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Acknowledgement of Country

We acknowledge that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples are the First Peoples and Traditional
Custodians of Australia, and the oldest continuing culture in human history.

We would like to respectfully acknowledge the Wonnarua, Awabakal and Darkinjung people as the Traditional
Custodians of the land on which we deliver our project to the community. We pay our respects to Elders past,
present and emerging and to all Aboriginal people of these communities.

We acknowledge the work that Aboriginal people have done to maintain land and water and would show respect
through thoughtful and collaborative approaches to engage with the Aboriginal community to ensure local
priorities and values inform and influence decision making.

We reflect on the continuing impact of government policies and practices and recognise our responsibility to work
together, with and for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples, families and communities towards improved
economic, social and cultural outcomes.
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Content warning

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples are advised that the following report contains reference to, and
images of, people who have died.
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Glossary

Term

Definition

Access tracks

ACHA

ACHA addendum

Amended project

Amendment

Archaeological Research Design
(ARD)

Bayswater Power Station
Bayswater South switching station

Clarification

Construction impact area
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Temporary and permanent tracks used to access the project. Refer to Appendix A (Updated
project description) of the amendment report for further details.

The Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment report submitted with the EIS as part of the
project.

This document developed to include amendments to the project since the submission of
the environmental impact statement (EIS), and providing responses to questions and
clarifications received as part of the public exhibition of the EIS.

The amendments and refinements to the project as described in the EIS (inclusive of
clarifications for the exhibited project). The amendments to the project include:

e realignment of the transmission line at Mount Thorley

e realignment of the transmission line at Gouldsville

¢ |ocalised easement widening for conductor swing

e changes to substation infrastructure at Eraring

e changes to access track locations

* minor adjustments to the project impact area for intersection upgrades
¢ adjustments to the proposed access routes for construction

e reconfiguration of the construction support sites and worker accommodation facilities
¢ changes to the location of laydown areas within State forests

e reconfiguration of the Flick Road emergency helicopter landing area

e removal of a stringing site in Olney State Forest

e changes to construction plant and equipment types and locations of use
Refinements to the project include:

e minor changes at Bayswater substation

e changes to the disturbance area at Olney

Change(s) to the project description as included in the exhibited project. As a result,
changes to what the proponent is seeking approval for are required, along with an
amendment to the CSSI application for the project.

A document developed during the EIS to guide archaeological test excavations that did not
align with established Heritage NSW guidelines, and which was approved by Heritage NSW
for implementation as part of the ACHA.

Existing power station at Bayswater owned by AGL.
The new switching station that would be constructed south of Bayswater Power Station.

Additional information developed as a result of ongoing design and construction
methodology development, submissions received during exhibition of the EIS, minor errors
identified in the EIS, or further assessment that has been undertaken since exhibition of the
EIS.

Clarifications for the project include:
e assessment of impacts from use of Pokolbin Mountains Road
e assessment of potential contamination impacts at Eraring Power Station

e description of intersection upgrades in the EIS.

The area that would be directly impacted by the construction of the project, including (but
not limited to) transmission towers and lines, stringing sites, access roads, access tracks,
substations, switching stations, adjustments and upgrades to existing lines, communications
infrastructure, temporary worker accommodation, construction support sites, laydown
areas and utility adjustments.



Term

Definition

Construction access routes

Construction support site

Critical State significant
infrastructure (CSSI) application area

Cumulative impact

Disturbance area

Disturbance area A

Disturbance area A (centreline)

Disturbance area B
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Roads used by construction vehicles (light and heavy).

An area used as the base for construction activities, usually for the storage of
plant/equipment and materials, processing facilities (concrete batching, aggregate crushing,
grinding and screening), maintenance facilities/workshops, staff facilities, firefighting
equipment, helicopter landing pad and support facilities, access and parking, and
wastewater treatment. Some construction support sites would also include temporary
worker accommodation.

Construction support sites are discussed in section A3.5 of Appendix A (Updated project
description) of the amendment report.

The critical State significant infrastructure (CSSI) application for the HTP covers five local
government areas (Muswellbrook, Singleton, Cessnock, Central Coast and Lake Macquarie).

The combined impacts of the project on a matter with other relevant future projects.

This is used primarily to assess potential impacts on biodiversity values in Appendix E —
Revised biodiversity development assessment report of the amendment report; and has
been incorporated into this ACHA addendum for the purposes of Aboriginal cultural
heritage.

Includes the following categories:
e disturbance area A
o disturbance area A (centreline)
e disturbance area B

e disturbance area HZ.

The area where vegetation would be completely removed. It includes areas at and around
transmission towers (including tower pads and batters), stringing sites, laydown areas,
switching stations, substation upgrades, construction support sites, new and upgraded
access tracks and road upgrades.

Impacts within this area would include sub-surface disturbance from construction activities
such as grading, excavation, and full tree removal.

With the exception of areas that only require temporary disturbance (i.e. temporary access
tracks and stringing sites), this area would also be subject to ongoing maintenance during
operation (including vegetation removal to ground level) for operational and safety
requirements, including bushfire risk management.

A 20-metre-wide centreline area between transmission towers where all vegetation would
be removed to ground level during construction.

This area would also be subject to ongoing maintenance during operation (i.e. removal to
maintain vegetation clearance requirements) for operational and safety requirements,
including bushfire risk management.

The area within the transmission line easement, excluding disturbance area A and
disturbance area A (centreline), where partial clearing would be undertaken. Removal of
vegetation (including trees) would be undertaken only where it has the potential to exceed
vegetation clearance heights. These heights are set for operational and safety
requirements, including bushfire risk management (a minimum of 13.5 metres below the
conductors at maximum operating temperature). Vegetation with mature growth heights
up to 2 metres can remain, while vegetation exceeding two metres will be managed to
maintain these clearance heights.

This area would be subject to ongoing maintenance during operation.



Term

Definition

Disturbance area hazard tree zone
(Hz)

EnergyCo

Eraring Power Station

Exclusion zone

Exhibited project

Hunter Transmission Project (HTP)
or project

HTP corridor

HTP North, HTP Central and HTP
South

Laydown areas

No clearing zone

Hazard trees are those that have the potential to pose a risk to safe operation of the
transmission line by falling onto the transmission towers, conductors and associated
infrastructure within the easement. A hazard tree zone has been identified in limited areas
on either side of the transmission line easement through LiDAR analysis of tree heights and
topography.

Hazard tree management would occur during operation to maintain safe operating
clearances for the conductors and tower structures. The hazard tree zone will be inspected
for trees in the height range of 20 metres or more, which is typically in the high-risk
category. High-risk category trees will be assessed for structural instability and managed
according to the risk present, including tree removal if required.

The Energy Corporation of New South Wales constituted by section 7 of the NSW Energy
and Utilities Administration Act 1987 as the NSW Government-controlled statutory
authority appointed as the infrastructure planner under the NSW Electricity Infrastructure
Investment Act 2020 responsible for the delivery of NSW’s Renewable Energy Zones (REZs).

The proponent for the HTP.
Existing Power Station at Eraring operated by Origin Energy.

A safe clearance area around the transmission line and towers to protect public safety, the
network and to maintain access to the asset. It delineates the area where most land use
activities are prohibited.

The zone is located within the easement and is defined according to the operational voltage
and design of the infrastructure.

The project as described in the publicly exhibited EIS.

The HTP as described in Appendix A (Updated project description) of the amendment report
and identified in the overview figures of the amendment report.

Comprises:

e the transmission line corridor connecting Bayswater South switching station to Olney
switching station

e the transmission line corridor connecting the Bayswater South switching station to the
existing 500 kV transmission line near Bayswater Power Station

e the transmission line corridor connecting the Olney switching station to the existing
500 kV transmission line between Eraring and Kemps Creek.

The HTP corridor is around 140 metres wide.

Three geographical zones defined as:

e HTP North — Bayswater to Broke includes the Bayswater Power Station, major coal
mining complexes in the Upper Hunter Valley, Mount Thorley Industrial Estate, Singleton
Military Area, and several rural properties generally on the alluvial floodplains of the
Hunter River

e HTP Central — Pokolbin to Corrabare includes the Pokolbin and Corrabare State forests
and the rural residential areas between these forests at Cedar Creek, Millfield and
Laguna

e HTP South — Olney to Eraring includes the Watagan and Olney State forests, Watagans
National Park, the residential areas in Martinsville and Cooranbong, and Eraring Power
Station.

Established to allow for flexibility in construction and to minimise the need for vehicle
movements to and from the construction support sites. These would act as temporary
staging, storage, and complex plant/equipment setup areas. They would also act as traffic
control nodes during construction of the HTP.

Areas within the transmission line easement where vegetation removal is not required.
These areas would occur where there is sufficient separation of 10 metres or more between
the maximum operating temperature conductor position and the existing vegetation.

This area is excluded from the disturbance area.
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Term

Definition

Olney switching station

Operation impact area

Pre-construction minor works

Project impact area

(the) proponent

Registered Aboriginal Party (RAP)

Refinement

Renewable Energy Zone (REZ)

Stringing site

Substation

Switching station

Temporary worker accommodation

Transgrid

Transmission line easement

Transmission tower
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The new switching station that would be constructed in Olney State Forest.

The area that would be occupied by permanent components of the project and/or
maintained, including transmission line easements, transmission lines and towers,
substations, switching stations, communications infrastructure, maintenance facilities,
permanent access roads to substations and switching stations and access tracks to the
transmission line easement.

Activities with a low potential to impact the environment that may be permissible in
advance of construction and without the requirement for an approved environmental
management strategy/construction environmental management plan (CEMP).

The area that has been assumed for the purpose of the amendment report to be directly
affected by the construction and operation of the project. It includes the indicative location
of project infrastructure, the area that would be directly disturbed during construction and
any easement required during operation.

The Energy Corporation of NSW (EnergyCo).

An Aboriginal individual and/or organisation that has registered to be consulted on the
project; and is identified as a Registered Aboriginal part through the exhibited ACHA and
ACHA addendum.

A change that fits within the limits set by the project description of the exhibited project
and does not change what the proponent is seeking approval for and/or does not require
an amendment to the CSSI application for the project.

A geographic area identified and declared by the NSW Government as a Renewable Energy
Zone.

Used for the preparation, assembly and operation of stringing equipment to connect the
transmission line to the towers. Stringing sites would be positioned along the HTP corridor.

On other transmission projects, they may be referred to as ‘brake and winch’ sites.

A facility used to increase or decrease voltages between incoming and outgoing lines (e.g.
330 kV to 500 kV).

A facility used to connect two or more distinct transmission lines of the same designated
voltage.

Temporary accommodation that would be erected and used during construction to house
the construction workforce. Temporary worker accommodation would be located at some
construction support sites.

Preferred network operator for the HTP.

An area surrounding and including the transmission lines which is a legal proprietary right
and allows for ongoing access and maintenance of the transmission lines. Landowners can
typically continue to use most of the land within transmission line easements, subject to
some restrictions for safety and operational reasons.

For 500 kV transmission lines, this is typically a free-standing steel lattice structure
(suspension or tension tower). Transmission towers for the HTP would generally be up to 85
metres high.
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Executive Summary

ES1 Project overview

The Hunter Transmission Project (HTP, the project) involves the construction of a new overhead 500 kilovolt (kV)
transmission line of around 110 kilometres connecting the existing 500 kV transmission line at Bayswater to the
existing 500 kV transmission line in the Olney State Forest near Eraring in the Hunter region of New South Wales
(NSW).

An environmental impact statement (EIS) was prepared in accordance with the requirements of Part 5,

Division 5.2 of the NSW Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act). The EIS was placed on
public exhibition by the NSW Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure (DPHI) for a period of 28 days,
between 27 August 2025 and 24 September 2025.

The Energy Corporation of NSW (EnergyCo) has proposed amendments and refinements to the exhibited project.
The amendments and refinements respond to stakeholder and contractor feedback on the project, as well as
provide functional improvements to the design and construction methodology of the project. The proposed
amendments and refinements take into account submissions received during the public exhibition of the EIS and
ongoing design and construction methodology development since the EIS was exhibited.

ES2 Purpose of report
An Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment report (hereafter exhibited ACHA) was prepared as part of the EIS and

provided an assessment of the potential Aboriginal heritage impacts associated with the project.

This ACHA addendum report represents supplementary information further considering the proposed project
amendments and responding to submissions received during the public exhibition. Specifically, the ACHA
addendum:

. provides information on additional field survey and test excavation undertaken following submission of the

EIS to further supplement and refine the existing archaeological models and identified cultural assemblage

. provide information on additional field survey investigations undertaken for a series of d amendments to
the project since exhibition of the EIS

. provide clarifications and additional information to respond to comments made by Heritage NSW, Forestry
Corporation of NSW, NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service, and Mindaribba Local Aboriginal Land
Council (LALC) during the public exhibition of the EIS documentation.

ES3 Results and findings
ES3.1 Field investigations

Additional field investigations included:

. field surveys of previously uninspected areas of the project impact area. These were undertaken to fill any
gaps in the field survey coverage undertaken for the ACHA addendum as a result of proposed amendments
and/or improved land access
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. test excavation to further understand any buried cultural deposits within the project impact area. These
investigations focussed on proposed disturbance within areas of predicted Warkworth Sands system in the
vicinity of the Hunter River/Wollombi Brook confluence. Of the 40 locations within the project impact area
proposed for test excavation in the exhibited ACHA, 17 have now been completed.?

Around 160 kilometres of additional field survey was undertaken as part of the ACHA addendum, and which
identified a further 13 Aboriginal objects, sites and places (as well as re-investigated seven previously
documented sites). These were all found in previously unsurveyed portions of the exhibited project impact area
and were dominated by isolated and low-density stone artefacts, but included a potential culturally modified tree.
In combination with the exhibited ACHA investigations, 82.5% of the amended project impact area has been
inspected. Of the remaining project impact area, 7% has not been surveyed either being rugged terrain
considered dangerous (3%) and/or comprising existing sealed roads (4%). When combining all activities for the
project since November 2023, ~800 kilometres of transects within the amended project impact area and its
immediate surrounds have occurred, and over 8,700 points of observation and recording undertaken.

Additional archaeological excavations included 180 test pits (consisting of 160 x 0.25 square metre (m?2) and

20 x 1 m? test pits) undertaken in small grids at each of the 17 locations, and equating to ~60 m? or ~31.26 cubic
metres (m3). The test pits encountered two main soil types, either shallow duplex soil profiles or deep Warkworth
Sands system units. The former were typically shallow (<50 centimetres), while the latter routinely reached
depths of >1 metre. When incorporating the previous phase of works within the exhibited ACHA, this totals 284
test pits, equivalent to ~¥89 m?2. In total, 563 stone artefacts were recovered from the ACHA addendum
investigations, with an average density of 3.4 artefacts/m?2. They were dominated by indurated mudstone and
silcrete raw materials, with a range of tool types (including backed blades and scrapers) recovered. The findings
align with predictions of the distribution of the Warkworth Sands system and suggest ~117 hectares of the
deposit is within the amended project impact area.

The test excavations ultimately identified 20 discrete Aboriginal sites. Of these, ten test pits primarily situated
immediately south of Wollombi Brook and on a rise east of Hobden Gully ridge overlooking the Hunter River
(north of Wollombi Brook) were amalgamated into five focus areas indicative of more extensive visitation and/or
occupation, along with a range of other sparser subsurface stone artefact densities. The highest artefact densities
were encountered within test pits 141-1 to 141-21 inclusive on the banks of Wollombi Brook, with chronological
samples suggesting extended occupation in the last 1 to 2000 years. Test pits 156-2 to 156-21 inclusive and 158-2
to 158-26 inclusive were situated in the Warkworth Sands system, and from which cultural materials of significant
age were encountered. Specifically, at test pits 156-2 to 156-21 inclusive, the assemblage appears to reflect
visitation over the last 17,000 years, while at test pits 158-2 to 158-26 inclusive visitation may have initially
occurred at 38000 years ago and continuing to ~13,000 years ago. While cautious interpretation is needed given
the bioturbation and mixing evident in the Warkworth Sands system, if accurate, this would be the earliest
evidence of human activity in the Hunter Valley documented to date.

B The completion of this field program forms part of the mitigation measures outlined in Chapter 9 (Management) and Appendix E (Post-approval

requirements — updated guiding principles).
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ES3.2 The cultural assemblage

The exhibited ACHA identified 32 significant Aboriginal objects, and places, along with a background scatter that
amalgamated 191 isolated and low-density stone artefact scatters within the project impact area. Information
was also provided of 379 Aboriginal objects, sites and places outside the exhibited project impact area, but within
200 metres. As part of the ACHA addendum, numerous refinements to the cultural assemblage within the
amended project impact area have been undertaken as a result of comments though the public exhibition of the
EIS. This included the further consideration of Aboriginal object, sites and places: 1) identified as previously
destroyed; 2) outside, but on the periphery of the project impact area; 3) increasing detail of those outside, but
within 55 metres of the project impact area; 4) the separation of the background scatter sites that amalgamated
discrete listings and to rather present them separately; and 5) inclusion of cultural materials some distance
beyond the project impact area, but potentially affected through the project mitigation measures.?

When applying these requirements, the cultural assemblage totals:

. Within the amended project impact area: 303 Aboriginal objects, sites and places, including 13
rockshelters, six grinding grooves, eight cultural places, three culturally modified trees, three stone
arrangements, nine high density stone artefact scatters, eleven moderate density stone artefact scatters,
eight subsurface cultural deposits, 121 low density artefact scatters and 121 isolated stone artefacts

. Outside, but within 55 metres of the amended project impact area: 146 Aboriginal objects, sites and places,
including five rockshelters, seven grinding grooves, three resource and gathering sites, four culturally
modified trees, two stone arrangements, five high density stone artefact scatters, ten moderate density
stone artefact scatters, one hearth, 50 low density artefact scatters and 59 isolated stone artefacts

. Outside the amended project impact area, but may be impacted through the mitigation measures of the
project, which propose Aboriginal led research that may include investigation and recovery of cultural
materials: three rockshelters.

Of the 303 Aboriginal objects, sites and places entirely or partially within the amended project impact area, 23 are
considered of high significance. These are dominated by the site types discussed above, including rockshelters,
grinding grooves, stone arrangements, cultural places, and cultural deposits documented in the test excavation.
81 moderate significant Aboriginal objects, sites and places are also documented, which include a range of stone
artefact materials (many previously documented across the region). The remaining 199 Aboriginal objects, sites
and places are considered of low significance, and are dominated by surface isolated or low-density stone
artefacts. When considering areas outside, but within 55 metres of the project impact area, of the 146 Aboriginal
objects, sites and places documented, 17 highly significant Aboriginal objects, sites and places, are present; 27 of
moderate significance; and 102 of low significance. The three rockshelters outside the project impact area that
may be affected through Aboriginal led research activities recommended by the project were all considered of
high significance.

Several cultural landscapes, including view-lines and -scapes, identified in the exhibited ACHA continue to remain
relevant to the project. These typically represent concentrated areas of cultural sites and materials, and broader
view-lines between Dreaming places (primarily promontories) across the broader region.

2 The distance of 55 m from the amended project impact area is based on the predicted distance for indirect vibration impacts by the project
based on German Standard DIN 4150-2016 Vibration in Buildings - Part 3: Effects on Structures criteria for sensitive heritage structures — the
closest comparison available to the identified cultural materials.
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ES4 Potential impacts and management

In response to comments received during the public exhibition, the potential impacts of the amended project
impact area have been further refined. Rather than propose a 100% impact within the amended project impact
area as outlined in the exhibited ACHA, this ACHA addendum has adopted the disturbance areas as identified
Appendix E — Revised biodiversity development assessment report of the amendment report. These include several
no-go areas, or areas where minimal development activities are proposed, and within which cultural materials
would be unaffected. In addition, 20 high and moderate significant Aboriginal objects, sites and places within or in
close proximity to the amended project impact area are now committed for avoidance (an increase from five in
the exhibited ACHA). Further refinement is also being explored for project elements in the vicinity of highly
significant cultural deposits, HTP-N-FAO1 and HTP-N-FAQ2.

Overall, 232 Aboriginal objects, sites and/or places will be directly or indirectly impacted by the project. These
include:

. 217 Aboriginal sites and places are within disturbance areas A and B and would be either completely or
partially impacted by the project. These include five rockshelters, five cultural sites (primarily resource and
gathering), two grinding groove sites, two culturally modified trees, 29 surface and sub-surface stone
artefact sites of moderate to high-density, and 174 low density artefact scatters and isolated finds

. a further 12 Aboriginal objects, sites and places within or within 55 m of the amended project impact area
but outside of disturbance areas A and B, but which are prone to indirect impacts, such as vibration and/or
hydrological changes?

. three sites outside the project impact area (>55 m) would be partially impacted as a result of Aboriginal led
research outlined in the mitigation measures in Chapter 9 (Management)

These values are an increase in potential impacts from the exhibited ACHA (n=223) by nine additional identified
sites and/or places. The remaining cultural assemblage, consisting of 69 Aboriginal objects, site and places within
the amended project impact area and 131 outside, but within 55 metres of the amended project impact area, are
unlikely to be affected by the project. Of the 117 hectares of predicted Warkworth sand system within the
amended project impact area, ~50 hectares (43%) are situated within areas where ground disturbance is not
predicted, and would be unaffected by the project.

Potential impacts to cultural landscapes, view-lines and -scapes identified within, or in the vicinity of the amended
project impact area, remain unchanged from the exhibited ACHA. Where impacts are predicted, project specific
mitigation measures have been developed in consultation with the key Aboriginal Traditional Owners.

This ACHA addendum report includes updated management and mitigation sections based on this revised cultural
assemblage. These now include further consideration of avoidance and minimising impacts throughout detailed
design and construction, more extensive engagement and consultation during the development of key
documentation, and further details of post-approval mitigation measures.

3 One of these sites includes HTP-C-RS14 (#45-3-5013), which is also proposed to Aboriginal led research and may result in direct harm to the site

through activities such as excavation and/or analysis of art motifs. This is further outlined in Chapter 9 (Management).

E250595 | RP#42 | v6 ES.4



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Executive Summary
Acknowledgement of Country
Glossary
1 Introduction
1.1 Background
1.2 The project (as exhibited)
1.3 The project (as amended)
14 Purpose and structure of this report
2 Description of amendments and refinements

3 Methodology

3.1 Response to submissions
3.2 Assessment screening
33 Legislation, polices, plans and guidelines

3.4 Study area

3.5 Desktop assessment
3.6 Aboriginal consultation
3.7 Field investigations

3.8 Limitations
4 Aboriginal consultation
4.1 Summary of this chapter
4.2 Summary of exhibited ACHA consultation (November 2023 — July 2025)

43 Consultation undertaken for test excavations (May — July 2025) and since submission of the EIS
(August — December 2025)

4.4 Aboriginal stakeholder feedback
5 Field investigations

5.1 Summary of this chapter

5.2 Summary of exhibited ACHA field investigations

5.3 Inaccessible dangerous terrain

5.4 Field investigations undertaken since submission of EIS
6 The archaeological resource

6.1 Summary of this chapter

6.2 Summary of the exhibited ACHA findings

ES.1

O 9N N PP

18
18
18
19
20
20
21
22
22
23
23
23

24
26
28
28
29
30
36
169
169
169

E250595 | RP#42 | v6



6.3 Additional desktop information and analysis 171
6.4 Review of additional field investigations 172
6.5 Updated cultural assemblage of the project 173
7 Significance assessment 218
7.1 General 218
7.2 Statement of significance 218
8 Potential and cumulative impacts 223
8.1 Summary of this chapter 223
8.2 Summary of the exhibited ACHA findings 224
8.3 Avoidance and minimisation of impacts through design refinements 224
8.4 Potential impacts from the project 225
8.5 Cumulative impacts 230
9 Management 264
9.1 Summary of this chapter 264
9.2 Updated summary of findings and impacts 264
9.3 Existing approval for the management of the cultural assemblage 265
9.4 Post approval requirements 266
9.5 Mitigation measures 267
References 272
Appendices
Appendix A Public exhibition comments B.1
Appendix B Aboriginal consultation B.1
Appendix C Field investigations C1
Appendix D Aboriginal site information D.1
Appendix E Post approval requirements — updated guiding principles E.1
Tables
Table 2.1 Description of proposed amendments and refinements compared to the exhibited project10
Table 3.1 Screening assessment — Aboriginal cultural heritage 18
Table 4.1 Timeline and summary of Aboriginal community consultation completed since the exhibited
ACHA 25
Table 5.1 Aboriginal stakeholder representatives involved in the field survey as part of the ACHA
addendum 36
Table 5.2 Field survey undertaken within the amended project impact area as part of this ACHA
addendum. Note field survey supplemented existing transects and stratigraphic units
presented in the exhibited ACHA and reproduced here now accounting for the additional
investigation. 70
Table 5.3 RAPs participating in the test excavation program at Hunter Valley Operations 112

E250595 | RP#42 | v6



Table 5.4
Table 5.5

Table 5.6

Table 9.1

Table A.1
Table B.1
Table C.1
Table D.1

Table D.2

Table D.3

Table D.4

Table D.5

Table D.6

Table D.7

Table D.8

Table D.9

Table D.10

Table D.11

Table D.12

Summary of OSL ages recovered from the test excavations 145

Interpolated ages of test pits from 141-15, 141-20, 156-12, 158-9 and 158-10 based on age-
depth models presented in Plates 5.37 to 5.39 inclusive; and cultural materials recovered
from the same depths 150

Discrete Aboriginal sites identified from test excavations 152

Updated management and mitigation measures for Aboriginal cultural heritage (to be read

in conjunction with Appendix E) 268
Response to comments received as part of the EIS public exhibition B.6
Registered Aboriginal parties B.2
Survey unit (SU) descriptions Cc3

All extant Aboriginal objects, sites and places identified within the amended project impact
area from existing information and field investigations undertaken for the exhibited ACHA
and ACHA addendum D.2

All Aboriginal objects, sites and places identified outside, but within 55 m of the amended
project impact area from existing information and field investigations undertaken for the
exhibited ACHA and ACHA addendum D.62

All extant Aboriginal objects, sites and places identified outside the amended project impact
area, but that may be affected through the implementation of the project recommendation
and mitigation measures D.85

All Aboriginal objects, sites and places considered destroyed in the exhibited ACHA and their
current status within the amended project impact area D.86

Rockshelters identified duing the field investigations and assessed against criteria (see table
notes below) within the exhibited ACHA to determine whether they are cultural. Proximity
to project has been updated to reflect this ACHA addendum. Additional requirements by
Heritage NSW include the need to consider sites were nearby soil profiles may be used to
further validate the sites, and which has now formed a criteria for consideration. Those in
red have been incorporated into the cultural assemblage outlined in Section 6.5 D.96

Updated significance of Aboriginal objects and sites and places identified within the
amended project impact area D.165

Significance of Aboriginal objects, sites and places identified outside, but within 55 m of the
amended project impact area D.182

Significance of Aboriginal objects, sites and places identified outside the amended project
impact area, but potentially affected as part of the project mitigation measures D.190

Updated summary of potential impacts to Aboriginal objects and/or sites within the
amended project impact area D.192

Summary of potential impacts to Aboriginal objects and/or sites outside but within 55m of
the amended project impact area D.231

Summary of potential impacts to Aboriginal objects, sites and places identified outside the
project impact area, but potentially affected as part of the project recommenations and/or
mitigation measures D.252

Existing documented cultural materials management based on existing approvals D.281

E250595 | RP#42 | v6



Figures

Figure 1.1
Figure 5.1
Figure 5.2
Figure 5.3
Figure 5.4
Figure 5.5
Figure 5.6
Figure 5.7
Figure 5.8
Figure 6.1
Figure 6.2
Figure 8.1
Figure D.1
Figure D.2

Figure D.3
Figure D.4

Figure E.1

Plates

Plate 5.1
Plate 5.2
Plate 5.3
Plate 5.4
Plate 5.5
Plate 5.6
Plate 5.7
Plate 5.8
Plate 5.9

