ownership’ the
significance each ascribes to the heritage item or place it ‘owns’ is likely to have a multivalent
character (CQCHM 2011). Thus a site that has significance as a camping or occupation site may also
be of significance because of the presences of an important creator being or its representation at
the same location. Ultimately it is important to recognise that in both traditional and contemporary
Aboriginal society there was (and is) no static list of places that were (are) deemed culturally
important (Godwin and Weiner 2006). In this sense, and as has been articulated elsewhere in the
assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage items and places within the Environmental Impact
Assessment framework (CQCHM 2011:60):
‘..the entire landscape was [is] a cultural entity in which some locations required a greater level
of response but in which people had to be continually aware that the ‘old people’ or other
entities could manifest themselves. People regularly had experiences in the course of the daily
round, or dreamed about places and things, that were then submitted to older, knowledgeable
people for their consideration. Dependent on the outcome of that adjudication, areas and events
were then added to a corpus of localities that were seen as important, demanding special
attention and response from people: that is those places had to be managed.’
The centrality of landscape to Aboriginal Australians cannot be understated. For Aboriginal
Australians, landscape is the locus of social memory such that stories, songs, dance and paintings are
all means of retrieving meanings from ‘Country’ and, paradoxically, help to combine extreme and
long-term continuity with considerable negotiability (Rumsey 1994 cited in Cotter 2009). One
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contemporary consequence of this juxtaposition of notions of continuity and negotiability is that
Aboriginal Australians continue to ‘take extremely seriously the responsibilities they have to their
ancestors, spiritual entities and hero figures, and to the management and protection of the cultural
heritage areas and objects they have inherited from them (CQCHM 2011:60).’
A further consequence is that Aboriginal cultural heritage management regimes have increasingly
been shown to need to accommodate landscape as heritage (Ross 1996; Ross et al 2010) and to
more fully explore local Aboriginal interests in heritage (e.g. Clarke 2002; Smith et al 2003; Greer et
al 2002; Greer 2010). Rose (1996) has demonstrated the appropriateness of doing so in her book,
Nourishing Terrains where she explained the complex and multivalent nature of Aboriginal
relationships to ‘Country” in the following terms:
‘Country in Aboriginal English is not only a common noun but also a proper noun. People talk
about country in the same way they would talk about a person: they speak to country, sing to
country, visit country, worry about country, feel sorry for country, and long for country.
Country is not a generalised or undifferentiated type of place... Rather country is a living
entity with a yesterday, today and tomorrow, with a consciousness, and will toward life
(Rose 1996:7).’
With this recognition there has been a move away from notions of ’sites’ to incorporate ‘place value’
and the notion of ‘cultural landscapes’ (Brown 2010). In general the term ‘cultural landscapes’ has
been used to facilitate the analysis and management of cultural heritage beyond a rigid “sites” based
approach - which tends to narrowly define and preserve heritage as ‘relics’ - to consider the spatial,
temporal, physical and social contexts in which these ‘relics’ occur (Cotter and Boyd 2001; Cotter
2009). Further, a cultural landscape perspective enables recognition of the history of a place and its
cultural traditions as well as and/or including its ecological value and its continuity between past and
present (Mitchell and Buggy 2002 cited in Brown 2010). As outlined below this is most effectively
done using a ‘holistic approach’ to the identification and assessment of landscape elements and the
cultural heritage values that can be ascribed them.

6.2

A Holistic Approach

As it is the intersection of the biophysical and sociocultural elements of landscape that manifest as
places (see Figure 14), then it follows that an integrated examination of these landscape elements is
critical to determining the nature and extent of the cultural values that may exist at any such place.
Cotter (2009) has demonstrated that there is ongoing merit in the use of a holistic approach in such
an examination, particularly where identification of the cultural values of a multivalent Indigenous
landscape is the focus of study. In the context of wanting to, as best as possible, articulate the PCWP
values in the study area, Tocomwall has similarly adopted a holistic approach.

Integrating Landscape Science and Aboriginal Cultural Knowledge For Our Sustainable Future | 46

Figure 14: A schematic diagram of the structural elements of landscape and the variable trajectories in space-time that manifest as places(s) in the present
(from Cotter 2009: xxiv).
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At the most fundamental level, a holistic approach crosses both the boundaries between academic
disciplines and the boundaries between academic investigation and ‘real-world’ practice and does so
in the concerted attempt to derive information from data that lies at the interface of human and
natural systems (Hollaender et al 2008; Pohl and Hirsch Hordan 2008; Russell et al 2008). In doing so
it provides for an investigative framework that allows for collaborative knowledge generation
between researchers and stakeholders. The distinguishing feature of this approach is not simply
collaboration between researchers or ’experts’ from different disciplines but also collaboration with
the community of interest. The ability of an individual researcher or Project Officer to fuse (or
integrate) knowledge from a number of different disciplines and engage with community
stakeholders in the process of generating knowledge(s) thus becomes the key to such collaboration
(Wickson et al 2006; Kueffer et al 2007; Russell et al 2008; Pohl et al 2008). Consequently, no single
method is prescribed in a holistic approach rather, flexible and adaptable project frameworks are
required to allow methods to evolve if and when the nature and context of the investigation changes
(Wickson et al 2006; Russell et al 2008).
In using a holistic approach to identify and investigate the cultural values of the PCWP in the study
area, Tocomwall has sought:
•

•

To integrate scientific expertise and cultural knowledge in all elements of the research
project but especially by developing a collaborative partnership between the PCWP
knowledge holders and the technical experts retained by Tocomwall; and
To use multiple research and investigative methods including (but not limited to):
o Desktop archival research and literature review of disparate source materials of
environmental, archaeological, ethnographic and historical information of relevance
to the PCWP and its links to the study area;
o Development and application of a rapid-infield assessment of the study area to
identify the traditional, historical and/or contemporary natural resource values in
the MCCO Project; and
o Consultation and informal interviews with members of the PCWP, in accordance
with the agreed protocols of the PCWP as to who can and does speak for each family
on these matters.

An important consideration in the use of multiple research and investigative methods for this
cultural values assessment is the range of literacy and numeracy skills held by members of the
PCWP; and the consequent individual variation in the use of and access to public information
sources by them. The use of and access to source materials is important in the context of
understanding the derivation of the cultural value information provided about the study area by the
PCWP. Ultimately, knowledge of the information sources used to ascribe meaning and value to an
item or place enables some temporal classification of these values. For example, it has previously
been identified that Aboriginal natural resource use knowledge within parts of NSW derives from
three separate but interlinked and overlapping sources (Cotter et al 2004). The first of these is
knowledge that, in principal, can only be described as having been derived from traditional custom
and practice and that generally requires the intergenerational communication of such knowledge by
oral story and/or by physical example. This knowledge might, for example, pertain to the creation of
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nets for trapping fish from native plant species in the form and pattern documented in the
ethnographic record. This type of knowledge may also be shown to have been subject to adaptation
in the historical period. Thus fish traps of traditional form may be recollected as having been made
by grandparents using non-native species such as willow; and or more recently to have been made
using ‘chicken wire’.
The second type of Aboriginal natural resource use knowledge often derives from the involvement
of Aboriginal people in the pastoral industry and their consequent adaptation of traditional methods
to non-historical practices. For example, Charlie Franks recollected how his father would use
paperbark (i.e. the bark from Melaleuca species) as a wound and poultice cover for his injured stock
horses and cattle.
The final type of knowledge about Aboriginal natural resource use comes from current and
accessible literature and other media such as television and the internet. The PCWP are members of
contemporary Australian society as well as being traditional Aboriginal owners of Wonnarua
country. To this end the ecological values identified by the PCWP in the study area may also be those
that have been referenced in a number of contemporary sources including: Appetiti 2005; Bryce
1992, Cribb and Cribb 1981; Daw et al 1997; Gaikwad et al 2008; Green 2003; Harris et al 2000;
Hiddins 2003; Julwarlu Aboriginal Corporation 2003; Lassak and McCarthy 2001; Latz 1995; Lindsay
et al 2001; Maslin et al 1998; McKerney and White 2011; Miller et al 1997; Puruntatatemeri et al
2001; Stewart and Percival 1997; Turner-Neale 1996; and Wightman and Brown 1994.
The information sources from which the cultural values of the study area (and its surrounds) are
derived are necessarily identified; as the subsequent classification of this information into temporal
classes such as traditional, historic and contemporary knowledge(s), provides form to the mixedmode analysis of cultural value. However, it should not be misconstrued that this privileges one
temporal class of values knowledge over another. Each values class is equally important as a
component of the sum cultural values that the PCWP have and retain in the study area as a
traditional owner group with ongoing connection to it.

6.3

Cultural values

The cultural heritage values that are explored and explained in this report are those encompassed by
the broad umbrella of terms used in the Burra Charter (Australia ICOMOS 1999) to explain cultural
significance. This Australian Charter provides a primary and ‘best-practice’ framework within which
decisions about the management of cultural heritage in Australia should be made. The Burra Charter
defines cultural significance as being derived from the following four values (Walker and MarquisKyle, 2004):
•

•

Aesthetic value: This value derives from aspects of human sensory perception for which
criteria can and should be stated. These criteria may result from consideration of the form,
scale, colour, texture and material of the fabric; the smells and sounds associated with the
item or place and its use.
Historic value: This value encompasses the history of aesthetics, science and society, and
therefore, to a large extent, underlies all other heritage values. A place may have historic
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•

•

6.4

value because it has influenced, or has been influenced by, an historic figure, event, phase or
activity. It may also have historic value as the site of an important event. For any given place
the significance will be greater where evidence of the association or event survives in situ, or
where the settings are substantially intact, than where it has been changed or evidence does
not survive. However, some events or associations may be so important that the place
retains significance regardless of subsequent treatment.
Scientific value: The scientific or research value of a place will depend upon the importance
of the data involved, on its rarity, quality or representativeness, and on the degree to which
the place may contribute further substantial information. In the context of cultural
landscape analysis, it is the view of Tocomwall, that this value must necessarily be
broadened from the typical focus on the scientific analysis of material culture remains (i.e.
archaeological science) to consider the application of natural science techniques, particularly
those associated with ecological analyses (particularly flora, fauna and biodiversity studies)
in the evaluation of Aboriginal cultural values.
Social value: This value embraces the qualities for which a place has become a focus of
spiritual, political, national or other cultural sentiment to a majority or minority group. Thus
in this study the primary (and only) focus are the social values of the study area to the
PCWP.