Plate 5.10
Plate 5.11
Plate 5.12
Plate 5.13
Plate 5.14
Plate 5.15
Plate 5.16

Proposed amendments to the exhibited HTP 3
Dangerous and/or inaccessible terrain within the project impact area 31
Field survey transects and surveyed areas of the amended project 42
Updated total field survey coverage of amended project impact area 71
Identified Aboriginal sites through the ACHA addendum investigations 105
Test excavation results 116
Test excavation results per m? 129
Aboriginal sites identified during the test excavations 154
Revised Warkworth sands modelling based on findings from the test excavations 164
Aboriginal objects, sites and places previously destroyed 177
The updated archaeological resource of the amended project impact area 188
Updated potential impacts in relation to the ACHA addendum project 234
The archaeological resource of the addendum project impact area D.102

The archaeological resource outside the addendum project impact area, but within 55 m
D.103

Potential impacts within addendum project impact area D.193

Potential impacts within outside the addendum project impact area, but within 55m D.194

Archaeological test excavations — proposed and compeleted E4
Example of steep terrain encountered within the project impact area 35
Example of steep terrain encountered within the project impact area 35
Example of steep terrain encountered within the project impact area 35
Example of steep terrain encountered within the project impact area 35
Example of steep terrain encountered within the project impact area 35
Example of steep terrain encountered within the project impact area 35
Gentle undulating hills typical of SU1, east facing 40
Cleared pastoral land with clumps of revegetation typicla of SU11, view north 40

Modified landscape typical of SU14 with the boundary between Bulga Mine and SMA

visible, south facing 40
Example of flat plain abutting steep spurs to the south located in SU17, south facing 40
Gently undulating plain with vehicle track throughout SU21, south-west facing 40

Steep, densely vegetated slopes typical of the rugged landscape in SU25, north facing 40

Example of vehicle track on ridgelines throughout SU33, north-west facing 41
Example of degraded vehicle track throughout SU33, south-west facing 41
Example of a transmission line clearing in SU36 located in SMA, north-facing 41
Scar on eucalypt tree from potential cultural modification, scar is north facing 103

E250595 | RP#42 | v6

iv



Plate 5.17
Plate 5.18
Plate 5.19

Plate 5.20

Plate 5.21
Plate 5.22
Plate 5.23

Plate 5.24
Plate 5.25
Plate 5.26

Plate 5.27
Plate 5.28
Plate 5.29
Plate 5.30
Plate 5.31
Plate 5.32
Plate 5.33
Plate 5.34
Plate 5.35
Plate 5.36
Plate 5.37
Plate 5.38

Plate 5.39

Plate 5.40

E250595 | RP#42 | v6

Potential culturally modified tree (HTP-N-CMTO02), view south 103
BMP 1; Jerrys Plain (AHIMS #37-2-0500) sample of silcrete flakes (n=5) 103

BMP 1; Jerrys Plain (AHIMS #37-2-0500) context view north of a large exposure cuased by
sheetwash erosion and vehicle track disturbance 103

P16 (AHIMS #37-2-0811) context view west of an exposure caused by sheet wash on a very

gently inclined hillslope 104
HTP-N-AS78 sample of silcrete flakes (n=2) 104
HTP-N-AS77 sample of mudstone flake (n=1) 104
HTP-N-AS77 context view north of a large exposure alongside a vehicle track caused by

sheet wash erosion 104
View north showing the location of TP144-19 towards the Hunter River 114
TP 144-9 north section, showing soil profile (i) 114

View north showing the location of TP141-15 towards the confluence of Wollombi Brook
and Hunter River 114

TP 141-15 north section, showing soil profile (ii) with more abundant gravels present 114

View north showing the location of TP134-7 towards the Hunter River 114
TP 134-7 north section, showing soil profile (ii) 114
View north showing the location of TP158-17 115
TP 158-10 north section, showing soil profile (iii) 115
View north showing the location of TP172-8 towards the Hunter River 115
TP 172-16 north section, showing soil profile (iv) 115
Floodplains — TP143-7 north section 143
Terraces and associated slopes — TP134-5 north section 143
Source bordering dunes — TP155-9 north section 143
Hillcrests and upper slopes — TP172-3 north section 143

Test pit 141-15 and 141-20 - age-depth model developed from ages in Table 5.4 using Oxcal
(v.4.4) and P-Sequencedeposition model (Bronk Ramsey, 2008, 2009a, 2009b; Bronk
Ramsey and Lee, 2013) 147

Test pit 156-12 - age-depth model developed from ages in Table 5.4 using Oxcal (v.4.4) and
P-Sequencedeposition model (Bronk Ramsey, 2008, 2009a, 2009b; Bronk Ramsey and Lee,
2013) 148

Test pits 158-9 and 158-10 - age-depth model developed from ages in Table 5.4 using Oxcal
(v.4.4) and P-Sequencedeposition model (Bronk Ramsey, 2008, 2009a, 2009b; Bronk
Ramsey and Lee, 2013) 149



1 Introduction

1.1 Background

The Hunter Transmission Project (HTP, the project) involves the construction of a new overhead 500 kilovolt (kV)
transmission line of around 110 kilometres connecting the existing 500 kV transmission line at Bayswater to the
existing 500 kV transmission line in the Olney State Forest near Eraring in the Hunter region of New South Wales
(NSW).

Due to its strategic importance, the NSW Minister for Planning and Public Spaces has declared the project to be
Critical State Significant Infrastructure (CSSI) under the NSW Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979
(EP&A Act).

An environmental impact statement (EIS) was prepared in accordance with the requirements of Part 5,

Division 5.2 of the NSW Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act). The EIS was placed on
public exhibition by the NSW Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure (DPHI) for a period of 28 days,
between 27 August 2025 and 24 September 2025.

The Energy Corporation of NSW (EnergyCo) has proposed amendments and refinements to the exhibited project.
The amendments and refinements respond to stakeholder and contractor feedback on the project, as well as
provide functional improvements to the design and construction methodology of the project. The proposed
amendments and refinements take into account submissions received during the public exhibition of the EIS and
ongoing design and construction methodology development since the EIS was exhibited. These amendments and
refinements have been described and considered in relevant impact assessments.

1.2 The project (as exhibited)

The key elements of the project, as exhibited in the EIS, include:

. a new overhead 500 kV double circuit transmission line of around 110 kilometres

. two new switching stations (Bayswater South and Olney)

. upgrades to the existing Bayswater and Eraring substations

. adjustments and upgrades to existing transmission lines

. property adjustment works to facilitate access to the transmission lines and switching stations

. utility adjustments required for the construction of the transmission network infrastructure

. ancillary works to support construction including road upgrades, establishment of new access tracks and

upgrades to existing access tracks, construction support sites (some with temporary worker
accommodation), and other construction facilities such as laydown areas.

The HTP corridor runs mostly through power station, mining and government land between Bayswater and Broke.
It then traverses the Pokolbin, Corrabare, Watagan and Olney State forests where it joins the existing 500 kV
transmission line running between Eraring and Kemps Creek in western Sydney.
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1.3 The project (as amended)

The proposed amendments and refinements to the exhibited project are collectively referred to in this Aboriginal
cultural heritage assessment (ACHA) addendum as the ‘amended project’.

The key proposed amendments include:

. realignment of the transmission line at Mount Thorley

. realignment of the transmission line at Gouldsville

. localised easement widening for conductor swing

. changes at Eraring substation

. changes to access tracks

. minor adjustments to the project impact area for intersection upgrades
. adjustments to the proposed access routes for construction

. reconfiguration of construction support sites and temporary worker accommodation facilities
. changes to laydown areas within State forests

. reconfiguration of the Flick Road emergency helicopter landing area

. removal of stringing site in Olney State Forest

. changes to construction plant and equipment types and locations

The key refinements include:

. minor changes at Bayswater substation
. changes to the disturbance area at Olney.

These amendments are further outlined in Figure 1.1, and descriptions of the amendments are included in
Chapter 2 (Description of amendments and refinements).

E250595 | RP#42 | v6



MAXWELL
UNDERGROUND
MINE

AmendmentReport\AROO3 DetailedProiectOverview\AROO3 DetailedProjectOverview 20260213 16.aprx 2/16/2026

emm.local\xdrive\Secured\Divisions\E220595\GIS\02 Maps

MT ARTHUR
COAL MINE

BAYSWATER SOUTH
SWITCHING STATION

PIKES GULLY ROAD

HUNTER
VALLEY
OPERATIONS

UNITED WAMBO

l:/;AISON

DIEU

L

.
1
0
.
0

Source: EMM (2026); Beca (2025); DCSSS (2024); ESRI (2026)

10

1km

GDA2020 MGA Zone 56 "N

KEY

[ Exhibited project impact area
Amended project impact area

m= HTP corridor
Bayswater South switching station

Construction support site (*with temporary
worker accommodation)

== Laydown area

3 Adjustment to existing transmission line (lines 31
and 32)

@ Upgrades to existing transmission line (lines SA3
and 5A4)

BB Access tracks, road upgrades and intersection
upgrades
@ New access track
3 Access tracks no longer required
Existing environment
M Power station
=== 330kV transmission line
500 kV transmission line
—— Railway
== Major road
Named watercourse
Named waterbody
NPWS reserve
Energy

(=3 Local government area

Proposed amendments
Map 1 of 4

Hunter Transmission Project
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment Addendum
Figure 1.1



AmendmentReport\AROO3 DetailedProiectOverview\AROO3 DetailedProjectOverview 20260213 16.aprx 2/16/2026

emm.local\xdrive\Secured\Divisions\E220595\GIS\02_Maps

UNITED WAMBO

HUNTER
VALLEY
\ "~-=-" » OPERATIONS

REALIGNMENT OF THE TRANSMISSION
LINE AT MOUNT THORLEY

MOUNT THORLEY
WARKWORTH

REALIGNMENT OF THE \ /
TRANSMISSION LINE AT GOULDSVILLE

GOULDSVILLE ROAD

GOULDSVILLE

DUNGOG
GLETO CLARENCE TQWN
ANXTON
MAITLAND

ABERMAIN HEXHAMY
{
,

SINGLETON
MILITARY AREA

Source: EMM (2026); Beca (2025); DCSSS (2024); ESRI (2026)

GDA2020 MGA Zone 56 "N

KEY

([ Exhibited project impact area
Amended project impact area

== HTP corridor

Construction support site (*with temporary
worker accommodation)

B Adjustment to existing transmission line (line 81)

BB Access tracks, road upgrades and intersection
upgrades

@ New access track
3 Access tracks no longer required
Existing environment
=== 330KkV transmission line
— = Railway
== Major road
Named watercourse
Named waterbody
NPWS reserve
State forest
Defence
Energy

(=3 Local government area

Proposed amendments
Map 2 of 4

Hunter Transmission Project
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment Addendum
Figure 1.1



POKOLBI
FLORA
RESERVE CORRABARE

STATE FOREST

WATAGAN
STATE FOREST

POKOLBIN
STATE FOREST

jew 20260213 16.aprx 2/16/2026

‘

WATAGAN
STATE FOREST

\yﬁ\

POKOLBIN STATE>S MOUNT, VIEW
CONSERVATIONGAREA Lm\'\
CEDAR CREEK

WOLLOMBI ROAD CONSTRUCTION
SUPPORT SITE RECONFIGURATION

WERAKATA STATE
CONSERVATION AREA

ELFALONG

\ QUORROBOLON(
CHANGES TO LAYDOWN AREAS

‘ WITHIN STATE FORESTS
CORRABARE
YANGO STATE STATE FOREST
CONSERVATION AREA

~ J) OLLOMBI

{ INSET B
X

RECONFIGURATION OF THE FLICK ROAD
| \\Q) EMERGENCY HELICOPTER LANDING AREA

ABARE A ‘\O
g RESERVE \\
Source: EMM (2026); Beca (2025); DCSSS (2024); ESRI (2026) 0 5 1?(
1km

GDA2020 MGA Zone 56 "N

KEY

([ Exhibited project impact area
Amended project impact area

== HTP corridor

"] Construction support site (*with temporary
worker accommodation)

== Laydown area

B Access tracks, road upgrades and intersection
upgrades

@ New access track

Existing environment

— = Railway

== Major road

~— Named watercourse

© Named waterbody
NPWS reserve

[0 State conservation area
State forest

[ Defence

(=3 Local government area

Proposed amendments
Map 3 of 4

Hunter Transmission Project
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment Addendum
Figure 1.1



CONGEWAI

‘e

/

RAWOLONG
NATURE RESERVE

WATAGAN
STATE FOREST

BAR
FLORA
RESERVE

REMOVAL OF STRINGING SITE IN OLNEY
STATE FOREST FOR BIODIVERSITY AVOIDANCE

OLNEY STATE
FOREST

JILLIBY STATE
CONSERVATION
AREA

KULUWAN
FLORA
RESERVE

Source: EMM (2026); Beca (2025); DCSSS (2024); ESRI (2026)

@
CESSNOCS
©
TRIEN
WATAGANS
NATIONAL PARK

CHANGES TO LAYDOWN AREAS
WITHIN STATE FORESTS

OISy OIMVALINID
X
W
RO 2

R
o

HEATON STATE
FOREST

3 Exhibited project impact area
Amended project impact area

m= HTP corridor
=1 Olney switching station

[ Construction support site (*with temporary
worker accommodation)

&= Laydown area
3 Eraring Substation upgrade

@B Upgrades to existing transmission line (lines SA1
and 5A2)

W Access tracks, road upgrades and intersection

upgrades
@B New access track
3 Access tracks no longer required
Existing environment
B Power station
= = 330 kV transmission line
500 kV transmission line
— = Railway
== Major road

~— Named watercourse

© Named waterbody
NPWS reserve
[ State conservation area

> WATAGAN
STATE FOREST
/\0§
N
S
=
=

S
=
il

OLNEY STATE
FOREST

State forest
[ Recreation area

(=3 Local government area

Proposed amendments

Map 4 of 4

OLNEY STATE
FOREST Hunter Transmission Project
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment Addendum
Figure 1.1

GDA2020 MGA Zone 56 "N



1.4

Purpose and structure of this report

The purpose of this report is to support the Hunter Transmission Project Amendment Report through assessment
of the potential Aboriginal cultural heritage impacts of the amended project. This report considers whether the
proposed amendments and refinements would result in any changes to the predicted Aboriginal cultural heritage
impacts described in the EIS for the exhibited project, and whether any changes to mitigation measures are
required.

This ACHA addendum is to be read in conjunction with the EIS for the exhibited project and the exhibited ACHA.

The structure and content of this ACHA addendum is as follows:

Chapter 1 — Introduction: provides an introduction to this ACHA addendum

Chapter 2 — Description of amendments and refinements: includes an overview of the proposed
amendments and refinements compared to the description of project features as part of the exhibited
project

Chapter 3 — Methodology: outlines the methodology used for the preparation of this ACHA addendum

Chapter 4 — Aboriginal consultation: describes the consultation that has been undertaken with the
registered Aboriginal parties (RAPs) since the submission of the EIS and in the finalisation of this ACHA
addendum

Chapter 5 — Field investigations: outlines additional field survey and test excavations undertaken during
and/or following the submission of the EIS to further inform the cultural assemblage within the amended
project impact area

Chapter 6 — The archaeological resource: provides an updated description of the Aboriginal objects and
sites within the amended project impact area following modifications to the exhibited ACHA sought
through public exhibitions and as a result of proposed refinements.

Chapter 7 — Significance assessment: classifies the scientific and cultural significance of identified Aboriginal
objects and sites within the amended project impact area

Chapter 8 — Assessment of impacts: includes an assessment of the potential construction and operational
Aboriginal cultural heritage impacts of the amended project compared to the impacts described as part of
the exhibited project, and describes where the impacts of the proposed amendments and refinements
would be consistent with those described as part of the exhibited project

Chapter 9 — Management: includes the proposed environmental management framework and mitigation
measures for the Aboriginal cultural heritage impacts of the amended project, including any changes to the
mitigation measures presented as part of the exhibited project

Appendix A — Public exhibition comments: provides the public exhibition comments on the exhibited ACHA
and a table that outlines how these issues have been addressed in this ACHA addendum

Appendix B — Aboriginal consultation: provides documents and meeting minutes associated with the
consultation process in Chapter 4 — Aboriginal consultation

Appendix C — Field investigations: presents raw data, photographs and tabular data associated with the
field investigation activities outlined in Chapter 5 — Field investigations
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Appendix D — Archaeological site information: presents tables and more detailed descriptions of Aboriginal
objects and sites discussed in this ACHA addendum

Appendix E —Post-approval requirements — updated guiding principles: describes additional details and

requirements to provide context and further direction of the mitigation measures outlined in Chapter 9 —
Management.
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2 Description of amendments and refinements

This chapter provides a description of the proposed amendments and refinements compared to the exhibited
project. These amendments and refinements have been made in response to stakeholder and contractor
feedback, as well as feedback received from community submissions on the exhibited project. The design and
construction methodology for the project would continue to be refined and confirmed during detailed design. An
updated description of the project incorporating the proposed amendments and refinements is included in
Appendix A (Updated project description) of the amendment report.

The amendments and refinements to the exhibited project (inclusive of the additional information and
clarifications for the exhibited project) are collectively referred to in this report as the ‘amended project’.

Descriptions of the proposed amendments and refinements as part of the amended project are included in
Table 2.1.
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Table 2.1

Project feature Amendment /

refinement

Description of proposed amendments and refinements compared to the exhibited project

Summary of exhibited project

Summary of amendment/refinement

Amendments

Changes to 500 kV transmission line
infrastructure

Realignment of the
transmission line at
Mount Thorley

Realignment of the
transmission line at
Gouldsville

The transmission line alignment between Bulga and
Mount Thorley was designed to utilise mining-owned land
wherever feasible and avoid the designated conservation
offset area associated with the Bulga mining complex. To
address safety concerns related to major hazardous
facilities, the transmission line alignment has been
developed to establish a safe minimum distance from
facilities (Enaex and Dyno Nobel) in Mount Thorley
Industrial Estate. Further refinements within Mount
Thorley-Warkworth mining complex land, adjacent to the
Golden Highway, shifted the transmission line alignment
away from the Hunter River, further west. This
adjustment allowed tower foundations to be sited in
areas with reduced peak flood depths and velocities,
improving resilience during flood events.

The transmission line alignment in Gouldsville was
designed to avoid impacts on high-quality remnant
threatened ecological communities through co-location
with existing electrical infrastructure easements and
access tracks.

Around 4 kilometres of the new 500 kV double circuit transmission
line at Mount Thorley would be realigned, moving it up to around
900 metres further south and away from the Hunter River. This
proposed realignment of the transmission line at Mount Thorley as
part of the amended project has been developed with input from
the directly impacted landowners and stakeholders and would
involve the transmission line continuing south adjacent to the
Whittingham to Mount Thorley rail line before deviating in an
eastward direction to join the exhibited HTP corridor north of the
Putty Road / Broke Road intersection.

Around one kilometre of the new 500 kV double circuit
transmission line at Gouldsville would be realigned, moving it
slightly south towards Long Point Road West and Gouldsville Road.
This proposed realignment has been developed to further
minimise impacts to threatened ecological communities, including
the Central Hunter Grey Box — Ironbark Woodland threatened
ecological community, listed as endangered under the NSW
Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016.
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Project feature Amendment / Summary of exhibited project Summary of amendment/refinement
refinement

Localised easement  Section 4.5.1 of the EIS outlines that the operation of the  Further development of the project design has identified localised

widening for transmission line would occur in a permanent 70-metre- areas of the transmission line easement where the span of

conductor swing wide easement. conductors between transmission towers would ‘swing’ during
periods of high wind, to a point where there is the potential that
during these situations the conductors would extend outside of the
70-metre-wide operational easement. In consultation with
Transgrid (as the preferred network operator for the project), the
exhibited 70-metre-wide transmission line easement would be
widened to be between 80 metres and around 140 metres wide in
certain locations so that the transmission line assets stay wholly
within the operational easement for the project.

Changes to substation infrastructure Changes at Eraring Section 4.2.3 in the EIS provides a general overview of the At Eraring substation, the amended project proposes to include:
substation proposed upgrades at Eraring substation, which include: « a larger footprint for constructability, including for parking and
e expansion of the substation to accommodate the the adjustment of utilities
installation of new transformers e substation generator connections on the existing hardstand area

e relocating generator connections from Eraring Power .
Station and installation/replacement of associated
switchgear as required

modification works on the existing bench

¢ new poles and adjustment of the existing generator connections

into Eraring Power Station

¢ relocation of the existing transformer spare unit
& P localised undergrounding of the optical ground wire route by

e installation of new 500 kV/330 kV transformer units, trenching between existing transmission towers.

augmentation of 500 kV/330 kV bays and associated
switchgear and connections

adjustments to existing utilities and drainage
infrastructure to accommodate the proposed substation
expansion.
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Project feature Amendment / Summary of exhibited project Summary of amendment/refinement

refinement
Changes to intersections, access roads and Changes to access Access requirements for construction and operation of The amended project includes changes to access tracks proposed
access tracks tracks the project were described in section 4.3.5 of the EIS. for use during construction and operation of the project, which
Based on the concept design and early construction have been identified through ongoing development of the project
planning, potential access routes, including access roads design and feedback received through consultation with
and access tracks, were identified and are listed in Table landowners, stakeholders and government agencies. Construction
4-7 and shown in Figure 4-10 of the EIS. of additional/changed sections of access tracks would be

consistent with the construction methodology outlined in section
4.3.5 of the EIS.

Changes to access tracks would be:

e within State forests to provide a more suitable route for
construction vehicles, improve access to the HTP corridor for
clearing, and avoid the need to cross riparian zones

e within Olney State Forest to minimise impacts to a number of
threatened amphibian species and their habitat

e on land that forms part of the Bulga mining complex to avoid a
clean water diversion, keep access for the project separate from
access to the mining complex, and avoid direct impacts to
existing biodiversity offset areas

o for the upgrades to existing transmission lines and towers to
ensure access tracks are fit for purpose and to reduce impacts to
landowners

e off Putty Road to access the proposed realignment of the
transmission line at Mount Thorley.
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Project feature Amendment /

refinement

Summary of exhibited project

Summary of amendment/refinement

Minor adjustments
to the project
impact area for
intersection
upgrades

Adjustments to the
proposed access
routes for
construction

Section 4.3.5 of the EIS noted that the project would rely
on the use of existing public roads during construction
and operation of the project. In several locations along
the construction routes, upgrade works would be
required, including at several intersections (which were
listed in Table 4-10 of the EIS), to cater safely for the
proposed construction traffic volumes and delivery of
oversized equipment or construction material and ensure
public road safety.

Table 4-7 of the EIS provided a summary of the proposed
access routes to be used for construction of the project.

This list was based on the concept design for the project
and early construction planning.

The assessment of the amended project as part of the revised
traffic and transport impact assessment identified the need for an
additional intersection upgrade at Jerrys Plains Road southbound
off ramp / existing access track at Mount Thorley, as a result of the
changes to access tracks associated with the change to
transmission line alignment at Mount Thorley. In addition, revised
turn warrant assessments were completed for the intersections
required to be used for the construction of the project, which
identified the need for different intersection treatments than what
was included in the EIS for five intersections. This includes:

¢ Freemans Drive / Martinsville Road (intersection ID I-23) —
additional land acquisition to accommodate turning vehicle
movements

e Putty Road / existing access track (intersection ID I-31) —an
eastbound merge lane along Putty Road

e Cessnock Road / new access track (intersection ID I-37) —
widening on Cessnock Road for acceleration and deceleration
lanes

¢ Golden Highway / Gouldsville Road (intersection ID 1-07), to
incorporate a channelised right hand turn.

The need for different intersection treatments has resulted in
minor adjustments to the project impact area at these locations.

Adjustments to the proposed access routes to be used for
construction have been made following a review of the proposed
construction methodology for the project. This included the
addition of some construction routes now required and the
removal of some construction routes no longer required. The
complete list of proposed access routes for construction is
provided in Table A-7 of the updated project description (refer to
Appendix A (Updated project description) of the amendment
report.
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Project feature Amendment /

refinement

Summary of exhibited project

Summary of amendment/refinement

Changes to construction methods and
facilities

Reconfiguration of
construction
support sites and
temporary worker
accommodation

Section 4.3.6 and section 4.3.7 of the EIS describes the
construction support sites and temporary worker
accommodation that would be established to support the
construction of the HTP.

The EIS assumed a peak construction workforce of 830
workers, with allowance for 780 workers to be housed in
temporary worker accommodation at the Hebden Road,
Gouldsville Road and Freemans Drive construction
support sites.

Further consideration of the construction methodology for the
project along with feedback received during exhibition of the EIS
has identified the need to:

e remove provisions for temporary worker accommodation
facilities at the Gouldsville Road construction support site

¢ reconfigure the Wollombi Road construction support site to
include temporary worker accommodation with capacity to
house up to 300 workers.

Consistent with other temporary worker accommodation facilities
for the project, the temporary worker accommodation at
Wollombi Road would be operational 24 hours per day 7 days per
week.

The amended project would therefore include a change in
construction activities proposed to be carried out at both the
Gouldsville Road construction support site and the Wollombi Road
construction support site. At Gouldsville Road, this would include a
decrease in light vehicle movements in and out of the construction
support site and reduced operating hours.

At the Wollombi Road construction support site, this would include
an increase in light vehicle movements in and out of the
construction support site and extended operating hours at the
construction support site, resulting in potential changes to amenity
impacts.

This amendment would not change the assumed peak construction
workforce.
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Project feature Amendment / Summary of exhibited project Summary of amendment/refinement
refinement

Changes to laydown  Figure 4-2 of the EIS shows the locations of laydown areas

areas within State located outside the HTP corridor. Laydown areas

forests identified in the EIS as being located within the State
forests include:

Feedback received from the Forestry Corporation of NSW during
continued development of the project design identified an
alternative arrangement of laydown areas for construction within
the State forests. As a result, the amended project includes:

e Broken Back Road in Cedar Creek
¢ removal of the laydown areas included in the EIS near:

— the intersection of Trig Road / Mf1 Road / North Road in
Corrabare State Forest

* Trig Road/Crumps Road in Corrabare — Wollombi Forest Road (south of Halls Road) in the State
e Wollombi Forest Road in Ravensdale. Forest of the Watagan Mountains

e Campbell Spring Trail in Cedar Creek
¢ Trig Road/Mf1 Road in Corrabare

¢ inclusion of two new laydown areas within the State forests,
located near:

— the Trig Road / Flick Road intersection in the Corrabare State
Forest

— the Watagan Creek Road / Burma Road intersection in the
State Forest of the Watagan Mountains.

These new laydown areas would perform the same functions as
laydown areas described in the EIS. However, they would result in
changes to the project impact area and disturbance area compared
to the EIS.

Laydown areas would remain as included in the exhibited EIS at:
e Broken Back Road in Cedar Creek
e Campbell Spring Trail in Cedar Creek

¢ Wollombi Forest Road in Ravensdale.

Reconfiguration of The construction methodology described in the EIS noted  Continued construction planning and consultation with Foresty

the Flick Road the project would include the provision of emergency Corporation of NSW identified that the arrangement of the
emergency helipads at laydown areas on Wollombi Forest Road and emergency helicopter landing site along Flick Road would need to
helicopter landing Flick Road for helicopters to land in the event of an be reconfigured so that its design complements the natural site
areainresponseto  emergency. topography and terrain. As such, the amended project would
feedback received include the reconfiguration of the emergency helicopter landing
from Forestry site at Flick Road. The amended Flick Road emergency helicopter
Corporation of NSW landing site would result in a change in the disturbance area and

project impact area.
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Project feature Amendment / Summary of exhibited project Summary of amendment/refinement

refinement

Removal of stringing  Section 4.3.2 of the EIS outlines the work that would be In response to consultation carried out with species experts and

site in Olney State carried out within the HTP corridor, which includes regulators for the biodiversity assessment of the project,

Forest to minimise stringing sites. It is noted that stringing sites would be refinements to the project to reduce the extent of vegetation

impacts to used for the preparation, assembly and operation of clearing have been made within the exhibited HTP corridor in the

threatened stringing equipment to connect the transmission line to Olney State Forest to the north of the proposed Olney switching

amphibian species the towers. Stringing sites would be positioned along the  station. These changes have been made to minimise impacts to

HTP corridor at various locations, including in the Olney threatened species, particularly frog species such as the Littlejohn’s
State Forest north of the Olney switching station. Tree Frog, within the Olney State Forest. As a result of these

changes, the proposed stringing site to the north of the Olney
switching station has been removed to minimise disturbance in this
location. Alternative construction methodologies would be
implemented to connect the transmission line to the towers at this
location.

Changes t.o Secti.on 4.4.2 of the EIS outlin.es the plant ar.1d equipment ;s proposed to amend the list of plant and equipment required

construction plant required as part of construction for the project. during construction of the project to also include the following:

and equipment

types and locations e diesel generators located at construction support sites and

laydown areas
e crushing and screening plant located at construction support
sites and at laydown areas within State forests
¢ washdown facilities located at construction support sites
e wastewater treatment plants at construction support sites.
These additional plant and equipment have been added to the
proposed list to be used during construction in response to
feedback from potential construction contractors.
Refinement
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Project feature Amendment / Summary of exhibited project Summary of amendment/refinement

refinement
Changes to substation infrastructure Minor changes at Section 4.2.3 of the EIS includes a general overview of the  Based on continued development of the project design, it has been
Bayswa.ter proposed upgrades to the Bayswater substation as part of identified that the project is required to include an underground
substation the project, including: fibre optic communication connection between the Bayswater
o . substation and the Bayswater South switching station. As part of
e works within the substation to trench and connect . . . . .
the amended project, this underground fibre optic connection
communications infrastructure to Bayswater South  would be located in a trench within the exhibited HTP corridor. The
switching station via underground fibre cable trench would require excavation of about 200 metres in length and
I . would be around 0.6 metres wide and one metre deep.
e  modifications and upgrades to protection, control,
automation and communication equipment. Changes would also include the fitout of two additional switching
. . . bays at Bayswater South switching station. This would occur within
Section 4.2.3 of the EIS ?ISO includes a general ove-rwe-w of the exhibited footprint of the Bayswater South switching station.
the proposed construction of Bayswater South switching
station. Space would be provided at Bayswater South
switching station to allow for additional switching station
infrastructure, such as additional line shunt reactors and
switching station bays, and connections for additional
transmission lines in the future.
Changes to construction methods and Changes to the As described in section 7.3 of the EIS, the assessment of In response to consultation carried out with species experts and
facilities disturbance areaat  biodiversity impacts includes a disturbance area within regulators for the biodiversity assessment of the project,
Olney the project impact area to provide a more accurate

refinements to the project to reduce to the extent of vegetation
clearing have been made within the exhibited HTP corridor in the
Olney State Forest to the north of the proposed Olney switching
station. These changes have been made to minimise impacts to
threatened species and their habitat, particularly a number of
amphibian species within the Olney State Forest, including the
Littlejohn’s Tree Frog. These refinements within Olney State Forest
have included adjustments to the disturbance area used to assess
the potential impacts to biodiversity.

estimation of the likely magnitude of vegetation clearance
required, and any associated biodiversity impacts. The
disturbance area takes a more precise approach than the
project impact area and represents areas of direct
impacts such as full clearing at transmission towers and
partial clearing within the transmission line easement.
This approach was adopted to avoid a substantial
overestimation of the likely biodiversity impacts and the

associated quantity of biodiversity offsets required.
While changes have been made to the disturbance area at this

location, the HTP corridor would remain the same within the Olney
State Forest as the EIS, and the same approach to vegetation
management in the disturbance area as the EIS would apply.
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3 Methodology

This chapter describes the methodology used to respond to public submissions of the exhibited ACHA and assess
the proposed amendments as part of the assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage impacts. This chapter also
notes where the methodology used to assess these impacts is consistent with the methodology used as part of
the exhibited project.

3.1 Response to submissions

Appendix A — Public exhibition comments outlines NSW regulator and public submissions seeking clarification on
and/or refinement of the exhibited ACHA. These primarily fell into the following categories:

. presenting the cultural assemblage documented in the exhibited ACHA differently. The exhibited ACHA
grouped several low-density artefact sites and isolated finds into one background scatter, which has since
been reviewed to achieve finer detail and improved management. Further information on these sites, and
those proposed as destroyed has also been sought

. additional information on cultural materials that are outside, but in proximity to the project impact area.
While these cultural materials are documented in the exhibited ACHA, being outside the project impact
area, they are largely constrained to appendices and not specifically considered within the impact
assessment. Further consideration of indirect impacts has been sought, and as such greater focus on these
cultural materials is now presented

. additional field investigations, both pedestrian survey and test excavation, have been undertaken since the
completion of the exhibited ACHA. These are now presented in this document to provide a more
comprehensive understanding of cultural materials within the amended project impact area

. several comments sought greater involvement and/or commitment to post-approval requirements in the
management of cultural materials. This has resulted in further refinement of the mitigation measures and
associated guiding principles presented in Chapter 9 (Management).

Table A.1 outlines specific responses and locations where each comment has been addressed in this report.
3.2 Assessment screening

Table 3.1 includes a screening assessment of the proposed amendments and refinements for the project. The
relevance of each amendment/refinement to Aboriginal cultural heritage is outlined to determine the level of
assessment required in this ACHA addendum.

Table 3.1 Screening assessment — Aboriginal cultural heritage
Amendment/refinement Relevance to Aboriginal cultural heritage Level of assessment required
Amendments
Realignment of the transmission Remains in close proximity to Hunter River and Desktop review and field
line at Mount Thorley Loder Creek investigations
Realignment of the transmission Remains in close proximity to Hunter River and Desktop review and field
line at Gouldsville Loder Creek investigations
Localised easement widening for Intermittently present throughout Pokolbin State Desktop review
conductor swing Forest and Corrabare Flora Reserve, but reflects
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Amendment/refinement

Relevance to Aboriginal cultural heritage

Level of assessment required

Changes at Eraring substation

Changes to access tracks

Minor adjustments to the project
impact area for intersection
upgrades

Adjustments to the proposed
access routes for construction

Reconfiguration of the construction
support sites and temporary
worker accommodation

Changes to laydown areas within
State forests

Reconfiguration of the Flick Road
emergency helicopter landing area
in response to feedback received
from Forestry Corporation of NSW

Removal of stringing site in Olney
State Forest to minimise impacts to
ampbhibian species

Changes to construction plant and
equipment

Refinements
Minor changes at Bayswater

substation

Changes to the disturbance area at
Olney

largely greater ‘swing’ of aerial infrastructure and
unlikely to result in substantive ground disturbance

Primarily within existing substation and/or
surrounding transmission lines. Appears previously
disturbed

Within a range of areas, including State forests
within which numerous cultural materials are
documented or within areas previously cleared
and/or subject to ground disturbance

Within previously disturbed areas / the road reserve

Involves construction vehicles using already
established routes

Previously assessed by the exhibited ACHA

Within State forests within which numerous cultural
materials are documented

Previously assessed by the exhibited ACHA

Previously assessed by the exhibited ACHA

Relates to equipment used in the construction of
the project

Primarily within existing substation and/or
surrounding transmission lines. Appears previously
disturbed

Within Olney State Forest within which numerous
cultural materials are documented

Desktop review

Desktop review and field
investigations

Desktop review and field
investigations

Desktop review

Desktop review

Desktop review and field
investigations

The amendments and refinements noted in Table 3.1 as requiring further assessment have been carried forward

into this ACHA addendum. Other amendments and refinements have been assumed to not result in Aboriginal

cultural heritage impacts and have therefore not been assessed in this report.

33 Legislation, polices, plans and guidelines

This ACHA addendum has been prepared with reference to the following plans/policies/guidelines:

. Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (OEH 2011)

. Code of Practice for the Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (DECCW 2010a)

. Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents (DECCW 2010b).
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Further Commonwealth and State legislation relevant to the ACHA addendum is provided in Appendix A of the
exhibited ACHA.

3.4 Study area

The ACHA addendum study area includes around 174,880 hectares centred on the amended project impact area
and where relevant incorporates the broader areas of the Muswellbrook, Singleton, Cessnock, Central Coast and
Lake Macquarie local government areas (LGAs).

The study area includes portions of Pokolbin, Corrabare, Watagan and Olney State forests managed and operated
by Forestry Corporation of NSW; and portions of Corrabare North Flora Reserve and Jilliby State Conservation
Area managed and operated by NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service. The latter has established procedures
and guidelines on the management of cultural materials, which have been adopted (where relevant) in the ACHA
addendum.

For readability and interpretation, the ACHA addendum study area has been divided into three zones, which
collectively encompass the HTP corridor and other project development activities:

. HTP North — Bayswater to Broke includes Lake Liddell, the Bayswater Power Station, major coal mining
complexes in the Upper Hunter Valley, Mount Thorley Industrial Estate, Singleton Military Area, and several
rural properties generally on the alluvial floodplains of the Hunter River

. HTP Central — Pokolbin to Corrabare includes the Pokolbin and Corrabare State forests and the rural
residential areas between these forests at Cedar Creek, Millfield and Laguna

. HTP South — Olney to Eraring includes the Watagan and Olney State forests, Watagans National Park, the
residential areas in Martinsville and Cooranbong, and Eraring Power Station.

3.5 Desktop assessment

The focus of the ACHA addendum is on additional field investigations and the re-presentation of existing data
documented in the exhibited ACHA. As such, additional desktop assessment has been constrained to:

. a database review undertaken to identify Aboriginal objects, sites and places and included searches of
Heritage NSW’s Aboriginal heritage information management system (AHIMS), and State Heritage
Inventory and Register

. other reports developed for the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the project, and which have
components that can inform the presence and/or survivability of cultural materials, including:

- Technical Report 1 Biodiversity Development Assessment Report — prepared by WSP Australia Pty
Limited (WSP)

- Technical Report 3 Landscape character and visual assessment Visual — prepared by Iris Visual
Planning + Design (Iris)

- Technical Report 8 Heritage impact statement — prepared by Biosis Pty Ltd
- Technical Report 11 Surface water assessment — prepared by EMM
- Technical Report 12 Groundwater assessment — prepared by EMM

- Technical Report 14 Contamination preliminary site investigation — prepared by WSP.
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3.6 Aboriginal consultation

Two parallel and overlapping consultation processes were undertaken as part of the exhibited ACHA, and which
have been continued for this ACHA addendum. As a requirement of the Secretary’s environmental assessment
requirements (SEARs), consultation was undertaken in accordance with Heritage NSW guidelines (refer to section
3.6.1). In addition, due to the size, complexity and fluidity of the project, numerous other communication
strategies were employed to improve and maintain dialogue with the local Aboriginal community (refer to section
3.6.2).

3.6.1  Heritage NSW guidelines

Aboriginal consultation for this project has been undertaken in accordance with procedures set out in the
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010b). While these
guidelines have a five-stage process, given the ACHA addendum continues from the exhibited ACHA, only the
latter stages were adopted for this document:

1. Presentation of project information/assessment methodology — briefing RAPs about the project and scope
of any Aboriginal heritage assessment and investigations. This has been undertaken through written
correspondence.

2. Impacts and mitigation strategies — discussion of potential impacts to cultural materials and mitigation

options with the RAPs prior to developing this ACHA addendum. This has included in person and on-line
meetings as part of (3) below to discuss with the registered Aboriginal parties.

3. Report review —the RAPs are provided an opportunity to review and comment upon the draft ACHA
addendum to contribute input into the overall findings, significance and management of cultural heritage.

3.6.2 Other communication methods

In addition to the required steps outlined in section 3.6.1, the Energy Corporation of NSW (EnergyCo) and EMM
implemented a project-specific engagement strategy, which maximised involvement of locally based Traditional
Owners and undertook a range of other on-Country activities to promote transparent and frequent two-way
dialogue between the Aboriginal community and the proponent. Specifically, for the ACHA addendum, the
strategy included the following additional activities:

. face-to-face meetings — Aboriginal focus group (AFG) meetings were held to promote two-way dialogue,
allow project flexibility and to maintain regular interaction with locally based Traditional Owners. These
were held during this ACHA addendum preparation at a location within the project impact area and/or
nearby venue, with options for online and/or phone meetings as required

. regular catch ups and a local base of operations — EnergyCo’s locally based Community Liaison Officer
routinely liaised with locally based Aboriginal individuals and organisations as part of broader operations.
This enabled ongoing consultation that has extended throughout the exhibited ACHA and ACHA addendum
process and enabled regular liaison and discussion to be undertaken. This consultation has and will
continue to extend beyond the remit of the exhibited ACHA and the ACHA addendum

. field investigation participation — locally based Traditional Owners were offered the opportunity to attend a
range of field survey and test excavations activities carried out across the amended project impact area.
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3.7 Field investigations

Two main on-Country activities were undertaken for this ACHA addendum:

. Archaeological field survey — the physical non-invasive inspection of the project by a team of archaeologists
and Aboriginal participants. Field survey was focussed on proposed amendments to the project and as
outlined in section 1.3 and section 3.2. The field investigations extended over four weeks of investigation
(between 29 September and 31 October 2025) and included some 60 person days of observation. Further
details are presented in section 5.4.

. Archaeological test excavations — the excavation of areas that were considered to potentially contain sub-
surface stone artefactual material. These focussed on areas of potential Warkworth sand system deposits
in HTP North. Excavations were undertaken by a team of archaeological and Aboriginal participants
between 12 May and 24 July 2025 and consisted of systematic grids of manually dug test pits across
features of interest to determine the presence/absence of cultural materials. Further details are provided
in section 5.4.

3.8 Limitations

This ACHA addendum is based on existing and publicly available environmental and archaeological information
(including AHIMS data) and reports, and inputs from Aboriginal participants about the amended project impact
area. The background research did not include any independent verification of the results and interpretations of
externally sourced existing reports (except where ground-truthing was undertaken). Further, this ACHA
addendum makes archaeological predictions based on the existing data and targeted ground-truthing, which may
contain errors depending on the accuracy of these third-party studies and the extent of ground-truthing
investigations.

This ACHA addendum does not consider historical and/or built heritage unless specifically related to Aboriginal
heritage values. Such heritage items are addressed in the non-Aboriginal heritage assessment appended to the
EIS (refer to Technical Report 7 — Historic heritage impact statement of the EIS) and as part of the amendment
report (refer to Appendix K (Historic heritage impact statement addendum) of the amendment report).
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4 Aboriginal consultation
4.1 Summary of this chapter

The following provides a summary of key activities and/or findings of the consultation activities completed as part
of this ACHA addendum:

. Aboriginal consultation for the project has been extensive from November 2023 to present, with no
substantive gaps in the process.

. Additional information sought by Heritage NSW on the finalisation process of the exhibited ACHA has been
provided.

. Since the finalisation of the exhibited ACHA and the exhibition of the EIS, consultation has remained
ongoing with a further ~100 interactions having occurred between July and December 2025. When
incorporating the exhibited ACHA process, this amounts to over ~1500 interactions with Aboriginal
individuals and/or organisations on the project since November 2023, and ~655 person days of onsite
participation.

. Aboriginal feedback on the ACHA addendum has generally been positive, with only minor updates or
additions to the document, generally in relation to future management of Aboriginal objects, sites and
places and future socio-economic opportunities. There was strong interest in the findings of the
Warkworth Sand system, and the inclusion of Aboriginal-led research as part of the project. Concerns have
focussed on the lack of accessibility to some parts of the project impact area due to strict work, health and
safety (WHS) requirements, an absence of traditional ecological knowledge studies, and some discontent
regarding the consultation processes adopted for the project.

4.2 Summary of exhibited ACHA consultation (November 2023 — July 2025)

The following provides a summary of key activities and/or findings of the consultation activities completed as part
of the exhibited ACHA up to the completion and submission of the EIS:

. The consultation activities completed as part of the exhibited ACHA were undertaken in accordance with
Heritage NSW guidelines. The project also undertook additional project-specific communication strategies
to promote transparent and frequent two-way dialogue. Activities included early briefings and exploration
of co-design opportunities, Aboriginal focus group meetings (face-to-face) throughout the assessment
process, a cultural values mapping study with Elders and key-knowledge-holders, and on-site field
investigations.

. As required by Heritage NSW guidelines, consultation included provision of information to RAPs, and
notification of the various field survey and excavation activities associated with the project. Ongoing
discussions with Heritage NSW were also undertaken primarily in relation to the scope and extent of the
field investigations.

. Since November 2023 and throughout the development of the project and progression of the exhibited
ACHA, EMM and EnergyCo have been liaising with 48 RAP organisations and/or individuals. These RAPs
were identified through the formal notification process as part of the Heritage NSW consultation
requirements. The RAPs include locally based Wonnarua, Awabakal and Darkinjung individuals and/or
organisations based primarily in Singleton, Cessnock, and Newcastle as well as the broader Aboriginal
community with an interest in cultural heritage management. Of these, 31 locally based individuals and
organisations identified within a project specific engagement strategy have been involved in meetings and
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on-Country activities. Ultimately, over 1400 interactions have been undertaken with the RAPs across the
various consultation opportunities and included around 600 person days of on-site activities.

. Discussions with the RAPs have been extensive and wide-ranging over the 22-month assessment process.
Feedback on the project and exhibited ACHA and ACHA addendum activities has generally focussed on who
speaks for Country, the potential impact to Dreaming places and stories within the region, targeted
discussion around key sites including rockshelters, art sites and grinding grooves identified as part of the
field investigation, and mitigation measures.

Consultation for this ACHA addendum report is considered an extension of the above, and is outlined in detail in
the following sections.

4.2.1  Additional documentation information sought by Heritage NSW

Appendix B.1 provides a number of documents that Heritage NSW has sought on their review of the exhibited
ACHA. These relate to the finalisation process undertaken for the exhibited ACHA in mid to late 2025.

4.3 Consultation undertaken for test excavations (May — July 2025) and since
submission of the EIS (August — December 2025)

4.3.1  Aboriginal stakeholder consultation

Aboriginal stakeholder consultation for this report and associated fieldwork (field survey and test excavation) has
included ~100 interactions with the established RAPs (refer to Appendix B.1 and Appendix B.3) since the
finalisation of the exhibited ACHA between May 2025 and December 2025 (refer to Table 4.1 and Appendix B.4)
and a further ~55 person days of onsite participation. This includes the test excavation program that was
substantively begun in May 2025 and extended into July 2025 during the finalisation of the exhibited ACHA, but
the reporting for which could not be integrated into the exhibited ACHA prior to EIS submission due to time
constraints; and activities after August 2025 following the submission of the EIS.

Specific activities include:

. provision of project update to all RAPs — 18 September 2025
. undertaking test excavation of multiple locations within HTP North — 12 May 2025 to 24 July 2025
. on-site field survey — 29 September to 10 October 2025

. Aboriginal focus group meetings for all RAPs to discuss the ACHA addendum and proposed mitigation
measures between 3-8 December 2025 (see Section 4.4)

. on-site field investigations to validate avoidance measures proposed in the ACHA addendum around
several key sites with the Awabakal Traditional Owners on 8 December 2025.
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Table 4.1 Timeline and summary of Aboriginal community consultation completed since the exhibited

ACHA
Stage* Description Date started Date completed Notes
3 Field investigations (test 12 May 2025 24 July 2025 Additional details provided
excavations) in section 5.4
Field investigations (field 29 September 2025 10 October 2025 Additional details provided

survey)

4/5 Review of draft report

AFG Meeting #5

21 November 2025

19 December 2025

3 December 2025 (Singleton,)
4 December 2025 (Kurri Kurri, Toronto)

5 December 2025 (online)

8 December 2025 (Muswellbrook)

Notes: *Consultation stage as outlined in Section 3.6.
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4.3.2 Government consultation

The following activities have included consultation with Heritage NSW:

. discussions of exhibited ACHA with Heritage NSW on 11 September 2025

. briefing of exhibited ACHA to Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure (DPHI), Forestry
Corporation of NSW, NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) and Heritage NSW on 15 and 22
September 2025

. receipt of advice in relation to the exhibited ACHA on 24 September 2025 (refer to Appendix A — Public
exhibition comments)

. briefing to Heritage NSW on the ACHA addendum report and findings on 28 November 2025
. briefing to NPWS on the ACHA addendum report and findings on 12 December 2025.
4.4 Aboriginal stakeholder feedback

A copy of the ACHA addendum has been provided to the RAPs (refer to Table 4.1). A draft was provided on 21
November for a period of 28 days. During this time, meetings to discuss the report were also undertaken with the
appropriate Aboriginal stakeholder groups. Any comments from these processes are provided in Appendix B.5 and
Appendix B.6 and summarised below:

. AFG meeting outcomes
- HTP North

] strong support for the inclusion of the cultural values mitigation strategy and associated
Aboriginal-led research components, and the project’s willingness for their inclusion and
facilitation in the documentation (further outlined in sections 6.3 and 9.5))

= strong interest in the identification of extremely old cultural deposits in the Warkworth Sand
system near Wollombi Brook, and the ongoing efforts to minimise impacts in this locale
where feasible

= ongoing concerns over the inability to access some parts of the project impact area due to
onerous WHS requirements (primarily driven by landowner requirements, and outside the
control of the project), which has hindered participation of several Traditional Owners

] a shifting focus towards future socio-economic and employment opportunities for Aboriginal
people as the project progresses.

- HTP Central

] continued preference for inclusion of traditional ecological knowledge into the project, which
has now been integrated into the cultural values mitigation strategy requirements

= support for the return of cultural materials to Country as part of any long-term curation, but
that future accessibility of these cultural materials by Aboriginal participants is explored as
part of any final repatriation approach.
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- HTP South

= no Aboriginal participants attended the meeting.
- Online
] clarification around the management of Aboriginal objects, site and places, should they be

unexpectedly impacted as part of the project, and which has now been integrated into the
guiding principles for the proposed Aboriginal cultural heritage management plan (refer to
mitigation measure AHO4 in section 9.5).

- On-country

= confirmation of the exact locations of and TRGG GRINDING GROOVE SITE (#45-
3-2456) to ensure feasibility of avoidance

= support from the Awabakal Traditional Owners to consider inclusion of in the
cultural values mitigation strategy. The site was found to be in a state of disrepair, and there
was a desire to explore remediation of the site by the Aboriginal participants, as well as
access restriction as part of the project.

. Written feedback

- AT Gomeroi sought to confirm that suitable archaeological mitigation measures were proposed for
all Aboriginal objects, sites and places. This was confirmed as a key outcome of the changes in the
Appendix E — Post approval requirements — updated guiding principles between the exhibited ACHA
and ACHA addendum

- Tocomwall criticised consultation undertaken by the project with the Wonnarua Traditional Owners,
both querying the processes undertaken and those involved in the project.
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5 Field investigations

5.1 Summary of this chapter

This chapter provides an overview of the field investigations undertaken as part of the ACHA addendum. In
summary:

. Following commitments in the exhibited ACHA and in response to discussions with Heritage NSW during
the preparation of the EIS and comments received during EIS exhibition, additional on-site activities have
been undertaken. These included the following:

- Additional field surveys of previously uninspected areas of the project impact area. These were
undertaken to fill any gaps in the field survey coverage undertaken for the exhibited ACHA as a
result of proposed amendments and/or improved land access.

- Additional test excavation to further understand any buried cultural deposits within the project
impact area. These investigations focussed on locations within areas of predicted Warkworth Sands
system in the vicinity of the Hunter River/Wollombi Brook confluence. Of the 40 proposed locations
within the project impact area proposed for test excavation in the exhibited ACHA, 17 have now
been completed.

. Around 160 kilometres of additional field survey was undertaken as part of the ACHA addendum, which
identified a further 13 Aboriginal objects, sites and places (as well as re-investigated seven previously
documented sites). These were dominated by isolated and low-density stone artefacts, but included a
potential culturally modified tree. In combination with the exhibited ACHA investigations, 82.5% of the
amended project impact area has been inspected. Of the remaining amended project impact area, 7% has
not been surveyed due to either being rugged terrain considered dangerous (3%) and/or being existing
sealed roads (4%). When combining all activities for the project since November 2023, ~800 kilometres of
transects across the region have occurred, and over 8800 points of observation and recording have been
undertaken.

. Additional test excavations of 17 locations within areas predicted to contain buried cultural materials
and/or the Warkworth Sands system were undertaken. These included 180 test pits (consisting of 160 x
0.25 square metre (m?) and 20 x 1 m? test pits) undertaken in small grids at each of the 17 locations, and
equating to ~60 m? or ~31.26 cubic metres (m3). The test pits encountered two main soil types, either
shallow duplex soil profiles or deep Warkworth Sands system units. The former were typically shallow
(<50 centimetres), while the latter routinely reached depths of >1 metre. When incorporating the previous
phase of works within the exhibited ACHA, this totals 284 test pits, equivalent to ~¥89 m?. In total, 563 stone
artefacts were recovered from these investigations, with an average density of 3.4 artefacts/m?. They were
dominated by indurated mudstone and silcrete raw materials, with a range of tool types (including backed
blades and scrapers) recovered. The findings align with predictions of the distribution of the Warkworth
Sands system, and suggest ~117 hectares of the deposit are within the amended project impact area.
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5.2

The test excavations ultimately identified 20 discrete Aboriginal sites. Of these, ten test pits primarily located
on the southern bank of Wollombi Brook and on a ridgeline overlooking Hunter River (north of Wollombi
Brook) were amalgamated into five focus areas, along with a range of other sparser subsurface stone
artefact densities. The highest artefact densities were encountered within locations on the banks of
Wollombi Brook, with chronological samples suggesting extended occupation in the last 1 to 2000 years.
Cultural material recovered from the other locations were within the Warkworth Sands system was of
potentially significant age. While there is some uncertainty due to bioturbation and mixing of the dated
sand unit that can displace artefacts vertically over time, activities appear to have occurred from at least
17,000 years to the Contact period, and potentially as early as up to 38,000 years ago. The former time
period aligns with comparable studies in other parts of the Warkworth Sands system, while the latter if
validated reflect very early evidence of people in the Hunter Valley.

Summary of exhibited ACHA field investigations

The following provides a summary of key activities and/or findings of the field survey activities completed as part
of the exhibited ACHA:

On-site validation consisted of a 38+ week field program, including pedestrian survey and test excavations.
The field investigations focussed on the project impact area but extended beyond this as a result of
refinements to design during the field program. The field survey was undertaken between March 2024 and
March 2025, with test excavations occurring between September and October 2024. Ultimately, this
program resulted in around 190 days of on-Country activities (equivalent to over 600 person days).

Approximately 643 kilometres (or ~2259 hectares) of linear pedestrian transects were completed and
included 7702 individual points of observation and documentation. Around 72% of the project impact area
was investigated. Of the remaining 28%, 4% comprises sealed hardstand areas (such as roads) and 3% is
made up of inaccessible dangerous terrain. When including superceded and refined project designs,
~1045 kilometres of field survey was undertaken for the project.

The field survey identified 195 Aboriginal sites and places within the project impact area (156 newly
identified by and 39 previously documented). When including investigations outside the exhibited project
impact area due to refinements, 375 Aboriginal sites and places were documented, including 293 newly
identified and 82 previously documented AHIMS sites. A further 81 previously documented AHIMS sites
were revisited but could not be relocated and are assumed destroyed. A small number of previously
documented sites located within the exhibited project impact area (n=13) were not subject to field
investigation, as they were identified after the field survey program, due to project refinements. Of these,
nine are documented as having been previously destroyed, and three considered likely destroyed.