PCWP Consultation and Participation

The authority of the PCWP to speak for Wonnarua country and to be involved in decision-making
regarding the protection, and management of Wonnarua lands and waters is asserted on the basis of
identification and recognition of individuals as Wonnarua people by cognate descent. Under
Aboriginal law, membership of the traditional owner PCWP group is a matter that is determined by
Wonnarua people according to their traditional laws and customs. For the PCWP kinship is the idiom
through which customary law is expressed:
‘The reckoning of land tenure interests...on the basis of genealogical relationships is itself an
implicit instance of customary law. That is, the laws of descent and of other kinds of
relatedness practiced by a particular group are themselves part of customary Aboriginal land
tenure law (Sutton 1995: 11).’
In so far as consultation with the PCWP has occurred about the MCCO Project, Tocomwall has at all
times informed the PCWP Heads of Family as to its purpose, progress and outcomes. All four formal
Heads of the PCWP families were contacted and interviewed in relation to this cultural values
assessment. Ongoing email, phone and meeting contact with Heads of Family has occurred about
the study area, and it is in these terms that the Heads of Family have currently endorsed the limited
release of the current report.
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7

Recognising the PCWP Values in the Study Area: Results

7.1

Introduction

This section reports the results of the exploration and documentation by Tocomwall of the historical,
social, aesthetic and scientific values held by the PCWP in the study area. What follows is a complex
record of the multiple and interconnected values held by the PCWP in the study area and its
surroundings. To achieve this record, Tocomwall has relied upon the integration of western and
Aboriginal knowledge traditions. Information has been documented with reference to regional and
local family histories and archives; formal and informal contemporary oral history and storytelling
activities undertaken by and/or with PCWP members; active field participant observations; scientific
evaluation of potential and likely archaeological values based on an archaeological survey and
comparative analysis with data of similar values elsewhere obtained from the PCWP (Tocomwall
2012; 2013; 2016; 2017). Further, to facilitate the identification, elicitation and elaboration
(including a necessary exploration of connection and overlap) of values and their contexts a
‘historical narrative’ or ‘storytelling’ approach has been adopted as the primary presentation mode
for all the values held by the PCWP in the study area (cf. Masson 2002; Satterfield 2002). What is
demonstrated by this narrative approach is that the project area is a multivalent Aboriginal cultural
landscape of immense importance to the PCWP. It is an integral part of Wonnarua Country with
ancestral, historic and contemporary values that are fundamental to the identity of the PCWP.

7.2

Historical values

The capacity of an object, place or landscape to convey, embody or stimulate a relation or reaction
to the past is part of the fundamental nature and meaning of heritage; and consequently, historical
values are recognised to be the root source of all other cultural heritage values (Mason 2002;
Marquis - Kyle and Walker 2004). Historical values can accrue to an item, place or landscape on the
basis of
•
•
•
•

Its antiquity;
Its ability to represent and/or evoke an historical period or theme;
Its association with people or events of importance in the course of local, state or national
histories; and/or
Its rarity and/or uniqueness in its historical and/or environmental contexts.

This section of the report focuses on the documentation and assessment of historical values
recognised in the study area by the PCWP. In particular it outlines those cultural values of the project
that result from the association of the PCWP with people, events and/or places of importance in the
course of the local history, especially where these historically important people places and/or events
have physical markers or referents within the study area.
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7.2.1 Social values
In its broadest terms, the Burra Charter describes social value as embracing the “qualities for which a
place has become a focus of spiritual, political, national or other cultural sentiment to a majority or
minority group” (Marquis-Kyle and Walker, 2004). What follows is a documentary record of some of
the social and spiritual values that the PCWP ascribe to the lands and creek systems of which the
study area forms an integral part. It is not an exhaustive telling of the values that the PCWP retains
in this landscape, but reflects those values the PCWP has agreed are to be conveyed in order to best
express the cultural importance of the study area to the proponent.

7.2.2 Spiritual values
As elsewhere in Aboriginal Australia, the spiritual beliefs of the PCWP describe the creation of
Wonnarua land and link this landscape with their ancestors. The activities of creative beings and
ancestors of long ago transformed the world and laid down the pattern of life and the laws of the
PCWP. Today the spiritual presence of the beings and the tangible evidence of their activities during
the creation era are embodied in physical features of the landscape. Stories of the events and the
associated sites are the cultural property of the PCWP and this knowledge has been passed down
through the generations.
As will be outlined below with examples exclusive to the PCWP, the study area is part of a physical
and mythological landscape of enduring importance. However, what must also be stated is that the
PCWP are only too well aware of the isolation, fragmentation and loss of connectivity with and
between elements of this spiritual landscape. This deterioration in the spiritual landscape of the
Wonnarua is not an entirely new phenomenon. It in fact commenced with the uptake of the first
grants of land by European settlers in the Central Hunter in the early 1820s. However, it is the
degree, scale and permanence of current and future mine induced landscape modification that has
had and/or is likely to have the most profound effect on the spiritual landscape of the PCWP. In
addition, the cognitive ownership of the related mythologies, whilst strongly vested with the PCWP
has been long subject to challenge as early ethnological recordings of physical elements of this
landscape and its associated stories have been provided to the wider public for more than 100 years
(e.g. Mathews 1897; Singleton Argus 1893). It is therefore not simply the generic recounting of these
creation myths that provides proof of their authenticity or of their enduring spiritual importance.
The PCWP establish the authenticity of their spiritual beliefs by their immediate association with the
story telling of fond Aunts, Uncles and Grandparents and in their detailed recollections of these
personalised stories. The following are some of the stories told:

7.2.3 Biami 6 and the creation of Wonnarua Country
In a statement to the Native Title Tribunal, Mr Scott Franks outlined the following story, as told to
him by his Uncle Clyde (Franks 2012, para. 17). It is a creation story that clearly affirms for Scott the

6

It is recognised that there are variant spellings of the name of the creator and protector of Wonnarua
Country, the spelling adopted herein is as per Mr Franks’ statement to the Native Title Tribunal.
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interconnectedness of the biophysical environment of Wonnarua Country and the spiritual realm
from which it was created, and through which it continues to be protected and sustained.
‘Before our people were allowed to enter the lands known today as the Hunter valley our
creator Biami looked down from the skies. He then stepped down onto Big Yango with his
son, Little Biami. As both then stepped onto Little Yango, Big Biami looked across the area
and started to move the lands to make the valleys. As both then moved across the area Biami
opened up the lands and made the hills and streams and gave life to the area, as both moved
from Yango up into the Hunter valley, Biami and his son placed the animals in the lands and
the birds in the skies.
Biami then looked at the waters and brought the fish. He first placed the mud gudgeon to
settle the muddy water that was created from the new water as it flowed through the new
streams. After the mud was settled he then put the catfish in the water and ordered him to
make his nest of rocks on the bottom of the streams to slow the water. Once the stream has
settled Biami set the other fish loose in the creek. The perch to hide and watch under logs
and holes in the bank and yabbies to build up the banks and to eat all the grasses that were
left in the lower streams. He then placed the sprat that all swam together travelling up and
down the streams making sure everything was working (I recall too that Uncle Clyde used to
call sprats sugar fish because they were so sweet. He would smoke them and eat them whole
and he always took a special “sugar bag” with him in the bush just in case he came across
some in the creek during our travels).
Once the water was in place Biami then started in the land so our people could live. He put
the trees in the ground, and then blew his breath to make the wind. This wind pushed out
and made the plains. Once the land settled our people were let go into the lands. Biami told
all not to cross certain areas as others would come, the lands that was here was for our
people and to look after it. As Biami move across the lands the trees started to grow. To
watch over the trees Biami brought Yarra (Koala). Yarra was told to watch over our people in
the campsites and the scrub as Biami would not be able to see them from the sky once the
trees had grown. (Our mob was never allowed to harm any Yarra).
He then placed the Kangaroo (kaNawang) on the land to help make the tracks and flatten
out the lands. The Kangaroo was told that he could be hunted by our people so he asked
Biami for help to prosper so Biami gave him long legs to help him stand high, and be fast and
ears that moved all around. He told the Kangaroo to always look for our people. As Biami
watched our people he helped them with fire from the sky and showed them where to go for
shelter when it was cold and where to camp when it was hot.
He told them to camp near the water when hot and when it was cold to move to the caves he
had made. He told our people that he would make the springs near the caves so we could get
water. In the springs he ordered the Yabby to live. He then gave the turtle legs so he could
walk on the lands and so he could grow in the ponds formed by the spring. He also told the
Eels that they could move on the lands only at night and in the early morning so he also could
grow in the springs and ponds.
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Now that our people had shelter and food Biami looked at the sky and made night and day,
sunlight and rain. Our people were lost with the darkness of night and Biami saw this and so
he placed the Moon and the stars in the sky and made the fire-fly. The fire-fly allowed our
people to see that trees with fruit were nearby so they could eat and wait for the day to
come. He also set the flying fox to watch over our people at night.
Biami then grew the ranges and the mountain around the Valley and told our people not to
cross them as other people would be in those areas and it was their home not ours. As he
was building up the Liverpool Ranges some of our people crossed into that area including six
(6) men from the one family. Biami saw this and the men were taken. One of the wives
started wailing and cried to Biami asking why he would take her man and Biami told her that
all were warned. The wife told Biami that she would sit and wait till her man returned. As she
sat on a high rock waiting and crying Biami looked down and turned her into stone forever as
a warning to all our people. As she was turning to rock one of her tear drops fell from her
crying face and set a light a cave and Biami to this day has kept that fire burning. (This is
Burning Mountain). This area is known to be the border of our lands in the North. Biami told
our people what he had done to the woman and ordered them to use that fire, carry fire
sticks and to make fire at all our campsites. He warned all not to cross the ranges or risk
what would happen.
Biami then turned his attention onto the lands in our country and to help our people move
around the lands he gave them ceremonial tracks and taught them how to walk through the
land and tell the stories of our people. He said ceremonial tracks will be used to teach what is
needed to live in your lands.
Many of these ceremonial tracks are still in place today. One ceremonial track runs from the
apex of the Barrington Tops right back to Yango. This track moves down out of Barrington
Tops, following Glennies Creek, it passes through Carrowbrook, down to Falbrook and then it
continues all the way to Jerrys Plains, Warkworth, Bulga and to Yango. When walking along
this track our people would tell this story of how the land was made and of what was
expected of you to live in our lands to ensure that the story was told to all in the lands.’
For Scott, the study area forms one part or segment of the ancestral lands created by Biami for the
Wonnarua to enjoy. Likewise, all traditional ecological resources to be found today within the study
area are as those provided by Biami in ancestral times to ensure that he and his ancestors could
survive off the land. Consequently for Scott, the study area is part of a cultural landscape of
immense and enduring spiritual value. Within this landscape ancestral ceremonial tracks are
pathways and guides to the lores and customs required to ensure the health, prosperity and
sustainability of the Wonnarua people.
Maria Stocks (Stocks 2012, para. 15-17) outlines the importance of storytelling in the development
of her understanding of the interconnection between the physical and mythological elements of
Wonnarua Country.
‘Stories relayed to me by my grandparents of the times they had spent in Wonnarua Country
- and of the things they were told by their parents - were often shared during picnics held at
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a lovely spot along Glennies Creek up on Old Carrowbrook Road... During these picnics we
would listen to stories about the creation of Wonnarua country and about those special
places and/or beings such as Biami, Tidilick the Frog and Burning Mountain that were of and
from the beginning of time. I was told that a cave at Milbrodale was painted with an image
of Biami. He was painted there to welcome people to the territory of the Plains Clan and,
with his arms outstretched facing east northeast, he was there as a guardian and protector
of our people and our clan country. I was also told of the ceremonial tracks that linked sites
such as Biami Cave (Figure 15), the corroboree sites at Bulga and the old home spaces of my
people up near Mt Olive and Glennies Creek. I was also told that there were many of the sites
that women (females) should never go near. Burning Mountain which is up near Wingen, at
the northern end of the territory of the Plains Clan of the Wonnarua, was one such place that
my mum would never go near or pass by for fear that she would anger Biami. She would
avoid driving up that way to Tamworth so that she was never in sight of this mountain.
...I especially remember that Pop told me that when up Milbrodale way I should never visit
Biami’s cave. In fact I had not done so until two weeks ago when given the impromptu
opportunity I visited this site with Scott Franks, Robert Lester and a friend of ours. Frankly
after all these years I was curious about a place I had been told I should not go near. I felt
uneasy when I was there but nothing untoward happened immediately. However less than
an hour after my visit, the two cars that had transported our visiting party to the site - one
with Scott and Rob travelling south home together and the other with my friend travelling
north home alone - were involved in two separate car accidents. No one was injured but both
cars could no longer be driven. I believe these incidents occurred to show me how wrong I
had been to go to that place. I simply was not meant to go there. My old people have spoken
to me and told me again of the importance of keeping all our lores.’
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Figure 15: Biami the Creator, Milbrodale, Hunter Valley, NSW.