The cultural assemblage identified during the field investigations aligned closely with the desktop and
archaeological information. In HTP North, sites were dominated by various densities of stone artefacts
frequently in association with major watercourses or their lesser tributaries, including Parnells Creek,
Wollombi Brook, Loder Creek, and Monkey Place Creek. Within HTP Central and HTP South, sites were
dominated by rockshelters, culturally modified trees and grinding grooves sites. Various other site types
were also encountered within HTP Central and HTP South, including places of cultural importance to the
contemporary community.

A small test excavation program was undertaken of locations within the HTP corridor in the Singleton
Military Area, and on the banks of Congewai Creek. These consisted of manually dug test pits in accordance
with Heritage NSW guidelines. At the Singleton Military Area, few cultural materials were found, but
disparate portions of the Warkworth Sands system were encountered, and where found to date to >12,000
years ago. At Congewai Creek, three areas of cultural deposits, each ~0.1 hectare, were documented on the
banks of the creek, and indicative of activity over the last few thousand years.
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5.3 Inaccessible dangerous terrain

Around 3% of the amended project impact area is inaccessible as a result of steep and/or rugged terrain. Heritage
NSW sought further information on these areas (refer to Appendix A — Public exhibition comments), which is
provided here.

Specifically, Figure 5.1 and Plate 5.1 to Plate 5.6 presents those parts of the project impact area where extremely
rugged and vertical or near vertical landforms have been observed. These are typically within HTP Central and
HTP South, with the constrained access in many areas requiring personnel to climb up/down these environments
to enable access. It was considered by the personnel in the field that these locations were too dangerous to
progress into and may have resulted in injury. In addition, many of these areas were heavily vegetated reducing
visibility and further making investigation dangerous.

Heritage NSW requested whether these areas could be investigated via other method, such as drone or aerial
survey. Given the denseness of the vegetation, it is considered that the ground surface, or near ground surface
would be extremely hard to discern, making it difficult to survey for cultural sites or materials using such methods.
However, application of these approaches has been included as part of the proposed Aboriginal cultural heritage
management plan (ACHMP) discussed in Chapter 9 (Management).
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Plate 5.1 Example of steep terrain encountered
within the project impact area

Example of steep terrain encountered
within the project impact area

Plate 5.3 Example of steep terrain encountered
within the project impact area

Example of steep terrain encountered
within the project impact area

Plate 5.5 Example of steep terrain encountered
within the project impact area
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5.4 Field investigations undertaken since submission of EIS
5.4.1  Archaeological survey
i Background and aims

Due to ongoing refinements and amendments, additional field survey has been undertaken of the project impact
area. This has been undertaken to in-fill gaps in the previous assessment, and in response to Heritage NSW’s
request to continue aiming for 100% coverage of the project impact area (refer to Appendix A — Public exhibition
comments).

As a result, additional archaeological field survey of the project impact area was undertaken between

29 September and 31 October. These works were undertaken by EMM archaeologists (including William Truscott,
Frances Robson, Phillipa O’Brien-Pounde and Amber Morgan) primarily within HTP Central, with the participation
of several RAPs, (refer to Table 5.1).

The archaeological field survey to-date has achieved approximately 82.5% coverage of the project impact area.
Building on the work of the exhibited ACHA, the field survey completed as part of this ACHA addendum was
composed of two discrete project components:

. the remaining exhibited project impact area where improved land access had been achieved

. the amended project impact area, which reflect amendments and refinements to the project since
submission of the EIS (refer to section 1.3).

Table 5.1 Aboriginal stakeholder representatives involved in the field survey as part of the ACHA
addendum
Organisation Personnel
HTP North
Jarban & Mugrebea Les Atkinson
Long Gully Cultural Services Ethan Trewlynn
Ungooroo Aboriginal Corporation Allen Paget
Wanaruah Local Aboriginal Land Council (LALC) Wayne French
Widescope Indigenous Group Steven Hickey

HTP Central & South

Awabakal Descendants Traditional Owners Aboriginal Corporation Peter Leven
Daniel Kulk

i Methods

The methods for undertaking archaeological field investigations for the ACHA addendum aligned with previous
investigations undertaken for the exhibited ACHA, and in accordance with section 2.2 of the Code of Practice for
the Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (DECCW 2010). This included the participation of
archaeologists and registered Aboriginal individuals and/or organisations undertaking pedestrian inspection of the
amended project impact area. Survey included revisitation of previously documented sites and places identified in
the desktop review.
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For the majority of the project, archaeological surveys consisted of a pedestrian inspection of the amended
project impact area between ~60 and 100 metres in width. A team of six personnel (generally two archaeologists
and four Aboriginal participants) were spread between 10 to 20 metres apart in a line and walked along the
amended project impact area either in a single direction or completed adjoining transects to ensure complete
coverage.

The archaeological survey and data collection methods followed section 2.2 of the Code of Practice for the
Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (DECCW 2010). Site recording was completed in
accordance with the Code of Practice for the Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in NSW
(DECCW 2010).

iii Results

Overall, the archaeological field survey undertaken for this ACHA addendum included the completion of field
survey for a further ~160 kilometres of survey units (SU) across the amended project impact area and/or areas
not previously surveyed within the exhibited project impact area (refer to Table 5.2, Plate 5.7 to Plate 5.15;
Figure 5.2 and Figure 5.3).% In total, 422 discrete observations were made across the project impact area during
the field survey associated with this ACHA addendum, where a participant entered notes, photographs and/or
descriptions about the landscape and/or identified cultural materials (refer to Figure 5.2).

Overall, the areas surveyed for the ACHA addendum encompassed a further ~166 hectares of the project impact
area. When combined with the exhibited ACHA activities, this results in survey coverage of ~800 kilometres of the
amended project impact area (refer to Table 5.2; Figure 5.3), which is a coverage of ~1964 hectares, or 82.5%.
This result leaves only ~418 hectares (17.5%) of the amended project impact area remaining unsurveyed. These
areas include where access remains limited (~4%), where the terrain is dangerously steep (3%,; refer to

section 5.3), and/or are already developed (e.g. established roads) and no further ground disturbance activities
are proposed (~4%).

With the exception of ~4.5 kilometres of the amended project impact area around Mount Thorley and Bulga
mining complex, there are no extended or large areas of the amended project impact area that have not been
investigated as was the case during the exhibited ACHA. Rather the unsurveyed areas reflect small pockets
intermittently present along the HTP corridor (refer to Figure 5.3). One of the largest gaps in the exhibited ACHA
encompassing private property extending between the boundaries of Watagan State Forest and Corrabare North
Flora Reserve has now been completed.

As part of the exhibited ACHA, the project impact area was divided into 35 main SUs, which have been developed
based on the transect data and observations that demonstrate consistency in the landforms and environmental
context of these areas, nine of which are relevant to this ACHA addendum. Since the additional field survey for
this ACHA addendum was typically extending or filling in gaps of the previous works in the exhibited ACHA, results
here have been classified against these previously identified SUs (refer to Plate 5.7 to Plate 5.15; Figure 5.2 and
Figure 5.3). Of the 35 identified SUs in the exhibited ACHA, nine SUs have been supplemented by the additional
investigations, including:

. SU1 traverses low rolling hills with a gentle hillslope with small open depressions between Plashett
Reservoir to the west and the Hunter Valley Operations mining complex to the east. Much of the SU has
been historically cleared for pastoral use with isolated clumps of predominantly regrowth vegetation
concentrated around Plashett Reservoir. SU1 crosses Wiseman’s Creek (2nd order), Saltwater Creek (2nd
order), Parnells Creek (3rd order) and several low order drainage lines. Visibility throughout the SU was

4 Of the 160 km of field survey, ultimately 85 km were situated within the amended project impact area. The remaining 71 km relate to project

elements no longer included and/or in the general vicinity of the project impact area and encountered as a result of accessing the project.
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limited by dense grass cover although vehicle tracks, fencelines, ant nests and tree canopies provided some
surface exposures.

. SU14 runs along the eastern side of a series of large dams and infrastructure associated with Bulga Mine
then into the western portion of the Singleton Military Area. The SU is largely flat plain with small open
depressions and crosses 16 unnamed drainage lines associated with Nine Mile Creek (2nd order) that were
largely dry at the time of survey. Much of the SU has been historically cleared for pastoral and/or mine use,
with a high level of disturbance noted due to earthworks, land modification, dams, roads and dirt vehicle
tracks. Some young clumps of revegetated trees are evident and mostly located within the bounds of the
Singleton Military Area. Visibility throughout the SU was mostly limited by dense grass cover, especially in
open paddocks, however some larger eroding exposures were documented under young saplings and the
dams.

. SU11 follows the undulating lower hillslopes with open depressions on the eastern side of the Hunter River
floodplain. The SU crosses Wollombi Brook (8th order tributary to the Hunter River), Sandy Hollow (2nd
order) and 6 other unnamed lower order drainage lines. Much of the SU has been historically cleared for
pastoral use, with numerous dams noted throughout the landscape. Some small clumps of vegetation are
preset and are concentrated around Wollombi Brook (non-pastoral use). Visibility throughout the SU was
limited by dense grass cover with some exposures identified around dams, drainage channels, vehicle
tracks and fence lines. Some exposures areas presented evidence for deeper sandy soils.

. SU17 largely forms the alluvial flats surrounding Monkey Place Creek (5th order) moving toward the steep
footslopes/spurs at the base of Pokolbin State Forest to the southwest and southeast of the SU. The SU
crosses Monkey Place Creek (5th order) as well as 18 unnamed drainage lines associated with the tributary.
Portions of the SU have been historically cleared for pastoral and/or later Defence use, with the vegetation
clearance impacting the integrity of the landscape across the plains. The south-west side of the SU featured
relatively closed woodland as the landscape became more rugged. Visibility throughout the SU was limited
by grass and leaf cover with small exposures concentrated along drainage channels and vehicle tracks.

. SU21 is a flat expanse straddling the Pokolbin (north) and Corrabare (south) State Forest area. The SU is
divided by Wollombi Road and crosses Congewai Creek (6th order) and two unnamed drainage channels.
Much of SU21 has been historically cleared for pastoral, residential and/or industrial activities, with small
clumps of remnant forest observed around Wollombi Road and the watercourses. Visibility throughout the
SU was limited by dense grass cover with small localised exposures concentrated along vehicle tracks and
watercourses.

. Parts of SU25 were not visited as part of the survey because of access issues. The SU traverses the
moderate to steep slopes typically found in the Watagan State Forest down to a flat valley floor with open
depressions. The SU crosses Watagan Creek (5th order), and three unnamed drainage lines. The visibility is
assumed to be similar to surrounding SUs being constrained by dense leaf/vegetation cover.

. SU33 runs across the often steep and narrow dirt access tracks found in Corrabare State Forest. The tracks
mostly follow the undulating ridgelines that cut through the forest with varying levels of disrepair. As the
roads and tracks have been previously cleared, visibility is excellent throughout much of the SU though
there is limited potential for existing archaeology within the immediate surrounding area. Where some
previous sites were recorded on exposed access tracks, they were unable to be relocated due to
environmental factors including erosion, rain or vehicle trampling.

. SU34 includes mostly gravel covered dirt logging truck roads commonly found in the Watagan and Olney
State forests. The roads cut across undulating hills with most of the SU regularly graded and upkept. As the
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roads and tracks have been previously cleared, visibility is excellent throughout the SU although there is
limited potential for existing archaeology within the immediate surrounding area.

In addition to the above, one additional area was targeted for survey (SU36), reflecting the amended project
impact area along the western portion of Singleton Military area, bordering Bulga Mine. This transect covered a
greater extent of Nine Mile creek than what was achieved in the previous assessment. This unit largely reflects
the description of SU15 in the exhibited ACHA which is as follows (refer to Plate 5.15):

SU15 included the flat plain landscape with small open depressions surrounding Nine Mile Creek (2nd
order) an ephemeral stream that follows a 120 m wide transmission corridor into a revegetated densely
wooded area to the south. The SU crosses Nine Mile Creek twice and one other unnamed drainage line.
Much of the SU has been historically cleared for industrial and/or Defence use, with the transmission line
impacting the integrity of the landscape. Portions of the SU featured open woodland with relatively
young trees. Visibility throughout the SU was limited by grass cover but increased in areas with cracking
clays exposed under tree canopies and vehicle tracks.

Thirteen additional sites and places were found as part of these field investigations. These were all found in

previously unsurveyed portions of the exhibited project impact area. Four previously documented sites were also

successfully relocated, while three documented site locations were revisited but failed to identify any cultural
materials. These findings are further discussed in section 5.4.1iiia.
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Plate 5.7 Gentle undulating hills typical of SU1, east Plate 5.8 Cleared pastoral land with clumps of
facing revegetation typicla of SU11, view north

Plate 5.9 Modified landscape typical of SU14 with the  Plate 5.10 Example of flat plain abutting steep
boundary between Bulga Mine and SMA spurs to the south located in SU17, south
visible, south facing facing

Plate 5.11 Gently undulating plain with vehicle track Plate 5.12 Steep, densely vegetated slopes typical
throughout SU21, south-west facing of the rugged landscape in SU25, north
facing
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Plate 5.13 Example of vehicle track on ridgelines Plate 5.14 Example of degraded vehicle track
throughout SU33, north-west facing throughout SU33, south-west facing

Plate 5.15 Example of a transmission line clearing in SU36 located in SMA, north-facing
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a Summary of field survey coverage

Ultimately, the field survey achieved an 82.5% of coverage of the amended project impact area, an increase from
72% of the exhibited project impact area, as documented in the exhibited ACHA (see section 5.2). Cumulatively
some ~800 kilometres of field survey was undertaken for the project. Spatial analysis suggests that these
transects have investigated around 1964 hectares. Overall, around 8800 points of observation and documentation
(i.e. where a member of the field team has noted the conditions, taken photographs, written notes and/or
documented cultural materials) have been undertaken across the amended project impact area.

The total survey coverage leaves only ~418 hectares of the project impact area (~¥17.5%) remaining unsurveyed,
which is primarily located within areas pending access agreements (~251 hectares; 11%) — much of this primarily
east of Mount Thorley and Bulga mining complex (~¥119 hectares; 5%) — as well as a result of steep and/or rugged
terrain (~73 hectares; 3%), and/or sealed roads and tracks that would be used but subject to limited (if any)
additional ground disturbance (~¥94 hectares; 4%). However, critically, with the exception of ~4.5 kilometres of the
amended project impact area east of Mount Thorley and Bulga mining complex, there are no extended or large
areas that have not been investigated. Rather the unsurveyed areas reflect small pockets of land intermittently
within the broader investigated area.

Cumulatively the exhibited ACHA and ACHA addendum field investigations documented 266 newly identified
discrete Aboriginal sites, objects and/or places, 183 of which are within the amended project impact area (see
section 5.4.1iiia).
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Table 5.2 Field survey undertaken within the amended project impact area as part of this ACHA addendum. Note field survey supplemented existing transects
and stratigraphic units presented in the exhibited ACHA and reproduced here now accounting for the additional investigation.

Unit # Length (m) Area(m?) Landform Exposure Visibility Effective coverage Aboriginal sites identified
(%) (%)
Area (m?) % of Number of  Site IDs
construction sites '’
area
SuU1 20,423 962,735  Gentle undulating hills with small open 10 30 28,882 3 10 HTP-N-AS77, HTP-N-AS78, HTP-N-
depressions CMTO02, HTP-N-IF72, HTP-N-IF73, HTP-N-

IF74, HTP-N-IF79, #37-2-0500, #37-3-
0811, #37-2-0816

SuU11 3920 85,911 Gentle undulating hills with open 20 40 6,873 8 3 HTP-N-AS86, HTP-N-IF82, HTP-N-IF83
depressions
Su14 3432 167,481 Modified landforms set within flat plains 20 30 10,049 6 - -
with small open depressions
SuU17 16,780 794,365 Flat plain abutting steep spurs to the south 10 20 15,887 2 3 HTP-N-IF75, HTP-N-IF76, HTP-N-IF77
SuU21 5974 43,853 Gentle undulating plain with open 10 5 219 0.5 - -

depressions

SU25 21,224 14,6663  Moderate to steep gully with open 10 5 733 0.5 - -
depressions

SU33 12,336 83,530 Modified landforms set within undulating 80 50 33,412 40 - -
hills
SuU34 5723 40,508 Modified landforms set within steep hills 80 40 12,963 32 - -
SU36 10573 32,5015 Modified landforms set within flat plains 20 20 13,001 4 1 #37-6-2842

with small open depressions
Total 100,385 2,650,061 - 204,153 8 17 -

Average 11,154 320,268 - 29 27 13,558 11 4 =

" Count of Aboriginal sites include previously recorded Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) sites that were validated and newly identified sites.
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iv Additional Aboriginal sites identified as part of ACHA addendum report

The ACHA addendum investigations identified 13 further extant Aboriginal objects, sites and places within the
project impact area (refer to Plate 5.16 to Plate 5.19, and Figure 5.4). Of these sites, HTP-N-IF79 was identified as
a surface site during the test excavation for the ACHA addendum field assessment and has been incorporated into
this section. In addition, the field team investigated and relocated four previously documented sites, with a
further three visited, but unable to be validated. Despite this, these latter sites continue to be included in the
cultural assemblage outlined in section 6.5.

Spatially, the results of this additional survey align well with the results documented in the exhibited ACHA, with
all Aboriginal objects, sites and/or places recorded in HTP North (EMM 2025). Aboriginal objects, sites and/or
places were documented across SUs 1 and 17, in association with named watercourses or their lesser tributaries
including Saltwater Creek and Monkey Place Creek. When considering landforms, sites were most commonly
identified on plains and/or hillslopes, reflecting the undulating landscape that comprises much of the project
impact area in HTP North.

The newly identified sites and objects primarily consisted of isolated or low-density sites containing less than 20
artefacts, representing transient use/activity in the past. A culturally modified eucalypt tree was documented
along the eastern banks of Saltwater Creek during the field investigation and has been given a tentative status
given the historical activities in the region. Three previously documented sites (AHIMS #37-2-0500, #37-2-0811,
and #37-6-2842) were visited and substantive numbers of artefactual material were identified consistent with
long-term and/or intensive occupation at these areas. Of these, BMP 1; Jerrys Plain (AHIMS #37-2-0500) reflects a
moderate density (n=20+) artefact scatter identified on a gentle hill slope ~120 metres south of Saltwater Creek.
During fieldwork undertaken to support this ACHA addendum, this site was documented more extensively than
previous recordings, with ~20 additional artefacts identified.

Notably, an attempt to relocate P20 (AHIMS #37-2-0816) was made during the survey. The site card for this site
describes a low-density artefact scatter with six artefacts recorded on an erosional scald located on a hill slope
landform. During the survey for this assessment, only a quartz flake and an indurated mudstone/tuff/chert (IMTC)
flaked material were identified near an existing transmission tower and west of an unnamed ephemeral creek
line. Despite the visibility in this location, no further artefacts could be identified. Similarly, P16 (AHIMS #37-2-
0811) described to be a high-density artefact scatter site with potential archaeological deposit (PAD) was visited
on an eroded creek bank. The previously recorded assemblage of this site documents thousands of stone
artefacts comprising silcrete, IMTC materials, quartz with several pieces of black glass bottle (reflective of post-
Contact activity). This site was revised as part of the ACHA addendum field investigation and though a number of
artefacts (n=50) aligned with the original recording were observed, several thousand previously referenced could
not be accounted for. Increased vegetation and limited exposures prevented observations equivalent to the
original site being recorded and may provide one reason for the disparity of findings.

In summary, all 13 newly identified Aboriginal objects and sites are located within the amended project impact
area. These were all found in previously unsurveyed portions of the exhibited project impact area. This includes a
potentially culturally modified tree (HTP-N-CMTO02), three low-density artefact scatter sites (HTP-N-AS77, HTP-N-
AS78 and HTP-N-AS86), and nine isolated finds (HTP-N-IF72, HTP-N-IF73, HTP-N-IF74, HTP-N-IF75, HTP-N-IF76,
HTP-N-IF77, HTP-N-IF79, HTP-N-IF82 and HTP-N-IF83). A further four (AHIMS #37-2-0500, #37-2-0811, #37-2-
0816, and #37-6-2842) previously recorded sites were revisited and validated, and three previously documented
sites were revisited, but could not be relocated (AHIMS #37-2-2-0810, #37-2-0817, and #37-6-3981).
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Plate 5.16 Scar on eucalypt tree from potential Plate 5.17 Potential culturally modified tree (HTP-N-
cultural modification, scar is north facing CMTO02), view south

Plate 5.18 BMP 1; Jerrys Plain (AHIMS #37-2-0500) Plate 5.19 BMP 1; Jerrys Plain (AHIMS #37-2-0500)
sample of silcrete flakes (n=5) context view north of a large exposure
cuased by sheetwash erosion and vehicle

track disturbance
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Plate 5.20 P16 (AHIMS #37-2-0811) context view Plate 5.21 HTP-N-AS78 sample of silcrete flakes (n=2)
west of an exposure caused by sheet
wash on a very gently inclined hillslope

Plate 5.22 HTP-N-AS77 sample of mudstone flake Plate 5.23 HTP-N-AS77 context view north of a large
(n=1) exposure alongside a vehicle track caused
by sheet wash erosion
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5.4.2 Test excavations
i Overview of exhibited ACHA test excavations undertaken for the EIS

The following has been summarised from the exhibited ACHA and outlines the test excavations completed prior
to the submission of the EIS.

A program of test excavations was proposed for areas of predicted Warkworth sand system and/or potential
subsurface cultural deposits within HTP North and HTP Central. Excavations were undertaken in accordance with
a project specific Archaeological Research Design (ARD) approved by Heritage NSW, which ultimately aligned
closely with established Heritage NSW guidelines. Due to land access constraints, test excavations were focussed
within the Singleton Military Area and in the vicinity of Congewai Creek. In relation to the former, multiple
proposed alignments were investigated; and the results used to inform the exhibited project impact area.

Overall, 50 test pits (47 x 0.25 m? test pits, 3 x 1 m?test pits, totalling 14.75 m?) were undertaken within the
Singleton Military Area as discrete 20-metre grids focussed on proposed project elements. These primarily
identified a shallow duplex or fabric contrast soil profile, with a low-density of cultural materials encountered in
the upper 40 centimetres. Small pockets of predicted Warkworth sand system were encountered in two areas,
each less than 1.6 hectares in size, and neither containing significant cultural materials. Optically stimulated
luminescence (OSL) ages suggest initial formation >12,000 years ago for these deposits. One of these locales was
avoided through project re-design. The recovered cultural materials included a wide range of raw materials and
were indicative of early manufacturing processes; and likely dating to the last few thousand years.

Fifty-four test pits (53 x 0.25 m? test pits, 1 m?test pit, totalling 14.25 m?) were undertaken on the southern bank
of Congewai Creek as a discrete 20 metre grid focussed on proposed project elements. These primarily identified
a shallow duplex or fabric contrast soil profile, with a low density of cultural materials encountered in the upper
40 centimetres. Three discrete areas of higher density cultural materials, 19 and 32/m?, were encountered,
between 0.1 to 0.6 hectare in size and located between 100 to 200 metres from the creek’s edge. These have
been identified as HTP-C-FAQ1 (#37-6-4490), HTP-C-FAQ2 (#37-6-4489), and HTP-C-FAO3 (#37-6-4491) in
subsequent sections. The recovered cultural materials included a wide range of raw materials and were indicative
of early manufacturing processes. OSL ages from the site suggest initial formation of the deposit 3000 to 5000
years ago, with the cultural materials deposited in the last 2500 to 3000 years. Discrete locations and varying
depths of the cultural deposits strongly suggest repeated visitation occurred at this locale in the past.

i Background and aims

Discussions with Heritage NSW during submission of the EIS and mitigation measure (AHO5) of the exhibited
ACHA indicated the need for further test excavations of the project impact area to further inform the project. This
has been reinforced in subsequent comments from Heritage NSW (refer to Appendix A — Public exhibition
comments) seeking further information on this program.

As a result of this, an additional, more extensive archaeological test excavation program has been carried out
between 12 May and 24 July 2025. While undertaken during the finalisation of the exhibited ACHA and prior to
the EIS submission, the results of this program, especially specialist inputs such as chronological dating, were
unable to be completed in the require timeframes. As a result, they are provided in their entirety in this ACHA
addendum. These works were undertaken by EMM archaeologists (including William Truscott, Taylar Reid,
Georgia Burnett, Frances Robson, Phillipa O’Brien-Pounde, Amber Morgan, Mikhaila Chaplin, Joel Mason, Megan
Sheppard-Brennand, and Angus Lynch), with the participation of several RAPs, primarily within HTP North (refer
to Appendix C.2).
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These excavations were focussed on the areas previously identified in the exhibited ACHA as being considered
archaeologically sensitive, namely within or adjacent to areas that had been predicted to contain Warkworth
Sands system deposits — a geological unit demonstrated to disparately contain old and significant cultural
materials. Locales for test excavation were also based on regional models and field survey results that identified
cultural materials and landforms of interest within these zones, which are outlined at length in the exhibited
ACHA. There were four discrete areas where test excavations were completed within the HTP corridor:

. near the Hunter River to the east of Lemington Road (test pits 169-2 to 169-20, 172-1 to 172-22, and 173-3
to 173-16)

. on rises to the east of Hobden Gully (test pits 155-1 to 155-17 inclusive, 156-2 to 156-21, 157-2 to 157-14,
158-2 to 158-24)

. on floodplains to the west of the confluence of the Hunter River and Wollombi Brook (test pits 143-2 to
143-18 and 144-2(EXP) to 144-19)

. on terraces between Wollombi Brook and Long Point (test pits 131-1 to 131-11, 132-1 to 132-9, 133-1 to
133-11, 134- 2 to 134-12, 135-2 to 135-20, and 136-2 to 136-19).

Additional locations were also proposed on the banks of Parnells Creek and in the vicinity of Loder Creek and its
tributaries, but continue to be limited by land access constraints (and are proposed for incorporation into post-
approval requirements in Chapter 9 (Management). Due to the nature of the previous land-use and/or the nature
of archaeological material, it was considered that other parts of the amended project impact area within the
Hunter Valley Operations mining complex did not require test excavations to be adequately characterised. As
outlined in the exhibited ACHA, much of the project here encompasses undulating slopes and/or areas of mine
rehabilitation, which are landforms where significant cultural materials are considered less likely to occur.

Within the above parameters, the primary aims of the excavations were as follows:

. supplement previous field survey and test excavations undertaken along the project impact area as part of
the exhibited ACHA

. identify, map and characterise the nature, age, extent, integrity and significance of the cultural materials
within the project impact area in areas where cultural materials were considered likely to occur based on
the findings of the exhibited ACHA and supplementary field survey

. collect data to answer the following research questions:

- what are the environmental characteristics associated with the distribution of cultural materials
within the construction impact area?

- can the formative processes of the stratigraphic profile provide information on the nature and/or
survivability of the archaeological resources?

- what are the cultural, social and public values associated with the Aboriginal archaeological resource
within the construction impact area?

- how should the Aboriginal sites in the region be conserved and managed in future?

. better assess the significance and historical meaning of the cultural materials that exist within the project
impact area so that future archaeological investigation can advance our understanding of past Aboriginal
cultural behaviour and environmental adaptation

. direct future heritage activities and mitigation measures (if required) for the project.
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Ultimately, excavations were undertaken in 17 locations primarily within the Hunter Valley Operations mining
complex (refer to Figure 5.5).

Table 5.3 RAPs participating in the test excavation program at Hunter Valley Operations
Organisation and/or individual Personnel
Wanaruah LALC Wayne French
Aliera French Trading Aliera French
Ungooroo Aboriginal Corporation Allen Paget
Thomas Dahlstrom Steven ‘George’ Flick
iii Methods

The test excavations focussed on a series of locations within the HTP corridor extending from south of Wollombi
Brook to Lemington Road in the southern portion of Hunter Valley Operations (refer to Figure 5.5).

The test excavations adopted approaches and methods outlined in a project specific Archaeological Research
Design (ARD) permissible under the project’s SEARs and approved by Heritage NSW on 29 November 2024
(ref: DOC24/978012) (refer to Appendix C.2.1).

The ARD set out test excavations as follows:

. at each location a grid of 0.25 m? test pits are spaced at 40 metre grid (phase 1)

. when a total of 25 artefacts were collected from a test pit or potential Warkworth Sands system deposits
were encountered: i) the initial 0.25 m? test pit/s was expanded to 1 m?test pits; and ii) the grid of test pits
increased spatial resolution, typically to 20 metre spacing (phase 2) to determine the nature and spatial
extent of the cultural materials/deposits

. where deep Warkworth Sands system deposits were encountered options were available to reduce the
overall grid of test pits and rather expand fewer areas and focus on excavations to greater depths.
Ultimately this was not required, with few test pits needing to exceed 1 metre below surface

. all excavation was undertaken in 10 cm spits, with all sediment sieved through a 5-millimetre mesh to
recover cultural materials

. various chronological, soil and palaeo-environmental samples were collected and reporting requirements
as per Heritage NSW’s Code of Practise for the Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in NSW
guidelines were adopted.

iv Results

This section provides a summary of the excavations and subsequent analysis, with further detail provided in
Appendix C.2. This includes a full catalogue of the excavated test pits (refer to Appendix C.2.2), photographic
catalogue (refer to Appendix C.2.3), stratigraphic drawings of artefact bearing test pits (refer to Appendix C.2.4),
OSL dating report (refer to Appendix C.2.5), and detailed lithic analysis (refer to Appendix C.2.6) and catalogue
(refer to Appendix C.2.7). A summary of the post excavation analysis, including stratigraphy, chronology and
lithics analysis, from the excavations is provided below.
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When incorporating the previous phase (refer to section 5.4.2i) and the test excavations undertaken for the ACHA
addendum, a total of 260 x 0.25 m? test pits and 24 x 1 m? test pits, equivalent to 89 m? were undertaken. For the
ACHA addendum, some 180 test pits (consisting of 160 x 0.25 m? and 20 x 1 m? test pits) were excavated across
the project impact area, targeting 17 locations (refer to Figure 5.5). In accordance with the ARD, 150 were
excavated as part of phase 1, and 30 test pits were excavated as part phase 2 where thresholds required further
investigation. These investigations amounted to ~60 m? or ~31.26 m? of excavation. Test pits were, on average,
~47 centimetres deep with the majority demonstrating a duplex soil profile. Deeper test pits were generally
located within source bordering sand dune deposits encountered intermittently across the project impact area,
which likely represent pockets of the Warkworth Sands system. At these locations several test pits were
excavated to >100 centimetres, with TP156-12 (EXP) and TP158-10 (EXP) notably reaching 150 centimetres below
current surface. All sediment excavated was dry sieved for cultural materials.

Of the 180 test pits excavated, 79 (~44%) contained cultural materials, with 562 stone artefacts recovered (refer
to Figure 5.5 and Figure 5.6; Appendix C.2). The majority of cultural material recovered was from the upper

20 centimetres of the soil profile (n=303, 54%), although artefacts were recovered from depths up to 1 metre
below ground surface in some locations. These deeply buried cultural materials were primarily recovered from
test pits on the rise east of Hobden Gully (test pits beginning with the pre-fix 155, 156, 157 and 158) where deep
sand deposits were encountered. When extrapolating each 0.25 m? test pit to 1 m?, which is commonly how
artefact densities are discussed in the archaeological literature, an extrapolated average density of 3.4/m? was
found across the project impact area (refer to Figure 5.6). Test pits 141-2(EXP) to 141-21 (n=226) and 158-2 to
158-24 (n=149) contained the most extensive cultural materials, with several test pits having densities of >30/m?;
and reflect foci of past activity in these locations.

A total of 21 OSL ages were recovered primarily from floodplains at the confluence of Hunter River and Wollombi
Brook, and on the rises east of Hobden Gully where substantive cultural materials and/or Warkworth Sands
system were encountered. These suggest that the duplex soil profiles that dominate the archaeological test
excavations primarily date to the last few thousand years, and cultural materials within them appear to have been
discarded in the last 1 to 2000 years. Where the Warkworth Sands system was encountered, it suggests their
initial formation occurred between 50,000 to 70,000 years ago. In relation to cultural materials in these soil
profiles, within test pits 156-2 to 156-21, they appear to have been deposited over the last 17,000 years, and
primarily in the last 5000 years. At test pits 158-2 to 158-24, the majority of the cultural assemblage dates to
between 13,000 and up to 38,000 years ago. These findings should be treated cautiously given the potential for
artefacts to move within soil profiles. The use of the region in the terminal Pleistocene has been previously
documented in this locale, however the presence of people prior to the Last Glacial Maximum (LGM) (>25,000
years ago) in the Hunter Valley has been rarely documented.

Based on the findings, all locations encountered cultural materials and have been documented as Aboriginal sites in
subsequent sections of the report. A total of 20 newly identified or updated sites are outlined in section 5.4.2v. Of
these, ten test pits and their immediate environs recovered >20 artefacts/m? and are amalgamated into five areas
of foci for past occupation and incorporated in the cultural assemblage outlined in Chapter 6 (The archaeological
resource), including TP134-9 (EXP) (n=22), TP140-16 (EXP) (n=25), TP141-3 (EXP) (n=37), TP141-8 (EXP) (n=32),
TP141-10(EXP) (n=28), TP141-15 (EXP) (n=84), TP156-6 (EXP) (n=22), TP158-9 (EXP) (n=50), TP158-10 (EXP) (n=28),
and TP158-16 (EXP) (n=33).
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Plate 5.24 View north showing the location of TP144-

Plate 5.25
19 towards the Hunter River

TP 144-9 north section, showing soil
profile (i)

Plate 5.26 View north showing the location of TP141-
15 towards the confluence of Wollombi
Brook and Hunter River

Plate 5.27 TP 141-15 north section, showing soil

profile (ii) with more abundant gravels
present

Plate 5.28

View north showing the location of TP134-

Plate 5.29
7 towards the Hunter River

TP 134-7 north section, showing soil
profile (ii)
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Plate 5.30 View north showing the location of TP158-  Plate 5.31 TP 158-10 north section, showing soil
17 profile (iii)

Plate 5.32 View north showing the location of TP172-  Plate 5.33 TP 172-16 north section, showing soil
8 towards the Hunter River profile (iv)
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a Sedimentology

The excavations revealed four distinct soil profiles across the 17 locations. These profiles are contained to the four
landforms encountered across the investigations.

The soil profiles and associated landforms comprised:

1. on floodplains - a disturbed silty topsoil (A1 horizon), overlying a silty clay loam (A2 horizon), with
increasing clay content with depth (refer to Plate 5.34). Test pits with the prefix 143, 144, 169 and 173 are
within this soil profile and most test pits excavated here were culturally sterile. Excavation within this
profile generally ceased at ~50 centimetres due to lack of cultural material, however a small number of test
pits were excavated to 1 metre to confirm that the soil profile remained unchanged at depth. Given the
formation process, it is reasonable to assume that this landform has been heavily disturbed and/or
truncated from flooding from the Hunter River over time, which may have affected its ability to retain
cultural deposits (if ever present)

2. on elevated terraces and associated slopes - a disturbed silty topsoil (A1 horizon), overlying a silty clay loam
(A2 horizon) with a clear horizon onto indurated heavy orange/brown clay (B2 horizon). This soil profile
was typically found within terrace and rise landforms within ~300 metres of the floodplain (refer to
Plate 5.35). Test pits with the pre-fix 131-136, 141 and 140 are located within this soil profile, with 140 and
141 containing an abundance of gravel in the A2 horizon which is not reflected at the other locations. This
soil profile contained the majority of artefacts recovered with test pits averaging depth of ~30 centimetres

3. on source bordering dunes - a disturbed loamy topsoil (A1 horizon), overlying a deep layer of loose brown
sand (A2 horizon), diffusing into sandy clay and/or light clay (B2 horizon) (refer to Plate 5.36). Test pits with
the pre-fix 155, 156, 157, and 158 are located in this soil profile and were among the deepest test pits
excavated during the program, averaging 80 cm below current surface and often exceeding 1 metre below
current surface. Notably, one test pit, 141-20, potentially contains the Warkworth Sands system, which
may continue north of this pad onto the floodplain

4, hillcrests and upper slopes - a disturbed but mostly absent topsoil (Al horizon), overlying a very shallow
clayey loam (A2 horizon), with a clear horizon onto indurated heavy orange/brown clay (B2 horizon) or
bedrock (R horizon) (refer to Plate 5.37). This profile is constrained to proposed Test pits with the pre-fix
172 overlooking the Hunter River. Excavation in this area averaged ~15 centimetres, reaching a maximum
of 25 centimetres below ground surface. No artefacts were recovered from this soil profile.
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Plate 5.34 Floodplains — TP143-7 north section Plate 5.35 Terraces and associated slopes — TP134-5
north section

Plate 5.36 Source bordering dunes — TP155-9 north Plate 5.37 Hillcrests and upper slopes — TP172-3
section north section
b Chronology

To provide a chronology of the deposits, a number of samples were collected for OSL dating. Forty-nine samples
were collected from test pits containing dense cultural materials and/or where the deepest deposits were
reached; of these, 21 were analysed. These samples focussed on four locations where substantive cultural

material was encountered (test pits with the pre-fix 141 and 143) and/or where the Warkworth Sands system was
observed (test pits with the pre-fix 156 and 158). The aim of the sampling was to provide both an initial

understanding of the formation history of the terrace and source bordering dune landforms extending along the
Hunter River and the age of cultural materials found within them.

I ———
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All samples were processed by Vicus Pty Ltd and analysed by Dr Luke Gliganic and are reported in detail in
Appendix C.2.3. The samples were processed using the single grain technique, which calculates the age from a
large number of quartz grains, each of which is individually measured to determine their age. This method
presents a large number of individual ages for a sample that can then be interrogated to determine which is the
most suitable based on a range of factors. Typically, the approach will provide a minimum age, incorporating the
youngest sand grains in a given sample, a central age or an average result, and a finite mixture model/s that use
statistical techniques to identify discrete age populations within the sample that may be more suitable than the
other methods. This approach is more time-intensive, and has a range of limitations, but is often adopted in
academic and/or research projects.

The OSL age estimates are presented for all samples in Table 5.4. These show a bioturbated soil profile, with
several samples returning multiple age populations. Overall, they suggest a probable mixing of much older
material from lower in the soil profile with more recent sediments near the surface. This subsequently results in a
mixture of older and younger populations presented in several of the recovered samples. Despite this, an overall
formation of the soil profile can be discerned.

For the terraces and associated slopes upon which duplex soil profiles were typically encountered, they appear to
have formed in the late Holocene (<5,000 years [5 ka]). Specifically, the lowest samples collected from these soil
profiles was at the base of test pits 141-1 to 141-21 (55 centimetres below surface; base of A2 horizon) and
returned an age of ~2.5 ka (VCS-25005-004). A suite of ages recovered in both test pits 141-1 — 141-21 and 143-2
to 143-18 between 20 and 30 centimetres (A1l horizon) suggest formation at ~1.3 to 2.2 ka (e.g. VCS-25005-005,
V(CS-25005-009). While the uppermost samples near the current surface return ages just prior to colonial invasion
at ~0.23 ka (VCS-25005-006). The cultural assemblage in test pits 141-1 to 141-21 were generally found between
0 and 20 cm and therefore suggest deposition after ~1.3 ka (refer to Plate 5.38; Table 5.5). This aligns well with a
range of tool types and raw materials recovered that are more prevalent at <1.5 ka (refer to section 5.4.2ivc).

In the case of proposed test pits 156-2 to 156-21 and 158-2 to 158-24, encountered Warkworth Sands system are
of Pleistocene age (>10 ka), and align well with other nearby studies in the locale (Hughes et al. 2014). Specifically,
the lowest samples recovered from depths of 150 centimetres below current surface indicate initial formation of
the geological unit between ~52 and 72 ka (VCS-25005-013, VCS-25005-021). This formation occurs in Marine
Isotope Stage 4, which is well documented as cool, arid and windy (De Dekker et al. 2019), and would have
promoted formation of aeolian deposits adjacent to major water sources as was observed here. Other examples
include those along the Hawkesbury River in Pitt Town, and similarly formed and accumulated during this period
(Williams et al. 2014).

While there is some minor variation between test pits 156-2 to 156-21 and 158-2 to 158-24 (refer to Plates 5.32
and 5.33; Table 5.5), the soil profile between ~30 to 100 centimetres appears to aggrade continuously from the
initial formation primarily between ~10 to 50 ka. The upper most ~30 centimetres of the soil profile returns
extremely young ages in the order of <1 ka, and appears to reflect extensive mixing that has been previously
reported in these deposits by Gliganic et al. (2016). However, in contrast to Gliganic et al.’s findings that the upper
50 centimetres appeared to reflect modern mixing, the results here suggest such mixing is slightly shallower, with
substantive age sample populations evident in most samples below 45 centimetres (e.g. VCS-25005-008, VCS-
25005-004).

When aligning the ages of the deposit to the cultural assemblage, activities at 156-2 to 156-21 suggest low levels
of activities occurred from up to 42 ka through the Contact period. Minor peaks are evident in the late Holocene
(spit 3) and prior to the Last Glacial Maximum (spit 8) (refer to Table 5.5). However, the assemblage is relatively
small and as such likely to be highly susceptible to bioturbation and movement, and as such these interpretations
must be viewed with caution. The majority of the assemblage, regardless of discrete peaks, was recovered from
the upper 50 centimetres, and which may suggest deposition primarily over the last ~17 ka is more probable. Such
values align closely with previous findings at W14 Sandsheet [#37-6-0946], CM-CD1 [#32-2-1877]) that suggest a
terminal Pleistocene use of this locale.
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In the case of test pits 158-2 to 158-24, cultural materials are encountered from depths dated to between ~50 ka
and present. Here to, limited cultural material in the lowermost spits may suggest some level of bioturbation has
occurred, and these earliest dates should be treated with caution. However, when considering the peak of the
assemblage at spits 4 and 5, past use and visitation of the region may have extended between ~13 up to 38 ka. As
outlined above, visitation in the terminal Pleistocene is evident at numerous other sites in the locale, but evidence
of pre-LGM human activity is sparse; and as such this site may reflect very early use of the Hunter Valley (see also
Hughes et al. 2014). As outlined in previous Section 5.4.2iv, there is some uncertainty due to bioturbation of the
sand unit where the age of the sediment may not directly reflect the age of the cultural material.

Table 5.4 Summary of OSL ages recovered from the test excavations

Test pit Sample # Lab code Spit Depth (cm Soil unit Age model Age (ka)
below surface)

134-9 16 VCS-25005-009 3 22 Terraces - A2 FMM-1 (88%) 2,260+130
FMM-2 (8%) 7,450+1,010
FMM-3 (4%) 35080

141-15 6 VCS-25005-006 1 5 Terraces - Al MAM 23010

141-15 7 VCS-25005-005 2 20 Terraces - A2 FMM-1 (72%) 1,350+100
FMM-2 (25%) 4,880+400
FMM-3 (3%) 200160

141-20 2 VCS-25005-003 2 20 Dunes - A2 CAM 601

141-20 4 VCS-25005-002 4 40 Dunes - A2 CAM 701

141-15 8 VCS-25005-007 3 30 Terraces - A2 FMM-1 (48%) 5,820+400
FMM-2 (42%) 2,410%+170
FMM-3 (6%) 15,380+2,840
FMM-4 (4%) 34,920+5,910

141-15 9 VCS-25005-008 5 45 Terraces - A2 FMM-1 (74%) 2,240%120
FMM-2 (26%) 5,280+410

141-15 10 VCS-25005-004 6 55 Terraces - B1 FMM-1 (86%) 2,430%150
FMM-2 (14%) 6,5401£940

144-2 49 VCS-25005-001 10 98 Floodplain-B1 MAM 750+40

156-12 40 VCS-25005-019 3 25 Dunes - A2 MAM 720140

156-12 43 VCS-25005-020 9 85 Dunes - A2 FMM-1 (62%) 39, 900+2,700
FMM-2 (38%) 9,240+750

156-12 46 VCS-25005-021 15 150 Dunes —B1 FMM-1 (83%) 71,800+5,580
FMM-2 (18%) 18,730+3,050

158-9 33 VCS-25005-014 2 15 Dunes - A2 MAM 560+30

158-10 20 VCS-25005-010 2 20 Dunes - A2 MAM 850150

158-9 35 VCS-25005-015 6 55 Dunes - A2 FMM-1 (62%) 48,000+2,650
FMM-2 (18%) 5,400£580
FMM-3 (12%) 12,100+1,550
FMM-4 (8%) 2,070£300
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Test pit Sample # Lab code Spit Depth (cm Soil unit Age model Age (ka)
below surface)
158-10 22 VCS-25005-011 6 60 Dunes - A2 FMM-1 (64%) 43,670+2,520
FMM-2 (23%) 4,690+380
FMM-3 (13%) 12,060+1,730
158-9 36 VCS-25005-016 8 77 Dunes - A2 CAM 52,950+2,780
158-9 37 VCS-25005-017 10 95 Dunes - A2 CAM 49,860+2,690
158-10 24 VCS-25005-012 11 102 Dunes - A2 CAM 47,280+2,560
158-9 38 VCS-25005-018 11 108 Dunes —B1 CAM 56,200£2,930
158-10 26 VCS-25005-013 15 146 Dunes —B1 CAM 52,120£2,780
Notes: All uncertainties in age are quoted at 1o confidence. Further details of this technique are presented in notes below. Bold indicates

E250595 | RP#42 | v6

preferred age for the sample.

MAM = minimum age model; CAM = central age model (effectively average of all grains); FMM = finite mixture model - these models

reflect a discrete statistically determined portion of the sample, and the age that this portion of the sample returns when processed.

The number of models provide a coarse indication of the level of movement and bioturbation within the soil profile.
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Table 5.5 Interpolated ages of test pits from 141-15, 141-20, 156-12, 158-9 and 158-10 based on age-
depth models presented in Plates 5.37 to 5.39 inclusive; and cultural materials recovered
from the same depths

Depth Spit Test pit 141-  Test pit 141-1 Test pit 156-22 Test pit 156-2  Test pit 158-  Test pit 158-2
(cm) 15/141-20 - -141-20- —average age —-156-22 - 9/158-10 - —158-24 -
average age artefacts per (ka) artefacts per average age artefacts per
(ka) spit (n) spit (n) (ka) spit (n)
0-10 1 0-0.62 134 0-0.21 2 0-0.30 3
10-20 2 0.62-1.32 67 0.21-0.50 3 0.30-0.77 10
20-30 3 1.32-2.02 11 0.50-3.90 10 0.77-13.35 11
30-40 4 2.02-2.18 1 3.9-10.41 7 13.35-25.93 21
40-50 5 2.18-2.26 5 10.41-16.92 6 25.93-38.50 50
50-60 6 - - 16.92-23.43 3 38.50-45.36 11
60-70 7 - - 23.43-29.96 9 45.36-47.24 12
70-80 8 - - 29.96-36.44 5 47.24-48.79 13
80-90 9 - - 36.44-42.12 4 48.79-49.61 9
90-100 10 - - 42.12-46.96 0 49.61-50.44 0
100-110 11 - - 46.96-51.80 0 50.44-51.89 0
110-120 12 - - 51.80-56.62 0 51.89-52.81 0
120-130 13 - - 56.62-61.48 0 52.81-53.74 0
130-140 14 - - 61.48-66.32 0 53.74-54.67 0
140-150 15 - - 66.32-71.17 0 - -
C Lithics

Lithic analysis was undertaken by Dr Trudy Doelman (full report presented in Appendix C — Field investigations). A
summary is provided below.

A total of 563 artefacts were catalogued and analysed. The analysis found noticeable differences between the
assemblages of the elevated terraces and associated slopes (test pits with prefixes 131 to 136, and 140 to 141)
and those of the source bordering dunes considered to reflect the Warkworth Sands system (test pits with
prefixes 155 to 158). Most of the assemblage was collected from these landforms (98.9%). Silcrete (32.8%) and
indurated mudstone (53.7%) dominated the assemblage, with smaller proportions of crystal quartz, milky quartz,
quartzite, volcanic, chalcedony, chert, silicified wood, and glass. The cortex present on indurated mudstone,
quartz and quartzite suggests that these materials were from nearby secondary, water-rolled sources, whilst the
lack of cortex present on silcrete suggests it is from further afield.

There were systematic cores present, including burin-blade cores, radial-bifacial cores and prismatic cores. These
cores are typically associated with preparation and planning in manufacture.

A significant proportion of heat-treated fragments were also found (n=31) from both landforms. Artefacts from
floodplain and hillcrests landforms account for the remainder (1.1%) of the assemblage.
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Terrace and associated slopes

In these landforms, most material was collected from spits 1 and 2 (n=283, 86.5%). The comparison of maximum
lengths of artefacts per spit in this landform suggest some size sorting has taken place. Indurated mudstone and
silcrete were the dominant raw materials. There was evidence that silcrete had been heat treated.

Whilst the artefacts present on this landform were dominated by complete and broken flakes; cores, core
fragments and angular fragments were also present in relatively high numbers. There were also several tools
present (n=21) including backed artefacts. A glass artefact also implies that these locations were in use through
into the contact period.

The heat shattered material within these landforms was all silcrete, and consistent with the heat treatment to
improve flaking qualities. Based on the raw material and technologies present, the sites on these landforms were
likely mid to late Holocene. Processing tools identified are typically indicative of longer-term occupation. It is also
suggested that these locations were used to ‘gear up’ in the manufacture and production of backed artefacts.

Source bordering dunes/Warkworth Sands system

The largest proportion of lithics in this landform were collected from spits 4 and 5 of test pits 158-2 to 158-24
(n=84, 41.1%), the sediments of which date to between ~13,000 and 38,000 years ago. Differences in weights and
maximum lengths within this landform below spit 7 suggest downward movement or size sorting of material at
these depths; and therefore activity before 38 ka is considered improbable. The assemblage suggests two different
phases of activity, with higher proportions of silcrete in the upper spits (1 to 4), while lower spits (5 to 10) were
dominated by indurated mudstone, which accounted for over 80% of the artefacts. This further supports the early
use of the region, with Pleistocene assemblages typically dominated by indurated mudstone raw material in this
region.

The artefacts within the source bordering dune were dominated by complete and broken flakes, with few tools
present (n=8). Backed artefacts were collected from spits 3 and 4 of TP156-6. There were some large scrapers in
the lower spits (4 to 10) — a tool more commonly found in terminal Pleistocene assemblages. Anvils/mullers and a
hammerstone were also present.

The heat-treated material within these landforms consisted of a variety of materials, including volcanic, quartzite,
mudstone and indurated mudstone, and is consistent with being hearth material. Heat fractured artefacts in
these landforms were prominent in spits 5 to 10 and often displayed chemical weathering. Concretions had
formed on some artefacts retrieved from lower depths. These artefacts were also rounded and weathered. The
flake forms and tool types present in spits 1 to 4 of the source bordering dunes are more aligned with mid to late
Holocene, whilst spits 5 to 10 suggest at least early Holocene and more probably Pleistocene occupation —a
finding consistent with the OSL samples.

Conclusions

The analysis of the cultural material collected from these test excavations concludes that there are distinct
assemblages associated with the two prominent landforms. Based on the raw materials and artefact/tool types
within terrace and associated slopes landforms, these locations are likely mid to late Holocene in nature and
typical of longer-term occupation and/or visitation. Whilst the upper units (spits 1 to 4) of the assemblage from
the source bordering dunes contain are also associated with mid to late Holocene, the material at lower depths (5
to 10) are associated with earlier activity.

v Identified sites from the test excavations
As a result of the test excavations, a total of 20 sites were either newly recorded or updated (refer to Table 5.6,

Figure 5.7). These sites consist of several focus areas amalgamated from test pits containing high densities of
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stone artefacts and/or the presence of extremely old cultural materials (n=5), low density artefact scatters (<20)
with cultural deposits (n=13), or isolated stone artefacts with cultural deposits (n=2).

As detailed in section 5.4.2.ivc, the cultural material associated with these sites consisted of lithic scatters, with
indurated mudstone and silcrete the dominant raw materials. Of the five focus areas identified through the test
excavation, three are on terrace and associated slopes landforms and two are within source bordering
dunes/Warkworth Sands system.

The majority of sites were associated with isolated or low-density sites containing less than 20 artefacts, and
representing areas of transient use/activity. Focus areas were identified and were typically located on prominent
landforms near the confluence of watercourses (e.g. HVO-1267[#37-6-3384]) and / or on terrace landforms (e.g.
HVO-1262 [#37-6-3380], HVO-1266 [#37-6-3383]). Alternatively, focus areas located within the source bordering
dunes landforms were also in close proximity to watercourses such as the Hunter River and Hobden Gully (e.g.
HTP-N-FAQ2 [#37-6-4668]). Where the same or similar site types had been previously recorded in the immediate
vicinity, the subsurface assemblages have been added to those existing sites (including sites recorded in the
exhibited ACHA).

Based on the chronological samples and results of the lithics analyses, there is a high likelihood that artefacts
recovered from spit 5 or lower at HTP-N-FAQ1 and HTP-N-FAO2 are Pleistocene in age. Indeed, HTP-N-FAO2 aligns
with the broader Warkworth Sands system deposits and reflects early visitation and use of the Hunter Valley .
Chronological samples and the typologies of artefacts from sites located on terrace landforms suggest activity
over the last few thousand years, with the single glass artefact collected from HVO-1267 (#37-6-3384) suggesting
that this occupation continued into the Contact period.

Table 5.6 Discrete Aboriginal sites identified from test excavations

Site name Test pits associated with the site  Site type Number of
artefacts

HTP-N-FAO1 (#37-  156-5,6,7,11,12,13,14,17 Focus area 49
6-4671)
HTP-N-FAO2 (#37-  158-3,8,9, 10, 11, 13, 15, 16, 17, Focus area 149
6-4668) 20, 22,24
HTP-N-FAO4 (#37-  140-16 Focus area 25
6-4670)
HTP-N-FAO5 (#37-  134-9 Focus area 22
6-4672)
HVO-1267 141-3, 8,10, 15 Focus area 181
(#37-6-3384)
HTP-N-IF78 (#37-6- 131-16 Isolated find, cultural deposit 1
4660)
HTP-N-IF81 (#37-6- 172-20 Isolated find, cultural deposit 1
4659)
HTP-N-AS79 (#37- 131-8,12,17 Low density artefact scatter (<20), cultural deposit 5
6-4676)
2010-HVOSE-08 132-1,9 Low density artefact scatter (<20), cultural deposit 2
(#37-6-4043)
2010-HVOSE-04 133-8, 10, 11 Low density artefact scatter (<20), cultural deposit 3
(#37-6-4035)

E250595 | RP#42 | v6 152



Site name Test pits associated with the site  Site type Number of
artefacts

HVO-1691 134-2,3,5,10, 11 Low density artefact scatter (<20), cultural deposit 5
(#37-6-4069)
HTP-N-AS27 135-11, 13, 15, 19 Low density artefact scatter (<20), cultural deposit 9
(#37-6-4641)
HVO-1342 136-2,5,7,13,15,17,19 Low density artefact scatter (£20), cultural deposit 14
(#37-6-3484)
HVO-1229 140-5,11,17,19 Low density artefact scatter (<20), cultural deposit 13
(#37-6-3345)
HVO-1262 141-2,7,13,14 Moderate density artefact scatter (20-50), cultural 30
(#37-6-3380) deposit
HVO-1266 141-9 Moderate density artefact scatter (20-50), cultural 1
(#37-6-3383) deposit
HTP-N-AS80 (#37-  155-1,4,6,9, 10,12, 14 Low density artefact scatter (<20), cultural deposit 20
6-4677)
HTP-N-AS81 (#37-  157-4,10, 12, 14, 16 Low density artefact scatter (<20), cultural deposit 4
6-4675)
HTP-N-AS69 169-4, 11 Low density artefact scatter (<20), cultural deposit 2
(#37-5-0995)
HTP-N-AS82 (#37- 172-10 Low density artefact scatter (<20), cultural deposit 4
5-0996)

Vi Implications for the Warkworth Sands system predictive model

The results of the test excavation broadly aligned with the results of the predicted distribution of Warkworth
Sands system developed for the exhibited ACHA (refer to EMM 2025, Figure 5.4). Based on the model, it was
predicted that the sand deposits may be present within the Hunter Valley Operations mining complex in or near
test pits with prefixes 134 to 136 and, more probably at 155 to 158. In the case of the former, the model actually
predicted the sand unit would abut, but not encroach into the project impact area.