7.2.4 Lizard Mountain
In another variant of the creation story, little Biami features prominently as a protector and guardian
of the Wonnarua people, especially in and around the Broke area. As described by Scott Franks this
form of the creation story is as follows:
‘As he stood at the bottom of Wollombi looking out toward our peoples lands Biami told his
son to stay behind and protect his people. This was Wonnarua land and all in it. Little Biami
then filled the creeks with life such as Becan (Platypus) Kutamong (turtle), perch, yabbies and
the like. He also made the Kawal, (The Hawk) — To our mob the Wedgetail Eagle is our
totem, and he is the eyes of little Biami left here to watch over our people and to protect us.
— Little Biami then laid a giant lizard to sleep on the mountain range behind Broke (between
Broke and Cessnock) to warn all others to stay away. This area is called, wirramin kooaran
Lizard Mountain (Figure 16).’

Figure 16: Sacred Lizard Mountain: Little Biami, a creation being, placed a giant Lizard (Wirramin
Kooaran) to sleep on the mountain between Broke and Cessnock to warn all others to stay out of
Wonnarua lands.

7.2.5 Biami and Sentinel Mountain
Another topographic feature within the Broke-Milbrodale–Bulga area that is associated with Biami is
Sentinel Mountain. As the PCWP members understand it, before Biami left all the lands he had made
and returned to the heavens, he turned four Wonnarua warriors into trees. Three of the trees were
left to guard the front of the cave where the image of Biami had been painted. The three warrior
trees were placed at the cave to protect it from other mobs coming to that area. The trees were told
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to bring the breeze and send a howling noise to warn others to stay away. However as explained in
this paraphrased remark of Scott Franks:
“In recent years some uninformed people have agreed to let the Warrior trees be removed so
as to improve the access to the cave for tourists. It’s a joke.”
The PCWP remain concerned that these sorts of decisions have impacted directly on Biami and made
‘their Country’ more vulnerable to interference from other mobs.
As for the fourth warrior he was sent up into the mountain to the highest peak and there he was
also turned into a tree so he could forever watch the paths into Wonnarua Country and forewarn
the other three warrior trees that people were coming. If this high warrior and guardian saw other
mobs coming in he would send the wind howling down the Valley with a noise like when Biami
opened up the lands. This was to warn them that if they were to trespass on Wonnarua country
without permission from Wonnarua people, Biami would come back with all his force and energy to
deal with them.

7.2.6 Tiddilick the Frog
Although recognised by some PCWP members to be a generic and much retold Aboriginal myth (and
see OEH, 2011d) the story of ‘Tiddilick the Frog’ does have geographical referents within the BrokeBulga areas. Maria Stocks (Stocks 2012, para. 18) describes the way in which this story is being told
and retold within her family:
‘Today, having been taught by my grandparents my brother David tells my youngest children
and grandchildren some of these ancestral stories too. A favourite of my grandson Oliver is
“Tidilick the Frog”. There is a giant mossy green frog to be found in the natural sandstone
outcrop out near Wollombi (Figure 17). This is said to represent the frozen body of Tidilick the
Frog. As my brother tells the story Tidilick was a gigantic frog that got greedy and swallowed
up all the water from the creeks and rivers. This made all the plants and animals suffer.
Luckily a platypus out near Wollombi way made him laugh so that he spat the water out and
the water run to fill all the rivers and creeks of the area including Cockfighter’s Creek, the
Goulburn and Hunter Rivers, Loders Creek, Nine Mile Creek and Wollombi Brook. This made
these creeks beautiful and abundant places for our people and it is why in good times this
area was like a modern day supermarket for our mob.’
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Figure 17: Mary Franks. c. 1980s photographed near the giant form of Tiddilick the Frog, Wollombi.
Photograph courtesy Alma Franks.

7.2.7 The ‘Hairy Men and Other Leery People
In addition to creation beings the mythological realm of the PCWP is populated by other spirits,
many of which are not benign protectors but rather scary and malevolent beings. Scott Franks (2012;
para. 8) recounts the following story of the malevolent Hairy Man:
‘Not long after this Dad and Uncle Clyde sat me and my brothers down and told us of the Half
Moon Brush. This area was across the creek and up to the north about 1 km from where we
lived, you could see it from our home. Dad and Uncle Clyde told us of the Hairy Man that
lived there. As boys my dad and his brother were out in that area Dingo hunting when they
shot some Wonga Pigeons. They left them behind on the roo track to collect them on their
return. On their way back as they come out of the Half Moon Brush a “Hairy Man” had found
the Wonga Pigeons and was eating them. Dad and his brother heard the Hairy Man yell out
and this scared them and they ran home. Dad’s mum had told them that the Hairy Man lived
in that brush and that he could stop time. This is how he could both scare and run away from
people. She told my Dad and Uncles not to ever go back to the Half-Moon Brush as it was the
Hairy Man’s place. She said that “if he gets you you’ll be trapped in time and vanish”. Dad
always told us boys that we were not allowed to go to that Brush as he and his brothers had
seen the Hairy Man and they were lucky to have got away.’
Below, Maria Stocks (2012; para.9) similarly describes the story of the Hairy Men as told to her by
her Grandmother:
‘When David and I were young Gran told us stories about the “Hairy Men” that lived in the
mountains and how these spirit creatures could make time stand still so as to get away from
and/or avoid people. Gran told us that these Hairy Men came down at night looking for
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food...she said they stunk really bad...and that they looked in the windows when they heard
a baby cry.’
Interestingly in conversation with Charlie Franks (pers. comm. May, 2012), he speculated that as
much as these beings were described by his parents as being real, in the light of his adult eye they
were also effective stories through with which his Dad had “scared the shit out of him” and stopped
him and his brothers running about after dark. In this adult expression of the role of story and the
spiritual realm in the lives of PCWP members, Charlie indicates that the spirit beings described and
invoked by his parents had a very practical role in the discipline and socialisation of him and his
brothers. This social role, which through the telling and retelling of stories had continued into the
present, was clearly traditional in its origin and reflects the ongoing interconnectedness of the
spiritual realm and the secular realm for the PCWP.
Scott Franks (2012, para. 8, 9 and 12) also describes other malevolent spirits that he was told about
by his parents and uncles. These beings may warn of imminent trespass or encounter with a
ceremonial place for which you must have permission to enter or they may simply be protectors of
the spirits of dead ancestors. Either way, it is clear that the stories provided to him by his Dad and
uncles were designed to equip him with the skills and knowledge to negotiate safely through this
spiritual realm:
‘One night me and my brothers were walking in the scrub on our way to go eel bashing when
we heard a loud noise like footsteps going “crunch, crunch” through the scrub in front of us.
As we stopped to listen and tried to work out what is was we heard a loud crash in the
nearby waterhole. We then saw a bright light coming up from the water. At this stage I took
off running home with my brother’s behind me. When we got home Dad was waiting for us
and he told us off as if he knew where we had been and what we had been up to. We told
Dad what had happened. He told us that we had gone too close to the “Blacks Camp” and
that one of the spirits had come to warn us not to go any closer. My brother told me that
before they could run the light in the water had come to the surface and it was glowing with
a man inside it. The next day Dad got us all together and told us to stay away from there at
night as at night time the protector of the valley was there watching over the body’s that
were left to rest.’
Up the road from where we lived there is a hill with a cliff on Razorback Mountain that we called
“Baybuck”. This was a bad place. It was told to me by Uncle Clyde and Ashley Hedges that in the
early days the solders that drunk all the Rum [the Rum Corps?] took some of the Black Fella’s and
threw them off the cliff and shot all the Aboriginal women too. One of the woman’s head was cut off
and thrown in to a gully up from our home. At night Dad and my Uncle told me that she could be
heard shaking a chain and not to go up there after dark.
‘... I was taught that the fire that we made needed to be very smokey as smoke would clear
the path for us to go ahead. Uncle Clyde and Ashley told me that this was a protected area
and we needed to do this to let the “Leery People” know that we were from that area and to
let us pass through. Leery People, as my Uncle explained it, were small spirit people that
would torment you and that smelt really bad. The Leery People would guard certain areas
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and stop other Mobs going that way as we were getting close to the back of the property
known as Sunnyside on Bridgeman Road. This property was adjacent to Sydenham and the
ceremonial site where my great grandfather had been born.’

7.2.8 Totems and Taboos
The use of natural species as totems or ‘skin names’ to define classificatory kinship relationships is
recognised as being common within traditional Aboriginal societies across Eastern Australia
(Radcliffe-Brown 1929). At its most elemental, this use of classificatory skin names provided a means
of social regulation whereby each individual within a language and/or clan group understood their
relationships, roles and responsibilities to all other individuals within their group (ibid). Equally
though the use of natural species, predominately animals, as totems and skin names brought both
secular and ritual responsibilities to bear on individuals with regard to the animals to whom they
were of the same ‘skin’. In particular, responsibilities to protect animals of the same ‘skin’ often
resulted in hunting and eating restrictions on certain species (Rose et al 2003). The PCWP recognise
a number of animal species to which traditional (and ongoing) totemic responsibilities apply. Of
these, the primary totemic species recognised by all members of the PCWP is the wedge tailed eagle.
This bird of prey is recognised as an important living embodiment of the ‘eyes of Biami’ and as such
commands (and receives) the utmost respect and protection from the PCWP. Other species
recognised to be totemic animals similarly protected by the PCWP were the Curlew, the Koala and
the Black Snake. Of these, Scott Franks recalled how his father showed particular affection for the
Koala:
‘Dad has a real love of Koalas. He always protected them and taught us kids not to harm or
touch them. When I was a kid he rescued a baby Koala. The mother was a road kill. He
brought it home and with the help of mum who cared for it - and she was always caring for
some sort of wildlife - it survived. We called it ‘Blinky Bill’ and it lived with us for about ten
years, ‘til the National Parks people found out and came and took it off us. Not long after
that Dad went to go see it and found out it had died. He reckoned it was ‘cause the poor
thing had fretted from being removed from us (Scott Franks, pers.comm, October 2012).’
In contrast, other animals were strictly taboo species because they were associated with ‘bad’ or
malevolent entities. Of these the Wonga Pigeon was considered taboo and dangerous to be eaten
because of its being a food of the Leery People. It was therefore best avoided. Eels are also
described as a taboo species not to be eaten as they did not have scales. However, rather than avoid
them the practice of ‘eel bashing’ was used to manage their numbers and ensure that they did not
out compete other scaly fish species within the creeks and rivers of Wonnarua Country.

7.2.9 Ceremonial places and pathways
The repeated use of pathways as a means of traversing the Australian landscape is a common
reported feature of traditional Aboriginal society (e.g. Belshaw 1978; Campbell 1978; Steele 1984;
Godwin 1990; 1997; Morris 1994; Sahukar et al 2003; Donovan and Wall 2004, Harris 2004; McBryde
2004; Beck 2006). So too, the ethnographic record is replete with first-hand accounts of the aid
provided by Aboriginal guides to explorers, surveyors and early settlers during their excursions into
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the ‘colonial frontier’ (e.g. Wallis 1821; Brown c. 1825; Cunningham 1827; Breton 1834; and see Lee
1925). Breton (1834: 186) for example, notes the following:
‘The natives on the Hunter resemble their neighbours in every respect. In common with all
those tribes with which we are aquainted, they make excellent guides, when well treated; but
when hard pressed, which is sometimes the fact, when accompanying persons on horseback,
who forget that a horse at a good walk goes faster than is convenient for a man on foot, they
turn sulky, and avail themselves of the first opportunity to give their employers the slip.’
Today the PCWP recognise pathways as having both secular and/or sacred roles. In a secular vein
they mark traditional routes through Wonnarua country traversed by their ancestors either in the
daily search for and procurement of food and shelter, or, in the seasonal cycles of return to known
resource rich camping areas. Within the sacred realm the PCWP identify that pathways map the
movement of creation beings across Wonnarua Country and link sites where physical manifestation
of these beings occur. In addition, they are the physical routes taken through ‘Country’ during
important ceremonies such as initiation and often these pathways intersect sites where creation
beings are manifest. Hence, Maria Stocks (2012: para.16) noted that she:
‘was also told of the ceremonial tracks that linked sites such as Biami Cave the corroboree
sites at Bulga and the old home spaces of my people up near Mt Olive and Glennies Creek.’
In the following extract Scott Franks (2012 para. 9,10,11,13,16, 17i and 19) indicates his knowledge
of important ceremonial tracks and places. In the extract Scott describes the way in which he was
physically brought to knowledge of these places in his childhood, whilst being in the bush in the
company of his Uncle Clyde and Cousin Ashley. In this description we see that for Scott the physical,
socio-cultural and spiritual domains of this landscape are not separate but rather are fused, as an
interconnected network of nodes and pathways with multiple cultural values and meanings. These
nodes and pathways have a clear physical dimension in the creek systems that exist today but also as
demonstrated in Scott’s recount, these pathways have been “burnt into his head” as he listened,
learnt and walked in the bush with fond Elders. This is both a clear affirmation of Scott’s cognitive
ownership of this landscape and a demonstration of the way in which, for him at least, traditional
and contemporary, sacred and secular meanings coalesce in the ‘walking’ and ‘talking’ in and about
Country.
‘On the days that Uncle Clyde, Ashley Hedges and me would go out to the bush we would
travel most of the times along the creeks from Mt Olive through to Bulga and the Putty. We
would not take any food or water as Uncle Clyde and Ashley would teach me what food and
resources were around for me to use. For most of this time I walked barefoot and only
commenced wearing shoes when I had to wear them to attend High School. It was just one
more reason not to enjoy School. My Dad used to joke about how tough the soles of my feet
were saying that he reckoned he could light a match on my feet as they were so hard.
I was told that the creek formed the only route which I should use to travel through the
country of my people. It was the track which my family would use to travel to ceremonies
and to move across country to get food. As we walked along my Uncle and Cousin would talk
and I would listen and learn. About a kilometre downstream from the Mission we would
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normally stop at the same place along the creek. This was a place where the channel of the
creek became wider and deeper. At this place there were some big old she-oaks along the
creek bank that had rings cut into them forming bands around the trunk. Uncle Clyde told me
that when he was a boy he and his brothers had climbed the trees, cut the rings around them
then jumped into the creek. This had been a normal game for Uncle Clyde and his brothers...
Once we left this area we would continue downstream and come to an area called ‘Yankees
Drop’. In this area we would stop and uncle Clyde and Ashley would make a small fire. Ashley
would collect some bark from the paperbark tree and grind it up. Uncle Clyde would then mix
the ground paperbark with the insides from the “Black boy” (grass trees) that grew at this
place he would then use a long short stick and some cord with a small block of wood that he
kept in his dilly bag. The block had a carved gate in it with a small indent. Uncle Clyde would
put the grass tree and the paperbark in it, push the stick in then use another stick with the
cord and pull it back and forth. This would spin the stick and heat up the material. Then he
would drop that in. Then he would get me to blow on it softly and as I did this he and Uncle
Ashley would ask the flame to come. (When this happened I did feel pretty special)...
At about this point in our travels me, Uncle Clyde and Ashley would leave the creek and walk
up the hill towards this ceremonial site. It was made of stones that were arranged in a circle
that had two openings one facing north and the other facing south. A path lined on either
side with rocks extended out from each of the openings acting like corridors which we used
to enter into the circle. My Uncles reminded me that you couldn’t go into the “guts” of the
circle but had to keep to the edge of the circle. I would also be reminded that this was
because you could only go into the centre of the circle to speak and you could only speak if
you had authority to do so. My uncles and I would walk silently through it but would never go
around the outside of it as it was also not allowed. Uncle Clyde and Ashley would always tell
me about the boys coming here to become men. Ashley would tell me about how they would
be in this area for over a week being shown how to catch fish and hunt. I was also told that
somewhere nearby was a women’s site also arranged with stones...
After being in the area for about three days I was told that these boys would then move off
upstream towards the stone ceremonial site at Sydenham to continue their lessons. The boys
would then make their way to Bowman’s creek and continue downstream towards the
Hunter River where they would then follow along the sandy creek banks of the Hunter
eventually to arrive at a big bora ground near the present village of Warkworth where large
ceremonies would take place.
Many of these ceremonial tracks are still in place today. One ceremonial track runs from the
apex of the Barrington Tops right back to Yango. This track moves down out of Barrington
Tops, following Glennies Creek, it passes through Carrowbrook, down to Falbrook and then it
continues all the way to Jerrys Plains, Warkworth, Bulga and to Yango. When walking along
this track our people would tell this story of how the land was made and of what was
expected of you to live in our lands to ensure that the story was told to all in the lands...
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An extension of this ceremonial track allowed people to move across from the FalbrookRavensworth Area down both Glennies and Bowmans creeks into the Warkworth area and
then back up the Wollombi Brook, through Jerry's Plains past Plaschett and across to Apple
Tree Flats. This route was burnt into my head as a child by my Uncles, Aunties and Father as
the only way our people (my family) could travel to get to the bora. I was also taught that my
family would return to Falbrook after the ceremonies had finished by way of Nine Mile Creek,
Loders Creek then across to the Hunter River and back to Mt Olive and St Clair.’
This recount also alerts us to Scott’s awareness of the need for reinforcement of the values of each
known pathway and place via ongoing physical engagement with them (the “walking”) and by
ongoing oral transmission (the “talking”) of their stories to other members of the PCWP. As he
succinctly states “When walking along this track our people would tell this story of how the land was
made and of what was expected of you to live in our lands to ensure that the story was told in all the
lands” (Franks 2012: para 17i). In these terms, the maintenance of the knowledge of these places
and pathways and their spiritual importance is an ongoing obligation of the PCWP. Further for this
obligation to be fully met individuals ultimately must “be” and “do” in this landscape. Critically for
this to occur the pathways and places of importance must remain accessible and have a degree of
physical connectivity that allows physical traverse across the landscape and/or appropriate
reference points for the oral transmission of the linkage points between and about them.

7.2.10 The Bulga Bora Ground
In 1852 the people of Bulga witnessed the last recorded Bora held in the Hunter Valley. The Bora
was an aboriginal ceremony which amongst other rites included the initiation of young males into
manhood. According to the local white settlers as many as six hundred warriors attended the Bora.
The Bora Ground which was located in the Wallaby Scrub close to the road to Warkworth, was
encircled with an earth mound and symbolically carved trees- sadly nothing remains of that
ceremonial ground today (Mitchell 2004:41-42).
Aboriginal heritage practitioners, local historians and Aboriginal community members make
common reference to the presence of a former Aboriginal ceremonial ground within the vicinity of
the central Hunter Valley village of Bulga (e.g. Eather 1921; Bulga School Centenary Committee,
1968; Brayshaw 2003; Mitchell 2004). It is apparently agreed that no physical evidence of this former
ceremonial ground currently exists. It is generally understood that it was located somewhere in the
vicinity of the ‘Wallaby scrub’ and Warkworth (Mitchell 2004). In a recent submission to the Land
and Environment Court Scott Franks stated:
‘The area is known to have been an important gathering area for the Wonnarua and
neighbouring Aboriginal groups. It was an area where initiation and marriage ceremonies
occurred and where tribal disputes, trade and social gatherings were conducted. The unique
ecological diversity of the area now known as the “Warkworth sands” meant that in season
there was an abundance of plant and animal resources including fish within the nearby
Wollombi Brook that could be used to support large gatherings of people. As a boy I was
taught the importance of this area by my Uncle Clyde and his Cousin Ashley Hedges as he
included it in his description of the physical route and spiritual journey/songline that my
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family would take from Falbrook near Ravensworth to Warkworth to attend gatherings and
initiation ceremonies, especially at the ‘Bulga Bora Ground’ (Franks 2012b: 1).’