These findings proved to be the case, with Warkworth Sands system deposits encountered in test pits with
prefixes 155 to 158, but not within 134 to 136. A single test pit, TP141-20 documented a thin unit of sand on the
bank of Wollombi Brook, and which may reflect the Warkworth Sands system. This location is not predicted to
contain the sand unit, but given its proximity the findings may reflect localised levee bank or other alluvial

deposits, and not necessarily suggest inaccuracies in the model.

As such, the model now represented in Figure 5.8 is considered to remain robust for the purposes of management
in subsequent stages of the project. Overall, this suggests 117 hectares of predicted Warkworth Sands system is
within the amended project impact area. This is an increase from the 88 hectares previously outlined in the
exhibited ACHA, but reflects amendments, and further refinement of the model as part of the ACHA addendum.
Refinement of potential impacts outlined in Chapter 8 (Potential and cumulative impacts) outlines that
substantive portions of the deposits would be unaffected by the project.
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6 The archaeological resource

6.1 Summary of this chapter

. This ACHA addendum report refines and updates the previous findings from the exhibited ACHA following
additional investigations, notably large-scale test excavations within the Hunter Valley Operations mining
complex.

. The exhibited ACHA identified 32 discrete sites and places along with a continuous and complex
distribution of surface and shallowly buried stone artefacts distributed across the project impact area that
combined 191 discrete site listings. A further 379 were documented outside, but within 200 metres of the
project impact area.

. In response to comments on the exhibited ACHA, the cultural assemblage was reviewed, including further
consideration of Aboriginal objects, sites and places: 1) identified as previously destroyed; 2) outside but on
the periphery of the project impact area; 3) increasing detail of those outside, but within 55 metres of the
project impact area where indirect impacts may occur; 4) the separation of the background scatter sites
that amalgamated discrete listings and to rather present them separately; and 5) inclusion of cultural
materials some distance beyond the project impact area, but potentially affected through the project
mitigation measures. When applying these requirements, the cultural assemblage totals:

- Within the amended project impact area: 303 Aboriginal objects, sites and places, including 13
rockshelters, six grinding grooves, eight cultural places, three culturally modified trees, three stone
arrangements, nine high density stone artefact scatters, eleven moderate density stone artefact
scatters, eight subsurface cultural deposits, 121 low density artefact scatters and 121 isolated stone
artefacts.

- Outside, but within 55 metres of the amended project impact areas: 146 Aboriginal objects, sites
and places, including five rockshelters, seven grinding grooves, three resource and gathering sites,
four culturally modified trees, two stone arrangements, five high density stone artefact scatters, ten
moderate density stone artefact scatters, one hearth, 50 low density artefact scatters and 59
isolated stone artefacts.

- Outside the amended project impact area, but may be impacted through the mitigation measures of
the project, which propose Aboriginal led research that may include investigation and recovery of
cultural materials: three rockshelters.

. Several cultural landscapes, including view-lines and -scapes, identified in the exhibited ACHA continue to
remain relevant to the amended project. These typically represent concentrated areas of cultural sites and
materials, and broader view-lines between Dreaming places (primarily promontories) across the broader
region.

6.2 Summary of the exhibited ACHA findings

The exhibited ACHA undertook ratification of the cultural materials encountered across the project impact area
through existing desktop information, field survey and a limited test excavation program. This concluded that the
following cultural assemblage was present within the project impact area:

. ten moderate or high-density surface artefact scatters — HVO-1258 (#37-6-3376), HVOCP TR47-AS3 (#37-2-
6514), BOP-0OS8 (#37-6-2842), HVO-1267 (#37-6-3384), 2010-HVOSE-15 (#37-6-4023), HTP-N-ASO1 (#37-2-
6667), HTP-N- AS15 (#37-2-6666), HTP-N-AS30 (#37-6-4488), HTP-N-AS32 (#37-6-4487), and HTP-N-AS71
(#37-2-6665), all within HTP North
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. three subsurface stone artefact deposits associated with Congewai Creek — HTP-C-FAQ1 (#37-6-4490), HTP-
C-FAO02 (#37-6-4489), and HTP-C-FAQ3 (#37-6-4491) in HTP Central

. three grinding groove sites — HTP-C-GG03 (#37-6-4484), and HTP-C-GGO5 (#45-3-5006) in HTP Central, and
HTP-S-GGO1 (#45-3-5005) in HTP South

. five rockshelters — DEEP CK MOTHER SWA (#37-6-3714) and HTP-C-RS02 (#37-6-4492) in HTP Central, and
HTP-S-RS16 (#45-3-5007), HTP-S-RS19 (#45-3-5008), and HTP-S-RS20 (#45-3-5004) in HTP South

. six cultural places and/or resource and gathering sites — Hunter crossings (HTP-N-CVMO1 [#37-6-4493]) in
HTP North; Watagan Creek ACD (#45-3-4623), HTP-C-ARO1 (#37-6-4486), HTP-C-AR02 (#37-6-4485), Flat
Rock lookout (HTP-C-CPO1 [#45-3-5003]) in HTP Central; and a wishing well (HTP-C-CS01 [#45-3-5009]) in
HTP South

. one culturally modified tree —=HTP-C-CMTO5 (#37-6-4483) in HTP Central

. a broader background scatter of isolated Aboriginal objects and/or low-density artefact scatters (<20/m?)
found disparately across the project (HTP-N-BS1; HTP-C-BS1; HTP-S-BS1). This is presented as three discrete
listings that cumulatively incorporate 191 previously documented and/or newly identified site recordings.

The exhibited ACHA identified several significant sites and places outside, but within 10 metres of the project
impact area. These include three high or moderate density artefact scatters, four grinding grooves, two stone
arrangements, three resource and gathering sites, and two culturally modified trees. Further, Table G.2 of the
exhibited ACHA included the archaeological resource that extended immediately beyond the project impact area,
and which included 90 discrete sites and places, as well as a background scatter containing 289 discrete listings of
isolated objects and/or low-density stone artefact sites.

In addition to specific Aboriginal and/or cultural sites and places listed above, a number of broader landscape
values were also documented within and surrounding the project impact area. These include:

. Warkworth sand system — a geological deposit known to contain significant cultural materials and found in
the general vicinity of Wollombi Brook. Investigations of the deposit were limited as part of the exhibited
ACHA, but desktop information and field investigations suggest the deposit is likely to be present within the
southern portions of the Hunter Valley Operations mining complex and along the Hunter River east of the
Mount Thorley Warkworth mining complex.

. Cultural view-lines and view-scapes — a number of view-lines and/or view-scapes between major regional
promontories are bisected by the project impact area. These are noticeably between Mount Yengo and
Mount Sugarloaf and bisect the project impact area in the vicinity of Flat Rock but include a range of other
vicinities and locations. There are differing views within the local Aboriginal community as to the specific
value of these view-lines and/or view-scapes or the potential impact that the project would have upon
them. However, it was generally concluded that the project may adversely affect the local Aboriginal
community’s ability to undertake cultural education (i.e. by blocking or obstructing the views across
Country from the top of one or more of these promontories) and/or by impacting a ‘connection’ between
Dreaming places.
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. Dora Pinnacles, Dora Creek, Flat Rock and Trig Road cultural landscapes — where numerous significant
archaeological sites were encountered, typically in the form of rockshelters with art motifs and stories
and/or stone arrangements, also related to ceremonial activities. The local Aboriginal community have
sought to encompass these sites within a localised ‘cultural landscape’, which is considered to retain
natural resources, view-lines, view-scapes and other connections between the sites. These sites were
identified during the project field investigations in the vicinity of Trig Road, Flat Rock lookout, across Dora
Creek, and the Dora Pinnacles near Watagan Road, of which two (Flat Rock and Trig Road cultural
landscapes) extend into the project impact area.

6.3 Additional desktop information and analysis

Following public exhibition of the exhibited ACHA, a number of responses were received on the analysis and
interpretation of the cultural assemblage outlined in section 6.2 (refer to Appendix A — Public exhibition
comments). These primarily came from Heritage NSW, and included:

1. revisiting the amalgamation of low density and isolated stone artefacts into a background scatter
encompassing the project impact area, and a request to present each site as a discrete recording requiring
consideration and management

2. providing further information and focus on Aboriginal objects, sites and places outside, but within 55 m of
the project impact area, and which may be subject to indirect impacts. This included more extensive
mapping of cultural materials with a number recorded on the periphery of the project impact area, and
which may need to be further considered as within the project when size and/or buffers are applied

3. providing further information and justification of Aboriginal objects, sites and places that were considered
destroyed based on the outcomes of the field investigations

4, revisiting the classification of rockshelters identified as part of the field investigations where additional
investigations of nearby soil profiles may enable their validation

5. incorporating Aboriginal objects, sites and places that were identified to be further investigated as part of
the cultural values mitigation strategy recommended in the mitigation measures (refer to section 9.5).
While outside the project impact area, they may be directly affected as a result of actions from the project
and therefore require inclusion.

In relation to (1) and (2), Table D.1 and Table D.2 and section 6.5 now present all cultural materials encountered
within the amended project impact area, and outside, but within 55 metres of the amended project impact area,
including low density artefact scatters and isolated objects previously amalgamated into the broader listing of the
background scatter. To avoid confusion, HTP-N-BS1 (#37-5-0991), HTP-C-BS1 (#45-3-5011), and HTP-S-BS1 (#45-5-
5012), that were sites specifically developed to capture this broader amalgamation have now also been
declassified within the Heritage NSW AHIMS database. To address other clarifications from Heritage NSW,

Table D.1 and Table D.2 now also includes further spatial and descriptive information on all sites within the
project impact area. This demonstrates that a number of sites that are on the periphery, may extend into the
amended project impact area when further consideration of their size and shape is undertaken (buffers to
account for mapping and recording errors also propagate these findings).

For (3), 82 Aboriginal objects, sites and places within the project impact area were considered to have been
destroyed in the exhibited ACHA. These sites were primarily previously documented sites that were considered
destroyed following an inspection of the recorded site location by a team of archaeologists and Aboriginal
participants, which failed to identify the reported cultural materials. Table D.4 and Figure 6.1 undertake further
review of sites previously identified as destroyed within the addendum project impact area. Of these, ten are
documented as previously destroyed on their site cards or other documentary information and are continued to
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be assumed destroyed in this ACHA addendum as a result; and the remainder are now included as valid sites in
section 6.5. With the exception of two high density artefact scatters (#37-6-3376 and #37-6-4022) and two
moderate density artefact scatters (#37-6-0720 and #37-2-6514), these sites consisted of 41 isolated stone
artefacts and 27 low density artefact scatters often identified in disturbed contexts, such as access tracks,
unsealed roads, dams, etc. While it is still believed that these sites are highly likely to be destroyed given these
conditions and the inability for several experienced heritage professionals to identify them, they have nonetheless
been included in the extant assemblage (refer to section 6.5) for further consideration and management as part of
the project. It is acknowledged that visibility was generally poor during the field investigation constraining the
findings, and several of the sites included a portion of potential archaeological deposit that cannot be robustly
discounted based entirely on surface observations.

In the case of (4), 93 caves and overhangs were encountered during the exhibited ACHA and which were assessed
against regional criteria to determine whether they were cultural — many containing no clear evidence of past use.
Criteria included the presence of art or engraved motifs, their size, their relationship with other cultural materials,
and knowledge of the site by the Aboriginal participants. Where three of these criteria were met, the site was
considered cultural and identified as an Aboriginal site. Where criteria were not met, the feature was considered
non-cultural. Heritage NSW suggested the inclusion of the ability to further investigate those that may have
cultural deposits in their general vicinity (e.g. talus slope in front of the site). Table D.4 presents a re-consideration
of the caves and overhangs where the field team identified the presence or potential archaeological deposit or
other soil profile that could be investigated to inform and/or validate their past use. While the inclusion of this
criterion does not elevate any of the previously documented caves and overhangs above three criteria to validate
their cultural origin, it nonetheless identifies 11 that can be further investigated. These are primarily found on the
periphery of the amended project impact area, with several (3) outside the amended project impact area, but
within 55 metres. As such, these additional sites have now been incorporated into the cultural assemblage
outlined in section 6.5.

In relation to (5), one of the proposed actions from the cultural values mitigation strategy recommended in
section 9.5 is to undertake Aboriginal led research of a small number of significant sites, primarily rockshelters,
including HTP-C-RS14 (#45-3-5-5013), Corrabare State Forest Road 2 (#45-3-3582), Corrabare State Forest
Western Side of Langans Rd SWA (#45-3-3583), and Corrabare (#45-3-2140) (refer to Table D.3). With the
exception of HTP-C-RS14, these sites are all more than 55 metres from the amended project impact area, and
would not be directly or indirectly impacted by the project. However, while the exact activities associated with
the Aboriginal-led research has yet to be developed, it is probable that some form of invasive research may occur,
such as small-scale excavation and/or sampling of art motifs. Given these activities would be considered a harm to
cultural materials (despite their purpose) and would be associated with the project, they require consideration as
part of the cultural assemblage in section 6.5 and potential impacts as outlined in Chapter 8 (Potential and
cumulative impacts).

6.4 Review of additional field investigations

Further field survey was undertaken of project amendments since the EIS as well as areas not covered by field
survey during preparation of the exhibited ACHA, which is outlined in section 5.4. This was a relatively small
program that typically focussed on any gaps or omitted areas within HTP Central and HTP South. Overall, it added
a further ~160 kilometres of pedestrian survey investigation to the project, and increases overall coverage to
82.5% of the amended project impact area. A further 7% is considered unfeasible or unnecessary to investigate
due to being dangerous or established sealed roads. However, the field survey identified limited additional
cultural material (refer to section 5.4.1iv). Specifically, 13 previously undocumented sites were identified (and
several previously documented sites revisited), which were dominated by isolated stone artefacts. These have
now all been included in the cultural assemblage outlined in section 6.5.
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In addition to field survey, a large-scale archaeological test excavation program was undertaken of several
locations in the vicinity of the Wollombi Brook and Hunter River. The aim of these excavations was primarily to
investigate the presence/absence of the Warkworth Sands system predicted to be present in this general region.
Overall, 180 test pits (totalling 60 m?) were undertaken across 17 locations within the HTP corridor. Cultural
materials were encountered within most of these locations, and they have variously been identified as low,
moderate or high-density artefact scatters in section 6.5. Of note was the findings within test pits 156-2 to 156-21
and 158-2 to 158-24, both of which were situated in the Warkworth Sands system, within which cultural materials
of significant age were encountered. Specifically, at test pits 156-2 to 156-21, the assemblage appears to reflect
visitation over the last 17 ka, while at test pits 158-2 to 158-24 visitation may have initially occurred at 38 ka and
continuing to ~13 ka. While cautious interpretation is needed given the bioturbation and mixing evident in the
Warkworth Sands system, if accurate, this would be the earliest evidence of human activity in the Hunter Valley
documented to date. Regardless, while beginning to become more common (e.g. W14 Sandsheet [#37-6-0946],
CM-CD1 [#32-2-1877]), cultural materials >10,000 years are still rare in the Hunter Valley, and as such these
specific sites are considered of high research potential and significance in subsequent sections of this ACHA
addendum.

Importantly, the test excavations also validated the predicted model of Warkworth Sands system presented in the
exhibited ACHA. This is most evident in areas south of Wollombi Brook/east of the Mount Thorley and Bulga
Mining Complexes where the predicted sand system abuts but does not extend into the project impact area, and
investigations of three locations over ~800 metres did indeed fail to identify the deposit. The model highlights the
sand system is predominantly found on elevated landforms north of Wollombi Brook and Hunter River (and
broadly following the alignment of Archerfield Road), as well as smaller pockets elsewhere. Overall, this suggests
that ~117 hectares of the Warkworth Sands system are within the amended project impact area.

6.5 Updated cultural assemblage of the project

This section outlines an updated cultural assemblage for the amended project impact area, as well as information
on Aboriginal objects, sites and places within 55 metres of the amended project impact area. It also includes
additional Aboriginal objects, sites and places that are a greater distance from the amended project impact area,
but that would be affected through the activities proposed in the cultural values mitigation strategy.

The number of Aboriginal objects, sites and places has substantively increased from those presented in the
exhibited ACHA (refer to section 6.2) for several reasons, including:

. the inclusion of additional parts of the amended project impact area, notably numerous access tracks on
which a number of stone artefacts have been documented (refer to section 1.3)

. the inclusion of Aboriginal objects, sites and places that are on the periphery of the project impact area,
and through consideration of spatial recording limitations (e.g. hand-held GPS’ that have 10 metre
accuracy), conservative interpretation of their spatial extents, and/or minor buffers around the cultural
features are now conservatively included within the amended project impact area for the purposes of
assessment

. the separation of previously proposed background scatter sites that were used to combine the
presentation of large numbers of isolated and low-density stone artefact sites. These sites are now
presented individually

. further consideration and inclusion of Aboriginal object, sites and places that are outside the amended
project impact area, but within 55 metres, and which may be indirectly affected by the project. These were
discussed in the exhibited ACHA, but not subject to detailed assessment.
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With the exception of above changes, the cultural assemblage also considered administrative and analytical
approaches outlined in the exhibited ACHA. This notably included the removal of sites and places not considered
to be cultural (e.g. scarred trees and caves further analysed and determined to be non-cultural), combining any
duplicate recordings where evident, and removing those identified as destroyed in various databases.

When reviewing desktop information and field investigations undertaken for the project, 303 Aboriginal objects,
sites and places (refer to Table D.1 and Figure 6.2) are within the amended project impact area. A further 146
Aboriginal objects, sites and places are outside the amended project impact area, but located within 55 metres
(refer to Table D.2 and Figure 6.2). A further three are incorporated as a result of proposed cultural values
investigations, and which therefore require consideration in this ACHA addendum (refer to Table D.3).> These can
be summarised as follows:

. Within the amended project impact area:

- thirteen rockshelters — DEEP CK MOTHER SWA (#37-6-3714), HTP-C-RS02 (#37-6-4492), HTP-C-RS03
(#37-6-4679), HTP-C-RS17 (#37-6-4562), HTP-C-RS18 (#37-6-4683), HTP-C-RS24 (#37-6-4682), HTP-C-
RS44 (#37-6-4554), HTP-C-RS45 (#37-6-4674), HTP-C-RS61 (#45-3-5034), HTP-S-RS13 (#45-3-5046),
HTP-S-RS16 (#45-3-5007), HTP-S-RS19 (#45-3-5008), HTP-S-RS20 (#45-3-5004)

- six grinding groove sites — CORROBARE STATE FOREST RD 1 (#37-6-2780), Monkey Place Creek /
Broken Back Trail (#37-6-0552/#37-6-0809), TRGG GRINDING GROOVE SITE (#45-3-2456), HTP-N-
GGO1 (#37-6-4528), HTP-C-GGO3 (#37-6-4484), HTP-S-GGO1 (#45-3-5005)

- eight cultural places and/or resource and gathering sites — Watagan Creek ACD (#45-3-4623), HTP-C-
ARO1 (#37-6-4486), HTP-C-AR02 (#37-6-4567), HTP-C-ARO3 (#37-6-4567), HTP-S-ARO1 (#45-3-5028),
HTP-S-CSO1 (#45-3-5009), HTP-N-CVMO1 (#37-6-4493), and HTP-C-CPO1 (#45-3-5003)

- three culturally modified trees — Campbells Spring Track; (#37-6-0553), HTP-N-CMTO02 (#37-2-6769)
and HTP-C-CMTO5 (#37-6-4502)

- three stone arrangement sites — HTP-C-SA02 (#37-6-4555), HTP-C-SA04 (#37-6-4556), and-

- nine high density artefact scatters — 2010-HVOSE-14 (#37-6-4022), 2010-HVOSE-15 (#37-6-4023),
HVO-1258 (#37-6-3376), P16; (#37-2-0811), HTP-N-ASO1 (#37-2-6667), HTP-N-AS15 (#37-2-6666),
HTP-N-AS28 (#37-6-4513), HTP-N-AS30 (#37-6-4488), and HTP-N-AS32 (#37-6-4487); three of these
sites are associated with areas of subsurface archaeological potential - P16; (#37-2-0811), HTP-N-
AS15 (#37-2-6666), and HTP-N-AS32 (#37-6-4487)

- eleven moderate density artefact scatters — BMP 1;Jerrys Plain; (#37-2-0500), BOP-OS8 (#37-6-
2842), BR B1; (#37-6-0720), HTP24-AS1 (#37-2-6616), HVO-1273 (#37-6-3390), HVOCP TR47-AS2
(#37-2-6497), HVOCP TR47-AS3 (#37-2-6514), Long Point Rd_2; (#37-6-0615), MD2; (#37-3-0286),
United Open Site-1 (United OS-1) (#37-5-0704), and HTP-N-AS71 (#37-2-6665); five of these sites are
associated with areas of subsurface archaeological potential — BOP-OS8 (#37-6-2842), HVOCP TR47-
AS2 (#37-2-6497), Long Point Rd_2; (#37-6-0615), HVOCP TR47-AS3 (#37-2-6514), and HTP-N-AS71
(#37-2-6665)

o This value excludes HTP-C-RS14, which is already captured in the values associated with the Aboriginal objects, sites and places outside, but

within 55m of the project impact area.
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- eight subsurface stone artefact deposits — HTP-C-FAQ1 (#37-6-4490), HTP-C-FA02 (#37-6-4489), HTP-
C-FAO3 (#37-6-4491), HTP-N-FAO1 (#37-6-4671), HTP-N-FAQ2 (#37-6-4668), HTP-N-FAQ4 (#37-6-
4670), HTP-N-FAQ5 (#37-6-4672), HVO-1267/HTP-N-FA06 (#37-6-3384)

- a broader background scatter of 121 isolated Aboriginal objects and 121 low-density artefact
scatters, which are outlined in further detail in Table D.1. Of these, 46 were considered to also have
potential archaeological deposits and/or established cultural deposits (through test excavation
undertaken for this project). Of these, potential post contact materials — potential glass artefacts -
were observed at one site (FF 6; [#37-6-0724]) on Broken Back Road in Pokolbin State Forest.

. Outside, but within 55 metres of the amended project impact area:

- five rockshelters — CABANS RD CLIFF SWA (#45-3-4516), SWEETMANS CK OCHRE BOULDER SWA
(#37-6-3782), HTP-C-RS14 (#45-3-5013), HTP-C-RS15 (#37-6-4557), and HTP-C-RS16 (#37-6-4558)

- seven grinding groove sites — Corrobare State Forest cnr of Langdans Road (#45-3-3619), Null Road 2
(#45-3-3018), Olney CPT 75/76 Douglas Pt GDG (#45-3-4543), Pokolbin SF_C-345 AGG (#37-6-3967),
HTP-C-GGO1 (#37-6-4566), HTP-C-GG04 (#37-6-4506), and HTP-C-GGO5 (#45-3-5006)

- three resource and gathering sites — Congewai Creek Native Cherry ARG (#37-6-4165), Shamrock
Hill; (#38-4-0221), and HTP-C-AR04 (#37-6-4568)

- four culturally modified trees — Watagan/Olney ST/Scar Tree (Morisset)/Scar Tree (Morisset). (#45-3-
4562/#45-3-3378/#45-3-3381), HTP-N-CMTO1 (#37-6-4529), HTP-C-CMT10 (#37-6-4510), and HTP-C-
CMT11 (#37-6-4503)

- two stone arrangement sites — HTP-C-SAO1 (#37-6-4538) and HTP-C-SAQ3 (#37-6-4537)

- five high density artefact scatters — 2010-HVOSE-03 (#37-6-4034), HVS 37 (#37-5-0261), BMP 4;
Jerrys Plain; (#37-2-0503), RW46 (Camberwell) (#37-3-0781), and Liddell; Tinkers Creek; (#37-2-
0063)

- ten moderate density artefact scatters — BAYS-AS1-2020 (#37-2-6626), HVO-1265 (#37-6-3411),
HVO-1274 (#37-6-3391), HVO-1327 (#37-6-3470), HVYOCP TR49-AS1 (#37-2-6512), MAS 134;Mt
Arthur South; (#37-2-0487), P22; (#37-2-0818), RW48 (Camberwell) (#37-3-0783), WB 13 (#37-6-
0711), and HTP-N-AS11 (#37-2-6675)

- one hearth site — CORROBARE STATE FOREST CNR OF LANGDAN'S & CABANS RD (#45-3-3581)

- a broader background scatter of 59 isolated Aboriginal objects and 50 low-density artefact scatters®,
which are outlined in further detail in Table D.2. Of these, ten were considered to also have
potential archaeological deposits. No post-contact materials were encountered within these sites.

. Outside the amended project impact area, but may be affected as a result of mitigation measures
associated with the project:

- three rockshelters - Corrabare State Forest Road 2 (#45-3-3582), Corrabare State Forest Western
Side of Langans Rd SWA (#45-3-3583), and Corrabare (#45-3-2140).

6 This number includes three AHIMS sites where the information on the site card is limited and that were not investigated as part of this

assessment.
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The project also continues to intersect and/or be in close proximity to broader cultural landscape and view-scapes
previously identified in the exhibited ACHA, including:

. Warkworth sand system — a geological deposit known to contain significant cultural materials and found in
the general vicinity of Wollombi Brook. Additional investigations demonstrate that these are likely to be
present in the southern parts of the Hunter Valley Operations mining complex, as well as smaller pockets
elsewhere in the amended project impact area.

. Cultural view-lines and view-scapes — a number of view-lines and/or view-scapes between major regional
promontories are bisected by the amended project impact area. These are noticeably between Mount
Yengo and Mount Sugarloaf and bisect the amended project impact area in the vicinity of Flat Rock but
include a range of other vicinities and locations. There are differing views within the local Aboriginal
community as to the specific value of these view-lines and/or view-scapes or the potential impact that the
project would have upon them. However, it was generally concluded that the project may adversely affect
the local Aboriginal community’s ability to undertake cultural education (i.e. by blocking or obstructing the
views across Country from the top of one or more of these promontories) and/or by impacting a
‘connection’ between Dreaming places.

. Dora Pinnacles, Dora Creek, Flat Rock and Trig Road cultural landscapes — where numerous significant
archaeological sites were encountered, typically in the form of rockshelters with art motifs and stories
and/or stone arrangements, also related to ceremonial activities. The local Aboriginal community have
sought to encompass these sites within a localised ‘cultural landscape’, which is considered to retain
natural resources, view-lines, view-scapes and other connections between the sites. These sites were
identified during the project field investigations in the vicinity of Trig Road, Flat Rock lookout, across Dora
Creek, and the Dora Pinnacles near Watagan Road, of which two (Flat Rock and Trig Road cultural
landscapes) extend into the amended project impact area.
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7 Significance assessment

7.1 General

A summary of the significance assessment process is provided in the exhibited ACHA (EMM 2023, p. 401), and the
subsequent section continues to adopt this approach.