Figure 18: Image of carved tree associated with the ‘Bulga Bora ground’ Image courtesy of Mr
Stewart Mitchell.
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In 2011 the PCWP was advised that on the basis of evidence provided by Brayshaw (2003) Coal and
Allied believed the nominal location of the Bora Ground was partly within the Wollombi Brook
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Conservation Zone and partly within the Wambo Mine Lease area.
However a physical inspection of this location by Tocomwall staff, in the company of Wambo mine
employees - coupled with further documentary and oral history research, undertaken by Tocomwall
on behalf of the Plains Clans of the Wonnarua People - indicates that the more probable location of
the Bulga Bora Ground is in fact solely within the Warkworth Mine Extension Project area (Franks et
al in prep).

7.2.11 The Gold Ochre Site
The gold ochre site is a site with spiritual values that derive both from its important association with
traditional ceremonial practice and its contemporary rediscovery as a result of the intervention of
ancestral spirits. The site is known to many members of the PCWP because of their participation in a
smoking ceremony that occurred at its location upon its rediscovery in the early 1990s. This location
is in the vicinity of the Mt Thorley Rail Loop and Loading Pad, to the north of the BCC, and adjacent
to Loders Creek. The smoking ceremony was attended by multiple generations of the PCWP; and the
video record of it confirms the physical and oral transmission of important cultural and ceremonial
information relating to the use of the gold ochre identified at the site. Mr Brian Grant, a Wiradjuri
Elder who lived in the Singleton area for some time and was instrumental in the 1990s development
of the Singleton – St Clair Aboriginal Corporation and the Ungaroo Aboriginal Corporation, was a key
person in the rediscovery of the gold ochre site. In an informal phone conversation with Mr Grant in
October 2012 he described how the rediscovery had occurred with words to the following effect:
‘I had been troubled by reoccurring visions of a man who kept asking me to fix it. I did not
know who the man was in my visions, nor did I know what I had to fix or how I was to do it. I
told a Wonnarua Elder – she has since passed on - about my visions and described the man to
her. She said that man you describe is my father and you better listen to him.
After several weeks of the vision I understood that it was occurring in the same place,
although I didn’t recognise the place. One day though I had to go to the local Dr because I
had some trouble with my blood pressure. When I went to the Drs surgery there was some
material about the coal loader rail loop and pad development at Mt Thorley. I looked at it
and was immediately overcome as I recognised that a photograph of the area proposed for
the rail loop depicted the same place as what I saw in my vision. I still didn’t know what I had
to fix but I knew I had to look at that area.
When I went out to the mine area to have a look, and despite the archaeologists having
already done a survey and apparently found nothing, we come across the gold ochre site. It
had been there since the beginning and the ancestors had led me to it.
I have wondered why me, as I’m not Wonnarua. However like the Wonnarua, my personal
totem is the Wedge-tailed eagle, and you know when we went out to the site two wedgetailed eagles were circling about.’

Integrating Landscape Science and Aboriginal Cultural Knowledge For Our Sustainable Future | 65

The PCWP recognise the important ancestral connections with this site, and also recognise it to be
an important source of ochre for both the painting and repainting of the images of Baimi in the
nearby rockshelters; and for the body painting that would occur during initiation ceremonies.

7.3

Cultural Mapping of the Cultural Landscape

The PCWP, through Tocomwall, are undertaking a long-term project that involves the mapping of
their intangible cultural values. The project is already beginning to show promising results (see
Figure 19). Importantly, the mapping has begun to illustrate that not only are the intangible sites
part of an interconnected cultural landscape, but that the distribution of known archaeological sites
is showing some interesting correlations with the cultural values (work currently in progress). This
highlights the need to include a combination of detailed study and analysis of all values, including
cultural, scientific, aesthetic and historical.
The travelling lines illustrated in Figure 19 were used by Wonnarua People to traverse their
traditional lands, with different parts of the landscape being occupied by various clans (NTDA 2013:
Attachment F, 0026 and 0031). Although each clan occupied a different part of the landscape or
‘range’, they were intimately linked via their cultural landscape through trade, subsistence,
ceremony and social ties. If we traverse the cultural landscape from Mt Yengo in a northerly
direction we find that the culturally significant sites are linked both by song lines and travel routes of
the Wonnarua People, namely:
•

•

•

Mt Yengo – Tiddilick the Frog - Yellow Rock – Lizard Mountain - Sentinel Mountain – Baiame
Cave – Bora Ground at Bulga – Bora Ground at Warkworth – Dural region – continuing north
towards Burning Mountain;
East of the Bora ground at Bulga we also have the Gold Ochre Quarry, which coincides with
the initiation song line that flows through PCWP Country between Lake St Clair and Jerry’s
Plain; and
Additionally there is the fire song line that connects with the initiation song line and
ceremony at Dural, which has been described as an important ceremonial area – and is also
associated with the Hunter River – and flows northward to the sacred site of Burning
Mountain and westwards towards Putty where it eventually joins up with sites associated
with the Sydney Aboriginal clans.

Importantly the fire ceremony and song lines are frequently associated with high levels of male
initiation and cannot be told to those who are not likewise initiated. Therefore, the information
provided is, due to cultural constraints, necessarily limited in detail.
The distribution of archaeological sites illustrated in the 2004 ERM archaeological baseline study (in
particular Figures 3.3 to 3.5: 62-64) and covering the areas (in a north to south direction) of the Mt
Royal Range, Barrington Tops and North Eastern Mountains, Southern Mountains and down into the
Central Lowlands, demonstrates very high densities of sites associated with these song lines and
travel routes. Despite the potential for bias in the archaeological site locations (since archaeological
surveys are driven by development rather than research frameworks), there is a very clear
association and correlation between the very high archaeological site densities and culturally
Integrating Landscape Science and Aboriginal Cultural Knowledge For Our Sustainable Future | 66

significant locations, song lines and pathways. It suggests settlement patterns that traverse the
various functions mentioned earlier, namely trade, subsistence, ceremony and social ties and
indicate an incredibly diverse use of the landscape through the very varied functions expected and
required of the Wonnarua Clans. Furthermore, the distribution of Aboriginal sites illustrated in the
ERM (2004: figures (3.3 – 3.5) provides physical evidence of the pathways and song lines that the
PCWP have identified.
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Figure 19: Ceremonial and song lines, as reported by Mr Franks 2015, and recorded in Tocomwall 2013. Also showing some key regional Aboriginal aspects, places and sites. Source: Scott Franks 2015, Tocomwall 2013, with GML 2015,
and AHIMS additions. (Aerial image ©Department Finance, Services & Innovation. Date of extraction 19/09/2018.).
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7.4

Landscape and Environmental Context

7.4.1 Background
This section discusses landscape studies and how they contribute to a greater understanding of the
soil geomorphology of the study area, particularly in respect to Aboriginal settlement patterns, site
formation processes and visibility/preservation of the archaeology. Both geology and soil
geomorphology play a pivotal role in the nature, visibility, distribution, and significance of site types
that are likely to be encountered during the course of either archaeological surveys or excavation
programs. Broadly defined as landscape studies, or in archaeological terms ‘geoarchaeology’ (the
application of the earth sciences to archaeology), they are fundamental to understanding where and
what type of archaeology is likely to be present within any given landscape type such as a floodplain,
benched bedrock slope or dried up lakebed. The ‘geoarchaeology’ of Aboriginal settlement patterns
is as important as finding the sites themselves. Put another way, understanding whether a landscape
is stable, aggrading or eroding will have ramifications as to whether: archaeological sites are
undisturbed (stable); buried under modern sediments (aggrading); or exposed on the surface
(eroding). One of the factors that define the scientific significance of an Aboriginal archaeological
site is a product of one, or a combination of these geomorphic processes. This has consequences for
developing archaeological predictive models and plays a key role in understanding whether surface
surveys, as one example, will be effective. This will be explained in more detail below.

7.4.2 Geology and Topography
The geology of the study area reflects the geological eras of the Palaeozoic, Mesozoic and Cainozoic.
It includes Newcastle Coal measures from the geological period of the Permian, which consists of
sandstone, shale, mudstone, conglomerate and coal measures. The Narrabeen group from the
Triassic are also represented and consists of sandstone, conglomerate, red and grey claystone and
shale. The area adjacent to and including the main watercourses consists of gravel, sand, silts and
clays from the Quaternary period (Geological Survey of NSW 1969). The distinct geology of the study
area influences the overall topography. The study area comprises low undulating hills broken by the
presence of steep outcrops (Mangoola Open Cut, Glencore 2017:16).

7.4.3 The Hunter Valley Region
Most of the evidence for Aboriginal occupation in the Hunter Valley comes from stone artefacts and
the recording of these Aboriginal archaeological sites. Unfortunately, there is little ethnography
concerning the production and use of stone artefacts. Typically stone resources are mentioned only
with reference to the use of: quartz as a barb on spears; the use and curation through grinding of
stone hatchets; and the use of ‘chips’ for skinning animal foods (Brayshaw 1986).
Formal examination of the Aboriginal archaeological heritage of the Hunter Valley region
commenced at or about the 1930s with the research of Frederick McCarthy of the Australian
Museum (Thorpe and McCarthy 1933; Moore 1970). An earlier excursion by Thorpe to the Hunter
had confirmed the presence of a ‘significant bora ground with carved trees, clearing and mounds still
intact’ at Bulga as reported by A.N. Eather; and provide some tangible evidence of the Aboriginal
ceremonial use of the area (Etheridge, 1918; McCarthy, 1940).’ Indeed the later papers prepared by
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McCarthy (1944a; 1944b; 1944c; 1944d) provide descriptions and images of unusual Aboriginal
objects collected by Mr Eather, at or near the site of this bora ground and its neighbouring camp
sites.
Prior to the interest of the Australian Museum, only a few local individuals had taken an interest in
the prehistory of the region (HLA-Envirosciences 2007). R.H Mathews, a surveyor, is one such person
and he left accounts and drawings of some of the Aboriginal ‘relics’ he found (Moore 1970). He
appears to have been the first to report publicly on the cave paintings near Bulga (Singleton Argus
1893; Mathews 1893). Drawings of the images seen by Mathews in the caves at Bulga accompanied
the descriptions of them that he published in the Journal of the Royal Society of New South Wales in
1893 (Figure 20). In the 1940’s McCarthy and Davidson began locating Aboriginal sites in Wonnarua
County in the terraces and slopes along the Hunter River near Singleton (McCarthy and Davidson
1943).
In the mid-1960s the Australian Museum sponsored a more systematic survey of the locations
identified by McCarthy and Davidson (1943) that found several types of sites including painted rock
shelters, rock engravings, axe-grinding grooves, stone artefact scatters, manufacturing areas and
habitation sites within the upper Hunter Valley (Moore 1969). As a result of these reconnaissance
surveys, Moore (1969; 1970) undertook a series of subsurface investigations of both open sites and
rock shelters within the Milbrodale and Sandy Hollow areas of the upper Hunter with the aim of
reconstructing the prehistory of the Hunter Valley's occupation by Aboriginal people. At Sandy
Hollow, a rockshelter about 300m north of the Goulbourn River revealed a stone artefact
assemblage of more than 4,280 artefacts (ERM 2004), as well as bone implements, shell and bone
fragments and hearths (ERM 2004). Subsequent to the excavation program, a probable post-Contact
Aboriginal burial was identified by some schoolboys who visited the site in the 1960s (Moore 1969;
1970).
Since this time, numerous surveys have been conducted as part of the consent process for a number
of mining and large infrastructure projects within the Hunter Valley. The following is an indicative
rather than an exhaustive list of some of the areas investigated and the projects undertaken:
Antiene (ERM 2007; Perry 2010); Bayswater (Umwelt 1997); Black Hill (Brayshaw 1982); Drayton
(Ozark 2013); Glennies Creek (Brayshaw 1986; Koettig 1986a; 1986b; Dowling 1991; Stuart 1999;
Witter 2002); Hunter River (Haglund 1982); Liddell (Brayshaw 1982; 1983; Umwelt 2006); Liddell to
Mount Arthur (Koettig and Hughes 1985; McDonald 1997; Kuskie 2000; Kuskie and Clarke 2004);
Muswellbrook (Byrne 1987); Rixs Creek (Effenberger 1993); Bowman’s Creek (Witter 2002); Loders
Creek (Dyall 1981a; 1981b; Koettig 1994; Brayshaw 1988); Nine Mile Creek (Stern 1981); and
Wollombi Brook (HLA-Envirosciences 1991; Wambo Coal Pty Ltd 2003). In concert these studies
cover an extensive portion of the central Hunter Valley.
Site types other than artefact scatters that have been found in the region include scarred and carved
trees, burials, stone and ochre quarries, grinding grooves and contact sites containing glass artefacts
(ERM 2004). Brayshaw (1986) noted the presence of hearths sites along Glennies Creek, as did
Koettig (1986; 1987). Radiocarbon dates obtained by Koettig (1986; 1987) from excavations
undertaken of hearth sites along Glennies Creek yielded Pleistocene ages and indicate that the
Wonnarua had made use of this landscape and the adjoining creek systems for over 20,000 years.
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Figure 20: A copy of the drawing Mathews (1893: 356) produced of a figure he describes as ‘The
figure of Baiamai, or Devil Devil or whatever the image represents’ as published in the Journal of the
Royal Society of NSW.

7.5

Predictive Modelling for the Hunter Valley Based on Previous Archaeological Studies

Predictive modelling in archaeology is used as an interpretive framework to understand the
distribution of archaeological sites in order to inform models relating to the nature, significance,
patterns and distribution of human activities across the landscape. The expectation is that as the
information base grows, the predictive modelling will evolve in relation to that expanding knowledge
base. Unfortunately, the predictive modelling utilised in the Hunter Valley is very simplistic and has
contributed very little to expanding some of the original patterns identified in the early days of
exploration.
There is a paucity of ethnographic literature to draw upon in relation to Aboriginal lifestyles at the
time of Contact in the Hunter Valley. Although early accounts exist in relation to cultural practices
such as corroborrees (e.g. Breton 1833) and land management practices such as systematic burning
of the grasslands and undergrowth for hunting (Fawcett 1898), there are no records describing
everyday activities such as foraging, hunting or the use of stone tools.
The current understanding of archaeological settlement patterns in the Hunter Valley is
predominantly based on development driven archaeological studies. The predictive modelling is a
result therefore of a selection of random study areas rather than ones selected systematically to
build upon the knowledge of archaeological settlement patterns. As its stands, the underlying
variables for the current predictive models are:
•

The largest and most complex artefact scatters occur along watercourses
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•
•
•

Artefacts are generally located within 50 metres of tributaries as water is considered the
most valuable resource
Mudstone is the most dominant raw material in the region
The landforms preferred tended to be lower slopes and waning slopes more than flood
plains

However, the predictive models are biased in that testing programs have, since the late 1990s been
selective in the landforms that they have targeted. The expectation that archaeology will be
concentrated around modern watercourses has led to a disproportionate amount of ‘testing’ around
current alignments of creeks and rivers, with the consequence that other landforms have been
ignored. It also means that the archaeological activities that are being tested are those ones located
in and around home-base camps rather than those associated with subsistence, trade, cultural
activities (e.g. ceremonial) or mobility (e.g. moving between seasonal ranges). Early studies
identified the types of sites that were present in particular landforms; subsequent studies have built
on these locational factors to begin making predictive statements and expectations for Aboriginal
settlement patterns.
The Hunter Valley has experienced considerable impacts primarily related to historical agricultural
practices and land use along with impacts arising from the mining industry and its related
infrastructure. As studies have accumulated and progressed, the regional database of archaeological
sites has provided the background knowledge to create predictive models for future research and a
better understanding of the Aboriginal culture. However, archaeological investigations have favoured
settings along the lower elevations of the Central Lowlands and very few projects have explored the
higher elevations of the mountains, ridges and national parks.
The available research has been reviewed by several archaeological organisations including ERM
(2004), GHD (2005), HLA Enviroscience (2005) and Umwelt (2007), and provides the following regional
summary of expectations:
•

•

•

The majority of known Aboriginal objects are stone artefacts and they are recorded as
archaeological sites in the Central Lowlands of the Hunter Valley in the form of artefact
scatters, open camp sites and isolated finds. Less common site types include scarred trees,
art sites, quarries and grinding grooves.
Archaeological sites, even where surface evidence is not present, occur on most landforms
as confirmed by a HLA-Enviroscience’s (2005) excavation programme, in which Aboriginal
sites were encountered on alluvial terraces, flats, slopes, bench areas, spurs and ridgelines.
The majority of sites have been recorded along the Hunter River and its major tributaries.
Previous archaeological investigations have established that the majority of archaeological
sites occur within 50 metres of a creek line or creek confluence, although more recent
investigations extend this to within 200 metres of permanent water.
Sites along major creek lines typically have the highest potential for subsurface
archaeological deposits, a result of aggrading trends for alluvial settings, as well as the
potential for buried sites. However, these deposits can be subjected to erosional and
depositional processes that may have reworked the archaeological deposits and therefore
an understanding of geomorphology is critical to the understanding of subsurface
archaeological potential.
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•

•

•

Site frequency and density are dependent on their position in the landscape, the ideal
scenario including in situ deposits: these tend to be rare due to the extensive landscape
modifications post-dating European settlement.
The dominant raw material recorded is mudstone. The Hunter River is a key source of
mudstone, along with silcrete which is thought to dominate later periods. Quartz, petrified
wood, chalcedony, porcellanite and other igneous rocks are less frequent. The most
common artefact types are flakes, broken flakes and cores, with smaller frequencies of other
types such as backed artefacts, ground edge axes, hammerstones and grindstones.
Despite the general lack of stratified sites with datable material in the Hunter Valley, a
number of Pleistocene sites (archaeological deposits over 10,000 years old) have been
identified by previous investigations. It is thought that Aboriginal people have occupied the
Hunter Valley for around 40,000 years but further research needs to be conducted to
validate this.

Integrating Landscape Science and Aboriginal Cultural Knowledge For Our Sustainable Future | 73

8
8.1

Significance Assessment
Introduction
‘...people’s sense of place, and their engagement with the world around them, are invariably
dependent on their own social, cultural and historical situations (Ashmore and Knapp 1999:
20-21).’

The current study relates to the MCCA Project and surrounding area. The assessment of the
significance of this area is, at the time of the preparation of this report considered as progressing.
Projects are presently being implemented that are determining, recording, and assessing these
values. The values defined in this report are presented in a way that is sympathetic with cultural
values since traditional values do not separate the ‘natural’ world from the cultural and
archaeological values. Under traditional ‘lore’ the cultural landscape embodies what western
paradigms separate into natural, anthropological and archaeological values.

8.2

Aesthetic values

There is not one ‘aesthetic’ that can be assigned to the study area. The scale and dimension of the
area, the geomorphological diversity of its landforms; the diversity of flora and fauna within it; and
the scale and complexity of past and present land use practices and their allied infrastructure,
inclusive of their singular and cumulative effects on the form and fabric of the landscape, variously
intersect to achieve a mixed and often competing aesthetic. Moreover, as the aesthetic quality of
objects or places result from the engagement of the individual or group with them via one or more
of the five senses (i.e. touch, taste, smell, sight, and hearing) they are highly subjective and
frequently changeable. Hence the aesthetic values described below are only those recognised for
the area by the PCWP during the fieldwork and consultation component of the MCCO Project.
Specifically, they are those values recognised for the MCCO Project via the participant observation of
the Tocomwall team in the archaeological and cultural values; and those determined via formal and
informal enquiry of other PCWP members regarding their knowledge of the study area. Note too
that the aesthetic values described here for the PCWP are not exhaustive but rather are illustrative
of the range of such values that can be ascribed to the project. Where applicable the aesthetic
values described are examined with reference to specific elements of the study area where one or
more other Aboriginal cultural values have also been identified.

8.2.1 Positive Aesthetic Values
Those aesthetic aspects of the project identified to have positive qualities by the PCWP are
described below. Wherever possible the qualities described are illustrated with examples obtained
from the study area. The scale at which the value can be/is ascribed to the project and/or its
component parts and/or the cultural items and places within it are also outlined.
One of the positive aesthetic values of the study area is the diverse landforms and associated
diversity in plants and animals. The cultural landscape of the study area embodies a ‘tessera’ in the
larger ‘mosaic’ of the PCWP traditional lands. The study area reflects aesthetic values within a
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relatively small area that are representative of those found across larger areas of the PCWP
traditional lands.

8.2.2 Negative Aesthetic Values
The onset of large scale mining operations in the Hunter Valley including those in the region of the
Mangoola Open Cut, has clearly impacted the capacity for the PCWP to both describe and observe
the song lines and pathways towards the PCWP cultural sites. This clearly impacts the ability for the
PCWP to read, teach and understand the cultural landscape and highlights the issues that are faced
in relation to intergenerational equity.
The qualification is made here that in general, and as is frequently described by the PCWP, mining is
considered to be wholly intrusive and negative in its aesthetic consequences. For example in the
recent statement to the Native Title Tribunal, Maria Stocks recounted the following with respect to
mining and its impacts on Wonnarua Country:
…my family has always identified as Wonnarua. We have always valued, and respected our
land, our heritage and our identity. For me and my family the land is not ours but a gift given
to us to use because everything comes from the land. We have been brought up and taught
to believe that we were fashioned out of the earth and to the earth we will return. When
Anastasia and Jeremiah (my two youngest children) were about eight I took them for a drive
to show them about Glennies Creek where I grew up, rode horses and motorbikes and went
fishing. When I got there I just gasped and went “Aargh” because there was nothing there. It
was all gone. There was big hole from mining. I sat there and tears rolled down my cheeks. I
couldn’t show my children anything. It was like a part of me had been deleted.
(Stocks, 2012, para 7).