7.2 Statement of significance

The significance assessment developed for the exhibited ACHA remains applicable for majority of the sites,
despite the increasing number evident as a result of changes outlined in Chapter 6 (The archaeological resource).
While the cultural assemblage has increased, the site types and their features remain largely unchanged with
rockshelters, grinding grooves, culturally modified trees, cultural places, and various densities of stone artefacts
all found in the ACHA and this ACHA addendum. Specifically, the exhibited ACHA states:

At a general level, when considering scientific significance, a number of the sites can be considered to
have moderate (local) or high (regional) significance with the ability to provide information on the past
activities of the area (research potential). With specific reference to the cultural assemblage of the
project impact area, rarity and aesthetic values are also prevalent in determining a site’s significance.
These sites can primarily be divided into the following main categories:

Rockshelters that would have been used for habitation in the past. These sites form the foundational
information for past Aboriginal populations, behaviour and activity across Australia, and are therefore of
high scientific significance. Commonly, they include art and other cultural deposits that make them
extremely important to the local Aboriginal community as well. This is indeed the case for the ‘Deep Ck
Mother SWA’ (#37-6-3714) rockshelter, which has over 146 art motifs, and which has significant
opportunity to explore social, economic and ceremonial activities at this location, as well as opportunities
to explore relative and absolute chronologies from the art. However, in the case of HTP-C-RS02 and HTP-
C-RS16, these sites consist of low overhang with no cultural activity and no deposit, and as such can
provide limited further understanding of its use, or the broader region’s use, by people in the past.
Indeed, these sites only meet the size requirements associated with the criteria to define them as having
the potential to be used in the past. This is a similar case for HTP-S-RS19 and HTP-S-RS20, although here
some deposits in the base of the sites were observed, and which may be subject to further investigation
to allow further validation. Although, it is highlighted that some Aboriginal participants consider that all
overhangs and caves encountered during the field program were considered to have been used in the
past, irrespective of material evidence, and therefore retain significance.

Grinding grooves reflect the maintenance and curation of stone tools, primarily spears and/or hand axes,
used by the local Aboriginal people. While historically of limited research value aside from determining
the types of tools that may have been sharpened (through size and shape of the groove), more recent
chemical extractive processes (e.g. Fullagar R, Stephenson B, Hayes E 2017; Smith MA, Hayes E,
Stephenson B 2015) have enabled more extensive resource exploitation to be obtained (e.g. the recovery
of microscopic blood of animals hunted by the sharpened tool for example). As such, these sites
increasingly have significant research value that can contribute to our understanding of the past use and
visitation of a region. They also meet a number of other significance criteria. They commonly have some
form of aesthetic values, being prevalent on sandstone platforms and near running water or natural
billabongs and lakes, etc. —all environmental factors that are critical to their formation and, therefore,
contribute to this value. They are also frequently highlighted as important to the local Aboriginal
community, being one of the few enduring site types that visually demonstrate the longevity of Aboriginal
people’s use and visitation to a place. In the case of the project impact area, grinding grooves have some
level of ranking based on the above factors, as well as their rarity and representativeness. Both HTP-N-
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GGO1 and TRGG (#45-3-2456) consisting of impacted grinding grooves in the Singleton Military Area and
some 70 grooves near Trigg Road in the Corrabare State Forest, respectively, were both avoided through
project redesign due to their local rarity and/or regional representativeness. Three grinding groove sites
are within the project impact area, HTP-C-GG03, HTP-C-GG05, and HTP-S-GGO1, all of which consist of a
small number of grooves (<5). These are found in locales where significant numbers of groove sites are
documented, many with substantially more grooves and/or other cultural materials present. As such,
these sites are classified as having moderate scientific values when compared in the broader context,
being of limited representative or research potential, but acknowledging the general rarity of these sites
more generally. In the cases of both HTP-C-GG03 and GTP-C-GGO5, Aboriginal community views
considered them of greater value, and their significance has been elevated [to high significance]....

Stone arrangements relate to either hunting activities (e.g. hunting hides) or ceremonial activities often
associated with Dreaming places and stories. In other parts of Australia, they may also relate to
habitation (e.g. stone huts (McNiven |, Dunn JE, Crouch J. 2017)). Given the cultural landscape the project
impact area is within, encountered stone arrangements are considered to more likely reflect ceremonial
activities. As such, these sites have strong cultural importance to the local Aboriginal community, being
one of the few anthropogenic structures that can be connected back to pre-contact Aboriginal societies
and their ceremonial activity. Such sites also have various research potential, either directly where the
nature of their construction and/or where cultural deposits are present and can be explored for activities
and timing, and/or indirectly through their spatial location, view-lines and connection to/from other
places. In the case of the project impact area, only HTP-CVMO08 is within the project impact area, which is
only known because of traditional knowledge and a contemporary use of the site, and is hence
considered of high cultural value. The general sparsity of such features in the broader region also results
in the site having high research values, being both rare and representative of the locale.

Culturally modified trees indicate the use and manipulation of the cultural landscape by Aboriginal people
in the past. While typically of limited scientific significance, they are increasingly rare in the region due to
land clearance, especially in HTP North. Following further specialist investigations, only a single culturally
modified tree remains within the project impact area that is indicative of traditional scarring. These site
types are typically important to the local Aboriginal community and have a moderate level of cultural
value.

Cultural places are highly variable and encountered across the project impact area. They include
archaeological, traditional, historical and contemporary places and values, some of which have a physical
place, some reflect an analogy of a broader landscape feature, and others have limited spatial definition.
Many have some level of research value from an anthropological perspective in understanding the
behaviours, concerns and/or views of contemporary Aboriginal people. In the case of the project impact
area, Flat Rock Lookout (HTP-C-CP0O1) comprises a place of substantial significance to the contemporary
Aboriginal community largely due to a density of archaeological findings and reported association with
the ritual domain, as well as opportunities to investigate pre-contact behaviours. The Hunter River
crossings (HTP-N-CVMO01) may also retain some research value, although this identification is based on a
prediction of ancestral remains in these areas, rather than necessarily knowledge of their presence. The
remaining sites reflect analogies to broader resources and gathering activities, which are widely known,
and which likely have comparable flora and fauna across the region and/or reflect contemporary places
(e.g. HTP-S-CS01), which has no specific cultural knowledge, but a modern belief it may have been used in
the past. Such sites are identified as having cultural importance but limited, if any, research value.

High and moderate density artefact scatters — both surface and sub-surface — that indicate the
occupation and/or repeat visitation of a locale by people in the past. A significant portion of the cultural
assemblage consisted of surface and/or subsurface stone artefactual material (>20 per square metre),
which encompassed 10 (31%) of the 32 discrete sites within the project impact area. In most instances,
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these sites only just exceed thresholds above the background scatter, and are frequently in disturbed
areas, such as 2010-HVOSE-15 (#37-6-4023) which is truncated by an existing transmission easement. Of
note is the prevalence of moderate and high-density sites in the vicinity of Parnells Creek which, while
individually reflect only moderate research value, collectively may suggest a more important cultural
assemblage reflecting more extensive use in the past. Several have indications of buried cultural deposits,
such as HVOCP TR47-AS3 (#37-2-6514), HVO-1267 (#37-6-3384) and HTP-N-AS71 (#37-2-6665), and which
can be explored to inform procurement, technological behaviours, and inform temporal change if in situ.
None of the sites encountered may be considered rare, primarily being in HTP North where the regional
assemblage is dominated by stone artefact sites and, given the general disturbance along the project
[impact area], none hold representative qualities. Given this, most of these sites are assighed a moderate
research value, being more marginal in what types of information can be obtained.

All of the Aboriginal objects, places and sites referenced in the exhibited ACHA extract above continue to be
located within the amended project impact area and therefore remain relevant. In addition, the amendments and
changes to the cultural assemblage have incorporated additional sites into these over-arching significance
categories. This notably includes:

. the inclusion of additional rockshelters (a further eight within the amended project impact area, and five
outside but within 55 metres of the amended project impact area, three outside the amended project
impact area but may be affected). Those identified within the amended project impact area are typically
caves and overhangs identified by the field survey, which have limited evidence of cultural materials (e.g.
HTP-C-RS03 [#37-6-4679], HTP-C-RS15 [#37-6-4557], HTP-C-RS16 [#37-6-4558], HTP-C-RS17 [#37-6-4562],
HTP-C-RS18 [#37-6-4683], HTP-C-RS24 [#37-6-4682], HTP-C-RS44 [#37-6-4554], HTP-C-RS45 [#37-6-4674),
HTP-C-RS61 [#45-3-5034], HTP-S-RS20 [#45-3-5004]). They are included here primarily since they have soil
profiles in or nearby that could be investigated to further validate their use, and as such have research
potential. These are generally considered of moderate significance. The eight rockshelters outside the
amended project impact area, either within 55 metres or part of the proposed cultural values mitigation
strategy, are primarily previously documented as containing various art motifs and/or cultural deposits,
and in most instances are identified as significant to the local Aboriginal community (CABANS RD CLIFF
SWA [#45-3-4516], SWEETMANS CK OCHRE BOULDER SWA [#37-6-3782], HTP-C-RS14 [#45-3-5013],
Corrabare State Forest Road 2 [#45-3-3582], Corrabare State Forest Western Side of Langans Rd SWA [#45-
3-3583], and Corrabare [#45-3-2140]).7 As such, all of these sites are considered to have high significance,
being able to substantively contribute to our past understanding of the region

. the inclusion of additional grinding grooves (a further three within the amended project impact area, and
seven outside but within 55 metres of the project impact area). These include two highly significant
grinding groove sites that were avoided in the exhibited ACHA (e.g. TRGG GRINDING GROOVE SITE [#45-3-
2456], Monkey Place Creek / Broken Back Trail [#37-6-0552/#37-6-0809]), and which being on the
periphery of the amended project impact area have now been considered. However, the majority of the
additional sites reflect individual or small numbers of grooves and/or features limiting their research
potential; and as such are typically identified as being of moderate significance

/ These values exclude HTP-C-RS15 (#37-6-4557) and HTP-C-RS16 (#38-4-0221) that are outside the amended project area, but retain limited
evidence of cultural materials, engravings or art. They do contain soil profiles that can be investigated. As such, they align more closely with
those moderately valued sites outlined here, and which can be further validated through additional investigations where required.
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. the inclusion of additional stone arrangements (a further two within the amended project impact area, and
two outside, but within 55 metres of the amended project impact area). These include a number of
significant stone arrangements that early refinements of the project avoided due to their significance (e.g.
HTP-C-SA01 [#37-6-4538]; HTP-C-SA04 [(#37-6-4556]), but which are now within larger buffers and
considerations of this ACHA addendum. Only HTP-C-SAO3 (#37-6-4537) is considered of more moderate
scientific significance, since it has been subject to substantial disturbance and is in poor condition, but is still
considered of high overall significance due to its importance to the Aboriginal community

. the inclusion of culturally modified trees (a further two within the amended project impact area, and four
outside, but within 55 metres of the amended project impact area). All but one of these have not been
subject to specialist investigation (and validation) but are typically considered of moderate significance given
their rarity as outlined above

. the inclusion of additional cultural places and/or resource and gathering places (a further two within the
amended project impact area, and three outside, but within 55 metres of the amended project impact area).
These are typically various locales of flora, fauna, or water identified as being of important to the Aboriginal
community. These sites are relatively common and have limited scientific value, but are considered to have
cultural significance

. the inclusion of high and moderate artefact scatters and/or associated cultural deposits (a further 10 within
the amended project impact area, and 12 outside but within 55 metres of the amended project impact area).
These sites primarily reflect a number of artefact scatters on the periphery of the amended project impact
area and encountered during the field survey, and/or the findings of the archaeological test excavations
outlined in Chapter 5 (Field investigations). In terms of significance, they primarily align with extract above.
However, of note was the recovery of deeply buried stone artefacts within test pits 156-2 to 156-21 and
158-2 to 158-24 (now classified as HTP-N-FAO01 and HTP-N-FAQ2, respectively) and within the Warkworth
Sands system. While the densities of artefacts recovered is relatively limited compared with some
documented sites in the cultural assemblage, the chronological samples recovered from the soil profile within
which they were recovered suggest that they reflect occupation over the last 17,000 years, and potentially as
early as 38,000 years ago. As such, these cultural deposits may reflect extremely early visitation of the Hunter
Valley, and therefore are considered rare and having high research potential; and therefore of high
significance.

With few exceptions, the remaining identified sites consist of isolated or low-density stone artefact scatters,
which are considered to have limited, if any, research potential. While important in demonstrating the longevity
and continued use of the region by Aboriginal people in the past, it is considered that little further information
can be obtained from additional investigation of these sites, places and objects. These sites are generally
identified as of low significance. The exceptions to this include sites where potential archaeological deposits
and/or post-Contact material have been documented, and which increase their research potential or historical
value, respectively. In these instances, these sites are generally assigned a moderate significance.

In addition to the discrete sites and places, a number of cultural landscapes, view-lines and view-scapes were
identified through the field activities. These are typically associated with important cultural places, Dreaming
stories, and/or places of contemporary practises. These cannot be easily encompassed within Table D.6 and
Table D.7 since they are spatially poorly defined and both their values and meanings are variable within the
Aboriginal community. These values are perhaps best assessed as having both significant aesthetic and cultural
significance to the broader Aboriginal community, being associated with prominent landforms, views, and dense
bushland.

Table D.6 and Table D.7 provides a summary of the significance values for each of the 303 Aboriginal objects, sites
identified within the amended project impact area, 146 Aboriginal objects, sites and places outside, but within

55 metres of the amended project impact area, and three outside the amended project impact area, but would be
affected as part of the project.
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Overall, these indicate that 23 Aboriginal objects, sites and places considered of high significance are within the
amended project impact area. These are dominated by the site types discussed above, including rockshelters,
grinding grooves, stone arrangements and cultural places. It also notably includes some of the cultural deposits
encountered through the test excavations. 81 moderate significant Aboriginal objects, sites and places are also
documented, which include a range of stone artefact materials, as well as other site types outlined above, but
potentially having limited research potential and/or were in poor condition. The remaining 199 Aboriginal objects,
sites and places within the amended project area were considered of low significance, and are dominated by
surface isolated or low-density stone artefacts.

When considering areas outside, but within 55 metres of the amended project impact area, 17 highly significant
Aboriginal objects, sites and places, are present; 27 of moderate significance; and 102 of low significance.

E250595 | RP#42 | v6 222



8 Potential and cumulative impacts

8.1 Summary of this chapter

This chapter outlines the proposed impacts associated with the project, and the specific impacts this would have
on the archaeological resources of the amended project impact area as described in the preceding chapters. In
summary:

. The project would result in localised ground disturbance and vegetation clearance within the amended
project impact area. Following completion of construction, there are impacts that would continue
throughout the operation and maintenance of the transmission line, primarily in the form of vegetation
management in the easement.

. In response to comments received during the public exhibition, the ACHA addendum adopts disturbance
areas as outlined in the biodiversity values in Appendix E — Revised biodiversity development assessment
report of the amendment report, rather than assume complete impact of the amended project impact
area. In so doing, this has substantively reduced the potential impacts to the cultural assemblage. In
addition, some 20 highly significant Aboriginal objects, sites and places within the amended project area
are now committed for avoidance (an increase from five) (Figure 8.1). These include all documented
grinding groove and stone arrangement site types within or near the amended project impact area. Further
refinement is also being explored of project elements in the vicinity of significant cultural deposits, HTP-N-
FAO1 and HTP-N-FAO2.

. Overall, 232 Aboriginal objects, sites and/or places will be directly or indirectly impacted by the project.
These include:

- 217 Aboriginal sites and places are within disturbance areas A and B and would be either completely
or partially impacted by the project. These include five rockshelters, five cultural sites (primarily
resource and gathering), two culturally modified trees, two grinding groove sites, 26 surface and sub
surface stone artefact sites of moderate to high density, and 177 low density artefact scatters and
isolated finds

- a further 12 Aboriginal objects, sites and places within the amended project impact area but outside
of disturbance areas A and B, but which are prone to indirect impacts, such as vibration and/or
hydrological changes

- three sites outside the project impact area (>55 m) would be partially impacted as a result of
Aboriginal led research outlined in the mitigation measures in Chapter 9 (Management)

. These values are an increase in potential impacts from the exhibited ACHA (n=223) by nine additional
identified sites and/or places. The remaining cultural assemblage, consisting of 69 Aboriginal objects, site
and places within the amended project impact area and 131 outside, but within 55 metres of the project
impact area, are unlikely to be affected by the project.

. Of the 117 hectares of predicted Warkworth sand system within the amended project impact area,
~50 hectares (43%) are situated within areas where ground disturbance is not predicted, and would be
unaffected by the project. Potential impacts to cultural landscapes, view-lines and — scapes as reported in
the exhibited ACHA would remain unchanged.
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8.2

The project would continue to result in cumulative impacts on elements of the regional cultural
assemblage, particularly through potential harm to HTP-N-FAQ2 (#37-6-4668)—a highly significant cultural
deposit within the Warkworth Sands system—and an additional culturally modified tree. Refinements to
impact assessment and an expanded set of Aboriginal objects, sites and places committed for avoidance
help reduce cumulative effects where feasible. Potential impacts on sightlines, scenic landscapes, and
localised cultural areas would contribute to the region's increasing urbanisation, which in turn may alter
traditional practices and teaching. This is expected to lead to some loss of cultural knowledge across
generations. Mitigation measures in Chapter 9 (Management) are proposed to offset some of these
impacts.®

Summary of the exhibited ACHA findings

This section outlines the avoidance and impact minimisation and potential impacts as documented in the
exhibited ACHA. The report concluded that:

8.3

the project has undergone multiple refinements, informed by Aboriginal participants and fieldwork, to
avoid or minimise cultural impacts. This includes avoiding a significant CMT at Hunter Valley Operations,
key rockshelters and stone arrangements in Corrabare and Watagan State Forests, minimising visual
prominence near Flat Rock Lookout, and siting the switching station in Olney State Forest to avoid
Martinsville

thirty-two Aboriginal sites and places occur in the project impact area. Five highly significant sites are
committed for full avoidance, 12 are expected to experience only minor or partial impacts, and 19 may be
variably affected. Approximately 88 hectares of the Warkworth sands system may also be impacted,
although large areas between towers are unlikely to experience deep disturbance

Aboriginal participants advised that the project would interrupt view-lines and cultural sightlines between
key promontories linked to Dreaming stories and contemporary cultural practice. Localised cultural
landscapes at Trig Road, Dora Pinnacles and Flat Rock may also be affected

the project would result in cumulative impacts to some components of the regional cultural assemblage,
notably a culturally modified tree in HTP Central, and through the potential disturbance of some

88 hectares of the Warkworth sand system documented to contain significant cultural materials. Any
impacts to the five high significant sites currently committed for avoidance would also result in regionally
significant impacts. Potential impacts on sightlines, scenic landscapes, and localised cultural areas would
contribute to the region's increasing urbanisation, which in turn may alter traditional practices and
teaching. This is expected to lead to some loss of cultural knowledge across generations. Mitigation
measures are proposed to offset some of these impacts.

Avoidance and minimisation of impacts through design refinements

Commitments made by EnergyCo presented in the exhibited ACHA for the potential avoidance of sites of high and
moderate significance within, and near the project impact area remain in place. It must however be highlighted
that following the inclusion of areas on the periphery of the project impact area, and areas within 55 metres of
the project, several highly significant Aboriginal objects, sites and places outlined in the exhibited ACHA are now
formally included in the impact assessment presented in this ACHA addendum. Where this occurs, the project has
committed to their avoidance in Chapter 9 (Management).

This section addresses cumulative impacts as required by Heritage NSW Code of Practise for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects
in NSW guidelines. Aboriginal heritage cumulative impacts in accordance with broader EIS guidelines are addressed separately in Chapter 23 of

the EIS.
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In this ACHA addendum, additional avoidance and/or impact minimisation, included:

. further consideration of proposed project elements in the vicinity of test pits 141-1 to 141-20 and 158-2 to
158-24, due to the density of cultural materials, and/or their deep antiquity. Both are in areas of constraint
for the project, a river crossing and sharp bend, respectively, and complete avoidance is not feasible.
However, efforts will be made to reduce ground disturbance footprints in these locations to maximise
retention of the cultural deposits wherever feasible during detailed design

. the exhibited ACHA proposed complete impact within the project impact area. In this ACHA addendum,
further refinement of potential impacts has now been undertaken by adopting the ecological disturbance
areas, and which results in substantive avoidance of a large number of Aboriginal objects, sites and places
(n=199)

. the project continues to commit avoidance to a large number of Aboriginal objects, sites and places of high
and/or moderate significance within and/or within 55 metres of the amended project impact area. This has
increased from five previously proposed in the exhibited ACHA to 20 in the ACHA addendum. These are
dominated by significant rockshelters, and includes the majority of documented stone arrangements and
grinding grooves in or near the amended project impact area.

Aside from the above, no further avoidance and/or minimisation of impacts through design refinements have
been considered since the completion of the exhibited ACHA.

8.4 Potential impacts from the project
8.4.1  Overview

Generally, two types of potential impact are considered in relation to cultural materials — direct and indirect.
Direct impacts relate to the project removing, truncating and/or disturbing the ground surface. This would include
the removal of vegetation, removal or modification of geological outcropping and the removal or disturbance of
the upper soil profile, within which cultural materials are normally encountered. Indirect impacts are the result of
both construction and operational activities that may result in environmental changes that would affect cultural
material within, or near the project. General examples of indirect impact may include vibration-induced structural
damage, the changing view-lines to a site where visibility to/from it is part of its values, or an increase in dust
being blown into a rock shelter and negatively affecting art motifs should they be present.

Table 12.2 of the exhibited ACHA provides a summary of the proposed development activities within the
construction impact area, and how they may intersect with Aboriginal heritage. These are unchanged for this
ACHA addendum and include a range of vegetation and ground disturbance activities depending on the specific
project element and/or activity. However, comments received during the public exhibition of the EIS (Appendix A
— Public exhibition comments) sought further consideration of potential impacts by the project in relation to
identified Aboriginal objects, sites and places. As such, adoption of the disturbance areas as identified in the
biodiversity values in Appendix E — Revised biodiversity development assessment report of the amendment report
is considered here, rather the assuming complete impact of the amended project impact area. Specifically, the
disturbance area divides the amended project impact area into five categories — A and A centreline, B, hazard tree
removal, no-go zones, and remainder of the amended project impact area. The definitions of these zones are
focussed on impact to biodiversity, primarily vegetation clearance. While this is pertinent to culturally modified
trees and some of the natural resource locales encountered through the project, it does not directly transfer to
potential impacts to several Aboriginal objects, sites and places. As such, the following definitions are applied to
each of these disturbance areas to inform the potential impacts to Aboriginal objects, sites and places:
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. Disturbance area A and A (centreline) — encompassing the main development activities areas (e.g. tower
pads, construction support sites and laydown areas, etc.) and requiring vegetation clearance, ground
disturbance and frequent vehicle movement, this zone is likely to result in significant impact to cultural
materials where present. Where cultural materials are present within this zone, they are typically
considered to be directly impacted. The degree of harm is determined by how much of the cultural
materials are within the disturbance area. Generally, for isolated cultural materials, or where a site has
more than 20% of its curtilage within the disturbance area, it is assumed to be completely harmed.

. Disturbance area B — encompassing activities on the adjacent to the transmission line (disturbance area A)
where partial vegetation clearance is proposed, and ground disturbance and infrequent vehicle movement
is required, this zone is likely to result in localised impacts to cultural materials where present. Where
cultural materials are present within this zone, they would be directly impacted. The degree of harm is
determined by how much of the cultural materials are within the disturbance area. Generally, for isolated
cultural materials, or where a site has more than 20% of its curtilage within the disturbance area, it is
assumed to be completely harmed.

. Disturbance area hazard tree zone — encompassing the removal of targeted trees that may be in excess of
height restrictions that may intersect the transmission line along the HTP corridor. These activities are
proposed to be intermittent and infrequent. As such, only culturally modified trees would be adversely
affected by this activity where they intersect.

. No-clearing — encompasses areas where no vegetation clearance is proposed, and requiring limited, if any,
ground disturbance or vehicle movements. Where cultural materials are present within this zone, they are
unlikely to be directly impacted by the project. Indirect impacts may still need to be considered for some
site types, which will still remain in close proximity to proposed development activities.

. Amended project impact area not within areas above - encompasses areas where no development activity
is currently proposed. Where cultural materials are present within this zone, they are unlikely to be directly
impacted by the project. Indirect impacts may still need to be considered for some site types, which will
still remain in close proximity to proposed development activities.

Further information on disturbance areas is included in Appendix A (Updated project description) and Appendix E
(Revised biodiversity development assessment report) of the amendment report. Consideration of potential
impacts in section 8.4.2 and section 8.4.3 adopt these disturbance areas in determining whether cultural materials
would be adversely affected by the project. When considering the Aboriginal object, sites and places, several are
of a size that extends across the disturbance areas. Where this occurs, the disturbance area classification within
which the majority of the site is situated is adopted to identify potential impact. Typically, where more than 20%
of a site’s curtilage is within a disturbance zone, it is assigned that classification, and level of impact. However,
Table D.9 and Table D.10 provides a percentage breakdown of the site’s extent across a given disturbance area to
allow further interpretation as needed.

Given the large cultural assemblage within and in close proximity to the amended project impact area,
consideration of indirect impacts is also required. This was also a focus of several of the comments received
during the public exhibition of the EIS (Appendix A — Public exhibition comments). Indirect impacts to Aboriginal
cultural heritage likely to result from the project include:

. vibration impacts that may result in de-stabilisation of cultural materials beyond the construction impact
area. Applying the German Standard DIN 4150-2016 Vibration in Buildings - Part 3: Effects on Structures
criteria for sensitive heritage structures — the closest comparison available to the identified cultural
materials — would indicate values within 55 metres of the construction impact area may be subject to
vibration impacts. It is considered that not all cultural materials would be affected by vibration. For
example, buried stone artefacts are unlikely to be moved or harmed as a result of vibration, nor would
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culturally modified trees that have evolved to withstand strong winds and storms that would result in far
greater movement than activities proposed by the project. Therefore, for the purposes of this ACHA
addendum, only rockshelters, stone arrangements and grinding grooves are considered to be potentially
subject to vibration impacts where within 55 m of the project impact area

. obstruction and/or interruption of important view-lines and view-scapes as a result of the project
elements, including transmission towers which are proposed to be up to 85 metres in height

. impacts to the broader cultural landscape within which archaeological and cultural places are situated.
While these areas are often in State forests, and have likely been subject to past clearing, these areas
reflect a largely natural cultural landscape that inform the significance of key sites and places

. through the increased access to cultural materials as a result of maintaining an operational transmission
line easement through vegetation clearance. Currently, many of the cultural materials are hard to access
and this provides a form of protection from the general public. This inaccessibility may be compromised as
a result of the project, leading to impacts to sites and places remaining within and/or near the project
impact area.

8.4.2 Construction impacts
i Committed for avoidance

The project commits to avoiding a number of high and moderately significant sites. The focus of this avoidance
has been towards site types that are typically rarer in the region and more prone to impacts by the project,
including rockshelters, stone arrangements and grinding grooves within or near the amended project impact area.
Of the remaining high significant Aboriginal objects, sites and places, the majority were characterised as buried
stone artefactual material. Some of these are being explored for avoidance (refer to section 8.3), while the
remainder are considered both less prone to development activities and/or can more readily be recovered under
mitigation measures. As such, none of this site type is specifically proposed for avoidance, although mitigation
measures in Chapter 9 (Management) continue to require consideration and revisiting of potential project
impacts throughout detailed design and construction.

The project has already been designed to avoid many of these Aboriginal, objects, sites and places with the
majority in no-clearing areas and/or outside but within 55 m of the amended project impact area; only six of
those outlined are in disturbance area A.