8.2.3 Individual Artefacts
At the scale of individual artefacts the PCWP express the view that those that have an identifiable
form have a positive aesthetic. Many of the Aboriginal objects encountered in the study area clearly
had aesthetic values that were visual in character and related to the colour, lustre and homogeneity
(or otherwise) of the raw material from which they were made; as well as to the shape and size of
the manufactured artefact; and including evidence of the repeated attention to detail given to the
object by its maker (e.g. level of retouch, number of flakes removed etc.). Many of the aesthetic
values of individual artefacts are demonstrably tactile such that tools and cores were picked up by
members of the PCWP, held in the hand to feel their weight and to grasp them as/and consider they
might be held if they were to be used as a tool.

8.2.4 Artefact Scatters
All artefact scatters have a positive aesthetic for the PCWP particularly as visual markers of the prior
use of the landscape by their ancestors. In general, the size, distribution and content of each artefact
scatter variously contribute to the overall aesthetic value it retains. Furthermore, as discussed in
Section 7.3 above, there is a clear correlation between the significant cultural sites, song lines and
pathways of the PCWP and the distribution of archaeological sites – the majority of which are
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artefact scatters. The distribution of archaeological sites reinforces the cultural knowledge and
values of the PCWP.

8.3

Archaeological Values

Central to the deliberations of Aboriginal people today with regard to the cultural significance of an
item or place, is consideration of the duty of care they owe to the material culture, as a
manifestation of their ancestors, spiritual entities resident in particular areas or mythical hero
figures, and to the area as a whole, recognising they are being watched by their ancestors, spiritual
entities and hero figures. Indeed, as Aboriginal field researchers often note in the course of
fieldwork, they are aware they often are being observed by the ‘old people’ when they are in the
field (CQCHM, 2011).
Archaeological values are typically considered to be scientific values and therefore achieved only by
the archaeologist using scientific method to observe, record and explain the material cultural
remains of a society as manifest in the ‘archaeological record’. As the scientific method is derived
from western modes of thought and practice there is a frequently assumed (and often manifest)
tension between the traditional cultural values of the Aboriginal community whose material culture
it is and the archaeologists(s) who are to investigate it. In response to this tension in the last fifteen
years or so there has been an increasing focus on Aboriginal community participation and
collaboration in archaeological research (e.g. Clarke 2002; Smith and Beck 2003; Greer 2010; Ross et
al 2010). Frequently these collaborations have emphasised the importance of changing the focus of
the archaeological research from articulation of the ‘universal’ human truths that might be yielded
up by the ‘archaeological endeavour’ to consider the questions that the local Aboriginal community
want to see answered from the material cultural remains of their ancestors (Greer 2010).
At a most fundamental level the study area is of cultural importance to the PCWP because it
contains items of material culture manufactured, used and left within the landscape by ‘the
ancestors’ during the course of their everyday lives. These material culture or archaeological remains
are therefore of inherent cultural value to the PCWP. The inherent value of these items to the PCWP
exists irrespective of the application of any general or specific scientific (archaeological) method to
further explicate meaning from them. Moreover, it is not the mere application of scientific method
that gives further meaning or value to such cultural remains. Rather, for the PCWP it is the focused
attention on the cultural relevance and suitability of the scientific method to be applied, and its
ability to answer specific questions about the ancestral past that best values such Aboriginal material
cultural remains. One critical aspect of the archaeological record infrequently addressed by
archaeologists in any project context, but of immediate importance to the PCWP is the influence and
representation of gender in the material cultural remains of their ancestors. The PCWP recognise the
area to be an engendered landscape. Hence, both ritual practice and everyday resource use and
exploitation are expected (and also presumed) to exhibit patterns in the material culture record that
reflect men and/or women’s business. The explication or otherwise of this patterning in the
archaeological record of the study area is a yet unrealised research potential; and hence,
archaeological value of the area.
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For this project, the PCWP have participated in all aspects of the archaeological fieldwork (survey)
and been provided with summary details of the archaeological assessment and its results. It is
possible to move beyond some of the inherent values of the archaeological resource to the PCWP,
and consider some of the values held by the PCWP in the ‘doing’ of archaeological work.
The practical involvement in archaeological fieldwork is of fundamental physical, social and
psychological value to members of the PCWP. Rhonda Ward has previously expressed this in the
following terms:
‘I like doing site work and I do like the bush. I get excited going out on the mine sites. We look
for artefacts. Most of them are just on the surface and you just go: “Oh...there’s one,” and
you put a flag where the artefacts are. You might walk another step and there is another one
and you just flag them like that and the archaeologists come behind and record them. We
just keep going and we leave them there and we might later down the track like to collect
them, so we go and collect them.
Most of the archaeologists we work alongside are very good. There is a few I’m a bit ‘iffy’
about but most of them are really great. Really good to get on with and they show you the
maps where you’ve got to go and how much you have got to do. I feel most excited when I
find ‘cores’. ‘Cores’ is where they break the flakes off. It’s just a core and they’ve got a stone
and they just hit it off. They break the flakes or the black [sic] blades for their weapons. Just
to find an artefact tickles me pink. It really does (Rhonda Ward 2003 cited in Adlem 2008:
102-103).’
Some of this ‘doing’ value arises from the fact that with significant change in land tenure, especially
in the past 20 to 30 years as a result of active mining within the coalfields that lie between Singleton
and Muswellbrook (i.e. flanking either side of the New England Highway), access to land of cultural
value to the PCWP has been increasingly restricted. Again this challenge of access to land of cultural
value for the PCWP has been previously articulated by Rhonda Ward:
‘We went on an excursion with the TAFE out to Baiame [sic]. Baiame looks over the Valley
and I know he is here to guard us and look after us. I hadn’t seen him when I was little
because he is actually on private property. I don’t think that should be. He is ours and I think
we should be able to go there any time we want to go and look at him. I don’t think it should
be on private property and I don’t think they should be charging us to go there either
(Rhonda Ward 2003 cited in Adlem 2008: 108).’
Likewise Maria Stocks has expressed her dismay at finding that an open cut mine had ‘deleted’ the
landscape of her childhood.
Importantly, for the significant cultural site of Baime the restrictions on access noted by Rhonda in
2003 does not currently apply. However, many of the sites within the project area (and its
surrounds) of value are without easy access. In this context, it is only through the active doing of the
archaeology that these cultural items and places have been able to be visited by contemporary
members of the PCWP.
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Previously, Danny Franks has eloquently expressed two aspects of value to the PCWP in the doing of
archaeology that are worthy of reiteration (Tocomwall 2012). Firstly, he noted that his very
intersection with artefacts and archaeological sites makes it ‘living archaeology” not an abstract.
Secondly, Danny commented on the value of the natural elements retained within a mine site that
he is able to experience when doing archaeology; as these provide connection to memories and
people of value to him:
‘Regardless of the negatives, I have to endure and the constant questioning I have within
myself and the disrespect and devastation environmentally I have to witness every single
time I am out in the field. I do some times have moments where I enjoy being out in the field
but these moments are only flash backs of my childhood and most of the time I’m with my
friends fishing or hunting. These are bitter sweet memories because the only things that
trigger those thoughts are the specific wildlife I see; ones I am familiar with and have used as
bait, have caught, or have even learnt how to track.’
It is also in the context of the prior development of conservation strategies and/or mechanisms for
Aboriginal community participation in the rehabilitation and protection of archaeological and ethnoecological resource values within the wider project area that the ‘doing of archaeology’ has
contributed to some members of the PCWP.

8.4

The Cultural Values of the PCWP in the Study Area: A Synthesis

The cultural landscape is greater than the sum of its parts, and the inter-relationships between the
parts can be significant. For this reason, the details matter, significant loss of integrity and meaning
can occur through the attrition of many small elements (Context et al 2002 cited in Brown 2010).
From the outset, the PCWP have been concerned to ensure that no single Aboriginal item or place
within the project be subject to an evaluation based on the systematic ranking of its Aboriginal
cultural values relative to the other items or places within the project area. This type of ranking is
counter to the expression and belief of the PCWP that it is not one item, artefact, grinding groove,
plant or animal species that is of value to them in the project but rather it is the sum total of all such
component parts of the landscape, and its surrounds, that provide cultural meaning to them. This
has been clearly articulated by the late Aunty Barbara Foot. The following is an amended extract of
notes made by Ms Sarah Paddington of OEH when in conversation with Aunty Barbara Foot and her
son David in February 2011:
‘As a girl I would travel along Bowmans [Creek]. We’d go from the mission, to school to town
... My Dad had a lot of cultural knowledge. He passed it on to me. He’d tell me places I could
and couldn’t go. He showed me important places. Places our ancestors still come through. I
know how to read the signs of the land, the seasons. The signs are our lore, they show the
way – like people used street signs to have order. Some of the signs, the trees, have been
cleared but we know where they were from our ancestors, and we know what they tell us.
People not from here don’t have that knowledge....
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The area is all important to us. We can’t break it up for each mine – that is how they are
getting away with destroying so much of our culture. They don’t understand how it all links
together, so it doesn’t seem as important when you look at this little bit or that little bit.
That’s how they are breaking up our community too – the mine mention money and that
starts fights. The mines want the fights as they get to keep what they want if the community
is distracted (Aunty Barb Foot, February 2011 cited in attachment to email forwarded by Ms
Sarah Paddington of OEH to Mr Scott Franks and Mr Robert Lester, 17 April 2011).’
In line with Aunty Barb’s assessment, it remains the broad view of the PCWP that the steady attrition
of elements of the Aboriginal cultural landscape within their Wonnarua Country - especially those
items of Aboriginal material culture subject to archaeological assessment - has occurred as a direct
result of the application of a process of systematic ranking of items or places.
The purpose of this section then is to provide a synthesis of the cultural values that the PCWP
ascribes to the project area; and to provide a summary of these values in the context of standard
Burra Charter significance criteria. The statement of cultural significance that results from this
summary and synthesis is by necessity at the ‘whole of landscape’ rather than the individual item or
place. Tocomwall acknowledges that this ‘whole of landscape’ approach is not the evaluation mode
adopted in the broader context of cultural heritage studies in NSW, both of which attribute some
form of ranking of significance to component parts of the Aboriginal cultural landscape within the
project area. Whilst this may make some elements of the integration of this report within the
broader cultural values assessment challenging, Tocomwall believes that to include such rankings
would be counter to the PCWPs world view; and consequently, would not be an effective synthesis
of their cultural knowledge in and of the project area and its surrounds.

8.4.1 An Overview Statement of Cultural Value
The Heads of Family of the PCWP collectively support the following overview statement in relation
to the cultural significance of the study area to them:
‘We need to look at the landscape from a position of duty, responsibility, and focus on the
achievement of inter-generational equity. We do not own the land, in terms of European
concepts of ownership. Our ownership is in the context of the use of the land and its various
animals and plants to sustain our bodies and we gave/give homage to them by creating
ceremonial dances for them. The importance of this process should not be underestimated,
for it is how our people worked with the environment, the landscape, our neighbours and
how we all from different Aboriginal language groups, worked as one with Mother Nature.
We were practising land management thousands of years before Europeans invaded our
country.’
The study area is in an area with close proximity to places that have been used by our people since
the time of creation. The location of ceremonial sites in the general area, as well as pathways
between them, known today as song lines, indicates that the cultural landscape of the study area
and its environs holds significant values to the PCWP. The path was placed there by our creator
Baiami, which in the beginning would have been sheltered from prying eyes and onlookers who
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were not supposed to know or see what was going on, unless invited. This pathway contains sites for
initiations and religious practises (Dream Time).
‘These same lands that may have interaction with this mine are places that represent what
our people are about. The landscape (and its environs: my addition) has present ceremonial
places (bora grounds), scarred trees, fishing holes, teaching and birthplaces and places to
camp and prosper. In today’s terms this is our home and our community. Even today you can
talk to any member of our claim group and all will have some type of association with this
area.
Having Glencore work with our people to understand its importance is a great step forward
but at this stage it is a very small one as almost all reports that have been undertaken in the
Hunter Valley and elsewhere, in the past regarding Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Values, are
centred solely on the identification of stone objects within a given location. The normal
stakeholder incentive for involvement in this process is for paid fieldwork participation and
often their expertise is in stone materials and identification only.
Consideration in the past, by those in the archaeological industry, is that Aboriginal people
had more to say about the landscape than just stones and bones. This has never been fully
canvassed which has been a fundamental flaw in almost all previous reports. There has not
been an inclusion of the values that Aboriginal people place on the fauna and flora within a
given study area. This is a major issue, not only for Aboriginal people but for the wider
community. The history of this country is for all to protect. As the human race, we learn from
our past and our history to better understand the future.
The Hunter Valley has been heavily impacted on for decades from both coal mining and the
agricultural industries. The Plains Clans of the Wonnarua People’s (PCWP’s) country only has
approximately 7.5% of our lands left untouched. Our own traditional lores and customs need
to be able to protect this remaining pristine country for our people to live in harmony and for
all future generations to learn from. We need to continue teaching our people and all future
generations about who we are and where we are from.
Most surveys focus tend on the artefacts that are found on the day and invariably no real
effort is taken to understand why they are there, what is happening or where the artefacts
are located. Most are recorded as isolated finds when in fact it is a series of sites that make
up a complex camping ground being a recognised Aboriginal site. We were taught from these
lands as we grew up. It is a place where our families lived, hunted and learnt to interpret the
lands. To a non-Aboriginal person in this area is your house, school, hospital, church,
shopping centre, doctors, police station, your whole community or society. That is why most
reports do not reflect this; it is very complex for a non-Aboriginal to understand and interpret
the lands and put into words.
The land around the project is extremely important to our people. Today, the lands, as in
most other areas, are one of many pages in a book and allow us look back in time. It gives
our people a better understanding of the stories we were told, when we were young, what
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they were about and about why. The land still has the footprints of our people from the
beginning of time and allows our people to have direct contact with our lands and our elders.
As we looked around the landscape, and participated in surveys or test excavations we found
many artefacts. Each time we encountered these objects we felt the presence of our people
and the excitement that we were now standing in one of our people’s houses. It is a firsthand
experience and shows where our people lived, hunted, fought to defend their lands, thrived
and were happy and cried.
This part of the Hunter Valley makes us feel like we are coming home. The reality is though
that this is a place that will not be here in the future. Just as what has happened to the other
homes of our people it will be lost. To try and put in words exactly what this place is worth is
beyond comprehension (Heads of Family of the PCWP, September 2015).’

8.5

Summary Statements of Value Relative to Burra Charter Criteria

8.5.1 Summary Statement of Historical Value
The information in this report firmly indicates, the Heads of Family of the PCWP have a strong
Aboriginal identity with specific knowledge and connection to the physical and spiritual landscape of
Wonnarua country; and respect for the traditional lores and customs of their Plains Clans society.
Equally, they are modern Australians within an ever-globalised world with use and access of mobile
phones, internet, and digital TV technologies; and fundamental use and respect of the law and
practices of Australia today. Yet, it is an historical narrative that consistently emphasises a continuity
of association of members of the PCWP with land and landscape in and around the project area. It is
not simply a story of dispossession and alienation from tribal lands. Nor is it one of regeneration of
Aboriginal identity within the socio-centre of the Aboriginal reserve or mission, as is elsewhere
typified for the Hunter Valley (Blyton and Ramsland 2012). It is a narrative of persistence, adaptation
and cohabitation with various settler families. It is a story of negotiated spaces and shared landscape
in the ‘Country’ to which the PCWP recognise that they now and forever have belonged.

8.5.2 Summary Statement of Social Value
The study area and surrounds are of immense and enduring social significance to the PCWP. This
significance primarily derives from the complex mix of that which is understood to be ‘sacred’ and
derived from the realm of the creator and that, which is ‘secular’ and arising out of their everyday
experiences of both their ancestors and themselves within this landscape. Today, a unifying element
in this sacred and secular world is the Hunter River. This watercourse’s value to the PCWP as a
dreaming track, as a loci of family histories, as an ecological resource zone, and as a site of
recreation and story-telling is immeasurable. Furthermore, the PCWP maintains that the creek
systems across the Hunter Valley were used as (a) manufacturing sites for materials that would be
used in the initiation ceremonies to be conducted at the nearby Bora ground, (b) as sites for
teaching, hunting and stone knapping skills to initiates, (c) places where large groups gathered and
prepared meals in support of the bora ceremonies; and (d) places where people dressed and painted
their bodies using available ochre sources in preparation for the ceremonies.
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The Aboriginal cultural landscape is also of historic and contemporary social importance as a place
where either, via participation in various historic and contemporary rural activities and/or recent
mine related activities (including archaeological surveys as part of cultural heritage studies), the
PCWP have been able to achieve freehold lease and/or ownership and/or access to part of their
cultural landscape that is for them unprecedented within in the Hunter Valley.

8.5.3 Summary Statement of Aesthetic Value
The aesthetic values of the MCCO Project to the PCWP are mixed. This is predominately the result of
the scale and form at which the aesthetic values of the area are considered. At the scale of individual
Aboriginal objects, artefact scatters, camp sites, water-bodies and native fauna and flora species the
MCCO Project can be identified as a landscape that holds positive aesthetic values for the PCWP.
Areas of the surrounding country, including the nearby crown lands have relatively low levels of
impact. The area has high biodiversity values with diverse ecological communities. The study area
includes threatened ecological communities including threatened plant and animal species
(Mangoola Open Cut, Glencore 2017:21-26). These communities all contribute to the aesthetic value
and importance of the place.
Overwhelmingly however, the immense scale at which development activity has and continues to
alter the biophysical landscape of the surrounding areas, and negatively affect the visual and aural
perception of the items and places of cultural value within it, means that the immediate project area
is considered to have little aesthetic values for the PCWP. The PCWP commonly state that mining
destroys the landscape, there is nothing left and that the landscape that remains has no integrity. Or
else it is stated that “When open cut mining is planned there are no aesthetic values for
consideration the landscape is, or will be gone”.

8.5.4 Summary Statement of Scientific Value
For the PCWP the archaeological and ethno-ecological values of the Project are both substantial and
yet to be fully realised. For the PCWP the scientific value of the archaeological and ethno-ecological
resources of projects in the Hunter Valley has often been diminished by a program of archaeological
assessment that has been tied to the development process and compliance; and for which no due
consideration of the Wonnarua perspective has been afforded, or broader consideration given to the
overall scientific value of a study area. The numerous archaeological sites, significant number of
plants and animals known for the study area should be considered in their context as contributory
elements of a unique, highly ritualised and bountiful cultural landscape to which the PCWP has
direct ancestral, historic and contemporary links.

8.5.5 Statement of Cultural Heritage Significance
The landscape of the project area has a fundamental significance because of its historical, social, and
scientific value to the PCWP. For the PCWP the study area and surrounds is a complex, multi-layered
cultural landscape where in combination (a) the biophysical attributes of the landscape including the
drainage systems, fauna and flora, geology and soils; (b) the material traces of traditional Wonnarua
people; (c) the historical associations and experiential reference points of its members, and in
particular those of the Franks family (and all associated descendant families); and (d) the various
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spiritual, lived experiences and economic attachments of contemporary PCWP members contribute
to a high level of cultural significance for which words are considered inadequate to describe.
This immensely important cultural landscape is however perceived by the PCWP to be highly
fragmented and subject to catastrophic change and despoilment by the physical action and aesthetic
impact of past, current and future mining activities. Mining has been a progressive and substantial
intrusion on this cultural landscape for which the PCWP feel a profound and enduring sense of loss.
This loss is compounded by their feelings of guilt and distress at not being able to protect the land
for which they have custodial responsibility.

8.6

Possible Mitigation Measures: The PCWP Viewpoint
‘You can’t just borrow something, use it to the point of no sustainability then hand it back for
future generations. It’s not just land. By then it’s lost its values both culturally and spiritually
(Danny Franks, 2012).’

The PCWP has previously outlined to Glencore that Aboriginal cultural heritage assessments are
‘front- end’ requirements to mine development, and although the resultant Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Management Plans (ACHMPs) are frequently constituted as “Life of Mine” documents, the
opportunities for engagement in mine-related activities by Aboriginal groups such as the PWCP is
usually limited (Tocomwall 2012).
The PCWP notes that it has previously expressed a wish to partner with Glencore in longer-term
mine-related activities that bring economic and cultural benefit to the PWCP; and which enhance
(rather than destroy) the natural and cultural capital of Wonnarua Country more generally
(Tocomwall 2012; 2013; 2016).
It is important to recognise that:
(i) There is a continuing existence of Aboriginal archaeological sites in the surface and subsurface of the study area and these are coupled with physical attributions across this
landscape of European pastoralism and settlement in which the members of the PCWP have
had a historical association and/or continue to participate in (e.g. as fencing contractors,
boundary riders, dingo bounty hunters, rabbit trappers etc.).
(ii) For the PCWP, the physical landscape continues to reflect their cultural narrative and has
within it loci of social memory and cultural and spiritual meaning to which they can and do
continue to refer.
The PCWP maintains that the measures outlined if provided for in the short-, mid- and long-term will
enable them to be instrumental in managing the consequences of their decisions for all elements of
their heritage within the study area.

8.7

Discussion and Recommendations

An ongoing concern of the PCWP has been that to date decisions about Aboriginal cultural heritage
on Wonnarua lands have been made by people who do not have - and will never have - the cultural
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knowledge of, values in, nor connections to Wonnarua Country as do the PCWP. This is absolutely so
for that part of Wonnarua Country bounded by the current project area that is in that part of the
cultural landscape of the PCWP from which they derive their unique identity and cultural
connections: it is the epicentre of their beginning and belonging.
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