Sites committed for avoidance include:

. within the amended project impact area:
- one rockshelter - DEEP CK MOTHER SWA (#37-6-3714)

- one cultural place - Flat Rock Lookout (HTP-C-CP01) (#45-3-5003)

- two grinding grooves —and TRGG GRINDING GROOVE SITE (#45-3-2456) and Monkey Place
Creek/Broken Back Trail (#37-6-0552/#37-6-0809)

. within no-clearing areas, amended project impact area outside disturbance areas, and/or outside, but
within 55 metres, of the amended project impact area:

- two rockshelters — CABANS RD CLIFF SWA (#45-3-4516), SWEETMANS CK OCHRE BOULDERS SWA
(#37-6-3782)
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- four stone arrangements — HTP-C-SAQ1 (#37-6-4538), HTP-C-SA02 (#37-6-4555), HTP-C-SA03 (#37-6-
4537), HTP-C-SA04 (#37-6-4556)

- nine grinding grooves — Corrobare State Forest, cnr of Langdans Road (#45-3-3619), HTP-C-GGO01
(#37-6-4566), HTP-C-GGO3 (#37-6-4484), HTP-C-GG04 (#37-6-4506), HTP-GG-05 (#45-3-5006), HTP-
S-GGO1 (#45-3-5005), Null Road 2 (#45-3-3018), Olney CPT 75/76 Douglas Pt GDG (#45-3-4543),
Pokolbin SF_C-345 AGG (#37-6-3967).

ii Potential impacts

Table D.10 and Table D.11 provide a review of each of the Aboriginal objects, sites and places within and/or
within 55 metres of the project impact area, and their potential impacts based on the project design. When
considering the proposed construction activities, the following is concluded:

. 178 Aboriginal objects, sites and places are within disturbance area A and A (centreline) and would be
completely (n=128) or partially (n=50) impacted by the project. These include:

- three rockshelters — HTP-S-RS16 (#45-3-5007), HTP-C-RS24 (#37-6-4682), and HTP-C-RS61 (#45-3-
5034),

- four cultural sites — HTP-N-CVMO1 (#37-6-4493), HTP-S-CS01 (#45-3-5009), HTP-S-ARO1 (#45-3-5028)
and HTP-C-ARO02 (#37-6-4485)

- a culturally modified tree — Campbells Spring Track (#37-6-0553)

- two grinding groove sites - CORROBARE STATE FOREST 1 (#37-6-2780) and HTP-N-GGO1 (#43-5-
5005)°

- eight high density artefact scatters — 2010-HVOSE-14 (#37-6-4022), 2010-HVOSE-15 (#37-6-4023),
HTP-N-ASO1 (#37-2-6667), HTP-N-AS28 (#37-6-4513), HTP-N-AS30 (#37-6-4488), HTP-N-AS15 (#37-2-
6666), HTP-N-AS32 (#37-6-4487), and P16 (#37-2-0811)

- eight moderate density artefact scatters — BMP 1;Jerrys Plain; (#37-2-0500), BR B1; (#37-6-0720),
HTP24-AS1 (#37-2-6616), MD2; (#37-3-0286), United Open Site-1 (#37-5-0704), Long Point Road_2
(#37-6-0615), HVOCP TR47-AS2 (#37-2-6497), and HTP-N-AS71 (#37-2-6665)

- eight subsurface stone artefact deposits — HTP-C-FAO1 (#37-6-4490), HTP-C-FAQ2 (#37-6-4489), HTP-
C-FAO3 (#37-6-4491), HTP-N-FAO1 (#37-6-4671), HTP-N-FAQ2 (#37-6-4668), HTP-N-FAQ4 (#37-6-
4670), HTP-N-FAQ5 (#37-6-4672), HVO-1267/HTP-N-FAQ6 (#37-6-3384)

- a broader background scatter of 64 isolated Aboriginal objects and 80 low-density artefact scatters,
which are outlined in further detail in Table D.9. Of these, 29 were considered to also have potential
archaeological deposits and/or established cultural deposits (through test excavation undertaken for
this project). These values also include the sole site with post Contact materials documented, FF 6;
[#37-6-0724], although this has been revisited in Appendix A (Public exhibition comments)).

9 While HTP-N-GGO1 (#43-5-5005) is included here, the site is characterised as a series of previously disturbed sandstone boulders on which
grooves are documented. In some instances, the boulders have been left on the edge of the access track, which would require upgrades for the
project, and necessitate their relocation (refer to Mitigation measures in Appendix E (Post-approval requirements — updated guiding principles)).
Given the site is previously disturbed, and careful relocation in close consultation with the Traditional Owners is proposed, it is not considered

that this impact would result in a loss of value to the site.
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. 39 Aboriginal objects, sites and places are within disturbance area B and would be completely (n=29) or
partially (n=10) impacted by the project. These include:

- two rockshelters — HTP-S-RS13 (#45-3-5046) and HTP-C-RS18 (#37-6-4683)

- one cultural places and/or resource and gathering sites —-HTP-C-ARO1 (#37-6-4486)
- a culturally modified tree — HTP-C-CMTO5 (#37-6-4502)

- a high-density artefact scatter — HVO-1258 (#37-6-3376)

- a moderate density artefact scatter — HVOCP TR47-AS3 (#37-2-6514)

- a broader background scatter of 21 isolated Aboriginal objects and 12 low-density artefact scatters,
which are outlined in further detail in Table D.1. Of these, seven were considered to also have
potential archaeological deposits and/or established cultural deposits (through test excavation
undertaken for this project)

. 12 Aboriginal objects, sites and places within or within 55 m of the amended project impact area but
outside of disturbance areas A and B, which have the potential to be indirectly affected by vibration or
other activities.° These include:

- 10 rockshelters —HTP-C-RS14 (#45-3-5013), 1t HTP-C-RS02 (#37-6-4492), HTP-C-RS03 (#37-6-4679),
HTP-C-RS15 (#37-6-4557), HTP-C-RS16 (#37-6-4558), HTP-C-RS17 (#37-6-4562), HTP-C-RS44 (#37-6-
4554), HTP-C-RS45 (#37-6-4674), HTP-S-RS19 (#45-3-5008), and HTP-S-RS20 (#45-3-5004)

- two cultural places — Shamrock Hill (#38-4-0221) and Watagan Creek ACD (#45-3-4623), both as a
result of having water features that may be adversely affected through vibration and/or hydrological
changes that may occur through the project.

. 69 Aboriginal objects, sites and places are within no-clear zones and/or within the remainder of the
amended project impact area where no disturbance is proposed, and would be unlikely to be affected by
the project. These include:

- one resource and gathering site — HTP-C-ARO3 (#37-6-4567)
- one culturally modified tree — HTP-N-CMTO02 (#37-2-6769)
- two moderate density artefact scatters — HV0-1273 (#37-6-3390) and BOP-0S8 (#37-6-2842)

- a broader background scatter of 36 isolated Aboriginal objects and 29 low-density artefact scatters,
which are outlined in further detail in Table D.1. Of these, eight are considered to also have potential
archaeological deposits and/or established cultural deposits (through test excavation undertaken for
this project).

. three Aboriginal, sites and places that are outside the amended project impact area, but would be
partially impacted as part of the proposed cultural values mitigation strategy outlined in Chapter 9
(Management). Importantly, it is considered that there would be no loss of heritage value from these

10 The remaining 131 Aboriginal objects, sites and places documented within 55 m of the amended project impact area are considered unlikely to

be adversely affected by indirect impacts from the project.

n This site is proposed to be subject to partial harm as a result of Aboriginal led research, recommended in Chapter 9 (Management).
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activities, since they are proposed to inform the significance of the site and cultural importance to the local
Aboriginal community. These include:

- three rockshelters — Corrabare State Forest Road 2 (#45-3-3582), Corrabare State Forest Western
Side of Langans Rd SWA (#45-3-3583), and Corrabare (#45-3-2140)

Based on the values above, and when considering those committed for avoidance, 217 Aboriginal objects, sites
and places (178 within disturbance area A and 39 within disturbance area B) would be either completely (n= 157)
or partially (n= 60) impacted by the project. A further 12 Aboriginal objects, sites and places are outside the
project development activities, but are prone to indirect impacts, such as vibration; and a further three sites
outside the project impact area would be partially impacted as a result of Aboriginal led research outlined in the
mitigation measures in Chapter 9 (Management). The remaining cultural assemblage, consisting of 69 Aboriginal
objects, site and places within the amended project impact area and 131 outside, but within 55 m of the project
impact area, are considered unlikely to be affected by the project.

In the case of the Warkworth Sands system, around 117 hectares are within the amended project impact area.
However, following a refined approach for the impact assessment, only 43 hectares is within disturbance area A
and 24 hectares in disturbance area B, amounting to the total of 67 ha. The remainder of the Warkworth Sand
system, around 50 hectares (43%), would be unaffected by the project.

8.4.3  Operational impacts

Table D.9 and Table D.10 provide a review of each of the Aboriginal objects, sites and places within and/or within
55 metres of the project impact area, and their potential impacts based on the project design. These impacts
would have occurred primarily within the construction phase of the project, with vegetation clearance, ground
disturbance and vehicle movements having already adversely affected cultural materials where present. As such,
additional direct impacts to Aboriginal objects, sites and places through operational activities are considered
improbable.

Management during operation would require the ongoing consideration of Aboriginal objects, sites and places
that remain following construction and/or have been partially impacted by the project. At this stage, the exact
numbers of these cannot be fully determined, although as outlined in section 8.4.2, 72 Aboriginal objects, sites
and places are predicted to be only partially affected by the project and may remain within disturbance areas A
and B. Indirect impacts would also need to continue to be considered and managed, with 12 Aboriginal objects,
sites and places outlined in section 8.4.2 still at risk to impacts from vibration and increased access following
construction.

The 20 high and moderate significant Aboriginal objects, sites and places outlined in section 8.4.2 continue to be
committed for avoidance into operation, and would remain unaffected by the project.

8.5 Cumulative impacts

Ecologically sustainable development, or intergenerational equity, is the principle whereby the current generation
should maintain the health, diversity and longevity of the environment for the benefit of future society. For
Aboriginal heritage management, intergenerational equity can be considered primarily in terms of the cumulative
impacts to Aboriginal objects, sites and/or places in a region. If few Aboriginal objects and places remain in a
region (e.g. due to development impacts), there are fewer opportunities for future generations of Aboriginal
people and the broader community to enjoy the cultural benefits. Understanding the integrity, rarity, and
significance of Aboriginal objects, sites, and places that might be affected is important. This information helps
explain how Aboriginal people used and occupied the land in the past and is essential for considering
intergenerational equity and the project's cumulative impacts.

The exhibited ACHA concluded the following in relation to cumulative impacts for the project:
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Despite a regional cultural assemblage of several thousand Aboriginal sites and places being documented
in close proximity to the project impact area, only a small number are likely to be adversely affected....
extensive efforts have been made to avoid significant or rare sites where encountered near the
construction impact area ... With few exceptions, it is considered therefore that the overall impact from
the project would be low.

In HTP North, the majority of encountered sites were composed of surface and/or shallowly buried stone
artefact scatters, often in disturbed or eroding contexts. While development within the Hunter Valley is
making such sites more infrequent, few of the identified sites would be considered representative or rare
even in this context with many only just meeting thresholds above the broader background scatter.
Indeed, the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) database... indicates that
around 1695 of such (extant) site types are present within the broader region... It is, therefore,
considered that limited cumulative impact would result to these types of sites across the project impact
area. Although finding ancestral remains at the Hunter crossings (HTP-N-CVMO01) would be rare in the
Hunter Valley, and any impacts would likely have regional and cumulative significance, there is currently
no evidence of such remains in these areas.

Conversely, in HTP North, the Warkworth sand system is a finite geological unit, which has been found to
disparately contain significant cultural materials ... the deposit is finite and regionally significant, and
impacts are considered to have a regional cumulative impact.

The most significant sites within HTP Central and HTP South, including rockshelters, stone arrangements
and grinding grooves, have been committed for avoidance. Impacts to any of these sites, and notably
Deep Ck Mother SWA (#37-6-3714) — a rockshelter containing over 140 art motifs — would result in
regionally significant impacts. Similarly in the case of only 3 previous
sites of this type are within the AHIMS data. Acknowledging that several more such sites were found as
part of the project—and in most cases avoided —the loss of would still have a regional
cumulative impact on an extremely rare site type in the region ... The potential loss of one culturally
modified tree would reflect 11% of the regional assemblage of this site type based on the AHIMS data.
While this site type comprises only a tenth of identified sites in the region, the rarity of this find within
the State forest —a working landscape — would be considered a regionally significant loss, and as such the
site would be avoided.

With the exception of Flat Rock Lookout (HTP-C-CP01), none of the cultural places proposed for impact
within the construction disturbance area would result in cumulative impact ... In the case of Flat Rock
Lookout, this site relates to a unique Dreaming story within a highly ceremonial landscape and, therefore,
any impacts would result in intergenerational loss. However, the works are not likely to destroy the Flat
Rock Lookout, which extends beyond the project impact area, and the views to Mount Sugarloaf are
unlikely to be changed by the project.

In the case of HTP South, only a historical wishing well (HTP-S-CS01) would be impacted by the project.
Here to, like HTP-S-ARO1 and HTP-S-AR02, the site reflects a former spring that may have been used by
Aboriginal people in the past. The site does not reflect specific knowledge of a past activity, and the
presence of other springs and water sources across the State forests is considered probable. As such the

loss of this site is not considered to result in cumulative impact. *?

2 There are ongoing discussions regarding the long-term management of HTP-S-CS01, with relocation of elements of the site being probable.
With respect to the Aboriginal cultural heritage value of the site that focus on the under-lying spring, it is considered that this would result in
total loss of value based on the potential inaccessibility of the spring as a result of the project. The spring being the primary value of the site as
indicated by Aboriginal participants. As such, this assessment of the site remains valid at this time, but discussions to best manage the site

remain ongoing, and detailed management of the site is proposed in Appendix E.
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The project would also have impacts on broader intangible values, such as view-lines and view-scapes, and
localised cultural landscapes. It must be highlighted that few of these landscapes are pristine nor reflect
pre-contact environments, with historical conurbations and other infrastructure, including transmission
lines, present throughout the region ... it must be concluded that the project would result in some
intergenerational loss to the local Aboriginal community through impacts to view-lines and view-scapes.

The project would also have impacts on broader intangible values, such as view-lines and view-scapes,
and localised cultural landscapes... consultation with Aboriginal participants has indicated that ongoing
development, which would include the project, is having an impact on their ability to practise and teach
traditional lifeways. Based on this, it must be concluded that the project would result in some
intergenerational loss to the local Aboriginal community through impacts to view-lines and view-scapes.

The majority of the information outlined in the exhibited ACHA remains accurate, with many of the Aboriginal
objects, sites and places referenced in the exhibited ACHA extract above remaining within the amended project
impact area, and the same management and mitigation measures still proposed for them.

Despite updating the cultural assemblage of the project in Chapter 6 (The archaeological resource), it is
considered that the previous cumulative impact assessment outlined above remains robust for the project. The
level of potential impact has slightly increased from the exhibited ACHA — 232 Aboriginal objects, site and places
compared with 223 — but ongoing and expanded commitments for avoidance of high and moderate significant
sites has maintained, if not reduced the potential regional impacts of the project. Specifically, 20 Aboriginal
objects, sites and places including rockshelters with art motifs and cultural deposits, grinding grooves, stone
arrangements and cultural places, are now proposed for avoidance, compared with five proposed in the exhibited
ACHA.

This includes all identified grinding groove sites and stone arrangements within or near the amended project
impact area; and regionally significant sites, such as TRGG GRINDING GROOVE SITE (#45-3-2456) consisting of 74
grooves within Corrabare North Flora Reserve, and DEEP CK MOTHER SWA (#37-6-3714), a rockshelter with large
numbers of art motifs within Pokolbin State Forest. The project continues to primarily impact isolated and/or low
densities of stone artefacts (n=174 or 57% of the cultural assemblage), and which are considered to be well
represented across the region.

The project does potentially increase its impact of highly significant buried cultural deposits with eight such sites
being adversely affected within disturbance area A. For the most part, such sites are common in the region, and
through careful archaeological excavation can be conserved ex situ. However, the findings of HTP-N-FAQ2 are
potentially unique to the Hunter Valley, highly significant; and impacts to this site would result in regional
cumulative impact. This cultural deposit contains evidence of people visiting the Hunter Valley between 17,000
and potentially up to 38,000 years ago, making the recovered cultural materials some of the earliest in the region.
While other portions of the Warkworth Sands system have encountered old cultural materials, none are of these
ages, and in most cases have since been destroyed by mining activities. While there is potential for HTP-N-FA02 to
extend beyond its current curtilage and beyond the amended project impact area, this has yet to be demonstrated.
The project is seeking to further refine the design to avoid HTP-N-FAQ2, but as currently proposed would impact
the site and result in loss of a highly significant cultural deposit. More broadly, while there would be cumulative
impacts to the Warkworth Sands system, the amended project does reduce the potential impacts to the broader
Warkworth Sands system, with some 43% (~50 hectares) of these deposits unlikely to be impacted by the
amended project impact area compared with the values presented in the exhibited ACHA (~88 hectares).

The inclusion of an additional culturally modified tree also contributes to the regional cumulative impact for the
project. As outlined above, the loss of a single tree in HTP Central was predicted to result in an 11% loss of this
site type documented in the AHIMS system. Adding a further site of this type therefore would result in a greater
contribution to the loss of this site type in this region. It must, however, be highlighted that this site has the
potential to be under-recorded in the region, with several further culturally modified trees identified as part of
the field investigations undertaken for this project, which represents a fairly small portion of the extensive State
forests and National Parks in this region.
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In relation to other site types, the project has the potential to directly and indirectly impact several rockshelters.
However, those not committed for avoidance are typically overhangs or caves where evidence of past occupation
is sparse, including HTP-S-RS13 (#45-3-5046) and HTP-C-RS18 (#37-6-4683), HTP-C-RS61 (#45-3-5034), HTP-C-RS24
(#37-6-4682), and HTP-C-RS16 (#45-3-5007). Investigation of these sites was not supported by stakeholders as
part of the exhibited ACHA or ACHA addendum, but were sought to be included further as part of the comments
received during public exhibition of the EIS (refer to Appendix A (Public exhibition comments)). Given the lack of
cultural materials evident at these sites, and absence of motifs, engravings and other features, it is considered
that harm to any of the sites within disturbance areas A and B would not result in cumulative impact. Only three
rockshelters contain evidence of past occupation (Corrabare State Forest Road 2 [#45-3-3582], Corrabare State
Forest Western Side of Langans Rd SWA [#45-3-3583], and Corrabare [#45-3-2140]), and which are all highly
significant. These sites have been selected for Aboriginal-led research by the Awabakal Traditional Owners as part
of a cultural values mitigation strategy proposed in Chapter 9 (Management). It can be argued that these activities
while technically considered a harm in the ACHA addendum will actually contribute to past understanding of the
region and reconciliation more broadly. Such impacts of these sites are therefore not considered to constitute
cumulative impact.

Of the remaining cultural assemblage, there are two grinding groove sites and several resource and gathering
sites that may be adversely affected. In the case of grinding groove sites, one reflects a poorly documented single
groove (CORROBARE STATE FOREST 1 [#37-6-2780]), and which may still be avoided through the project, while
the other (HTP-N-GGO1 [#43-5-5005]) is a series of already disturbed boulders on which grooves are documented;
and which mitigation measures proposed here are hoped to result in returning them to an improved cultural
landscape as determined by the Traditional Owners. The resource and gathering sites primarily reflect various
flora of importance to the Traditional Owners, and which are highly probable to be prevalent throughout the
State forests and National parks. Mitigation measures are also proposed to recover and relocate flora of value as
part of the project.

Overall, the project would result in cumulative impacts to the regional cultural assemblage, including important
sites and places, and result in some intergenerational loss. However, management and mitigation measures
outlined in Chapter 9 (Management) and further in Appendix E (Post-approval mitigation requirements — updated
guiding principles) are proposed to offset, minimise or avoid such impacts wherever feasible.
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9 Management
9.1 Summary of this chapter

This chapter discusses the management strategy and recommendations relating to Aboriginal cultural heritage for
the project:

. This ACHA addendum concludes that 303 Aboriginal objects, sites and places are within the amended
project impact area, with a further 146 outside, but within 55 m of the amended project impact area. Of
these, 23 sites dominated by rockshelters, stone arrangements, grinding grooves and cultural places are
considered highly and moderately significant, with 20 of these committed for avoidance by the project.
Applying a refined potential impact footprint based on biodiversity disturbance areas, 217 Aboriginal
objects, sites and places would be directly impacted by the project, with a further 12 indirectly affected by
vibration activities and/or hydrological changes. Three further rockshelters are also considered, being
proposed for Aboriginal led research in the mitigation measures; and are also considered to be directly
impacted as a result. Approximately 67 hectares of the Warkworth sand system is also within disturbance
areas A and B and may be adversely impacted. The amended project impact area also bisects a significant
cultural and ceremonial landscape and has the potential to indirectly affect important view-lines and view-
scapes.

. This section outlines a number of established projects and places intersecting with the project impact area
that have existing management requirements and processes for cultural materials. Wherever feasible,
these are now incorporated into the proposed management of cultural materials for the project.

. Recommendations are proposed for inclusion in the project approval to guide post-approval requirements
for Aboriginal heritage. These include ongoing consideration for the avoidance and minimisation of impacts
as the project design continues to be refined prior to construction, the development of an Aboriginal
cultural heritage management plan (ACHMP) to provide a framework for implementation of the proposed
project, completion of outstanding test excavation requirements, development of a cultural values impact
strategy in discussion with Elders and knowledge-holders to offset adverse impacts to cultural places and
values, and the development of an interpretation strategy and plan to provide acknowledgement and
other visual/educational opportunities for the Aboriginal and broader local community.

9.2 Updated summary of findings and impacts

Following public exhibition of the exhibited ACHA, additional survey and test excavation were undertaken to
refine the cultural assemblage. This included field survey of previously uninspected areas and targeted test
excavations, particularly across predicted Warkworth Sands deposits near the Hunter River/Wollombi Brook
confluence. Of 40 proposed test excavation locations, 17 have now been completed.*3

In total, ~160 kilometres of additional survey identified 13 new Aboriginal objects/sites (mostly isolated or low-
density artefacts, plus a potential culturally modified tree). Combined with the exhibited ACHA results, 266 new
Aboriginal sites, objects or places have been recorded, 164 within the amended project impact area. Following
field surveys carried out as part of this ACHA addendum, survey coverage of the amended project impact area has
increased to 82.5%.

A further 180 test pits were excavated across 17 locations (60 m?/31.26 m3), bringing the total to 284 test pits
(89 m?). Two soil profiles were recorded: shallow duplex soils (<50 centimetres) and deeper Warkworth Sands
(>1 metre). The latest phase recovered 563 artefacts (3.4/m?). Two areas (TPs 141-1-21 and 158-2—-24) produced

3 At the time of finalisation of the ACHA addendum, test excavations remain ongoing, with a further three completed. These will be reported

upon separately to this report.

E250595 | RP#42 | v6 264



the highest densities (>30/m?), with activity dated to the last 1 to 2 ka and 13 to 38 ka respectively. In total, 20
new or refined Aboriginal sites were identified through excavation.

The exhibited ACHA originally identified 32 significant Aboriginal places and a background scatter of 191 low-
density sites within the project impact area, plus 379 records within 200 metres of the project impact area.
Following review, the assemblage was refined to: reconsider previously destroyed sites; include peripheral sites;
separate amalgamated scatters; and add sites up to 55 m outside the impact area and those potentially affected
by recommendations.

The refined assemblage now includes 303 Aboriginal objects, sites and places within the amended project impact
area, 146 within 55 metres of the amended project impact area, and three further sites potentially affected as a
result of mitigation measures. These include rockshelters, grinding grooves, cultural places, culturally modified
trees, stone arrangements, and various densities of surface and subsurface stone artefacts. Of these, 23
Aboriginal objects, sites and places considered of high significance, 81 of moderate significance, and 199 as of low
significance within the amended project area.

Twenty of the high and moderate significant sites are committed for avoidance by the project, which includes
several rockshelters and the majority of stone arrangement and grinding groove site sites within or in close
proximity to the amended project impact area. The remaining high significant sites are dominated by subsurface
cultural deposits, of which only two have been recommended for further consideration, HTP-N-FAO1 and HTP-N-
FAO2. Given the constrained nature of the project at these locations, commitment to avoid these sites cannot be
made at this time, but ongoing refinement is actively being explored to minimise harm wherever feasible.

Overall, 217 Aboriginal sites and places are within disturbance areas A and B and would be either completely or
partially impacted by the project. A further 12 Aboriginal objects, sites and places are within or within 55 m of the
amended project impact area but outside of disturbance areas A and B, which may be subject to indirect impacts,
such as vibration; and a further three sites outside the project impact area would be partially impacted as a result
of Aboriginal led research outlined in the mitigation measures in section 9.4. Around 67 hectares of predicted
Warkworth sand system would also be adversely affected by the project.

9.3 Existing approval for the management of the cultural assemblage

Appendix D.4 presents a review of established approval and management plans that intersect the amended
project impact area and provide existing guidance on the management of cultural materials. These include
ACHMPs for Hunter Valley Operations and Mount Thorley/Bulga Mining Complex, plans of management for
national parks and operational plans for State Forests. Several are not publicly available, and could not be
obtained from their respective owners nor reviewed, including Singleton Military Area and a small number of the
State forests.

While each of these documents has some variation, they all have the following general principles:
. ensure the management of any cultural materials is undertaken only once suitable approvals and/or

permits are in place to allow the works to proceed

. any activities should be undertaken in consultation with the Aboriginal community. These variously identify
Aboriginal individuals and/or organisations, many of which are involved in this project

. active management and mitigation of any cultural materials to be adversely affected, which typically
focusses on surface collection of stone artefacts regardless of their size or significance

. ensuring suitable management of recovered cultural materials, which typically includes direction from the
Aboriginal community and/or return to Country.
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Proposed recommendations in the exhibited ACHA largely aligned with the above approaches, with some
deviation in the overall management of cultural materials, especially low significant stone artefacts that were not
proposed for mitigation and not defining long term curation parameters of recovered materials. This ACHA
addendum has now revisited the proposed mitigation measures to more closely align with the established
approach and methods above, and most notably the active management and mitigation of all cultural materials
within the amended project impact area. This is outlined further in the mitigation measures (refer to section 9.5)
and guiding principles (refer to Appendix E — Post approval requirements — updated guiding principles).

There does however remain some misalignment primarily where cultural materials have been proposed for
avoidance by established protocols, but which would be adversely affected by the project. These are primarily
found within the Hunter Valley Operations mining complex where the amended project impact area extends
through undeveloped and/or unused areas that enabled identified cultural materials to be avoided. While some
of these sites would still be avoided, most notably including a culturally modified tree (#37-6-3024) that prompted
project refinement, avoidance has not always been achievable.

9.4 Post approval requirements

The post approval requirements for the project remain similar to those outlined in the exhibited ACHA. These
include the development of an ACHMP to provide a post-approval framework for the management of Aboriginal
objects, sites and places in and near the amended project impact area, the development of a cultural values
mitigation strategy to apply socio-economic outcomes for impacts to cultural places, the development a heritage
interpretation strategy, and post-construction reporting to further inform the long-term management of cultural
materials. A range of commitments to avoid and/or minimise impacts to the cultural assemblage prior to and
during detailed design and construction also remain.

While a number of comments were provided as part of the public exhibition of the exhibited ACHA (refer to
Appendix A), these primarily sought additional information or further direction in terms of the post-approval
management of the project, rather than changes to the mitigation measures (refer to section 9.5). As such, many
of these comments have been addressed in Appendix E — Post approval requirements — updated guiding principles
of this ACHA addendum, which provides further guidance, approaches and methods in the development of the
proposed post-approval documentation and activities at or near Aboriginal objects, sites and places. This
specifically includes:

. further consideration of avoidance and minimising impact to Aboriginal objects, sites and places as the
project continues to be refined during detailed design and pre-construction. While the ACHA addendum
outlines the extent of potential impacts to the cultural assemblage, this is based on an evolving project
design that continues to be informed and refined, and which may result in changes to the level of adverse
impacts to cultural materials. While this process was proposed and continues to be established within the
proposed ACHMP, mitigation measures now include AHO1 that specifically proposes to revisit the potential
impacts once a detailed project design is developed. In so doing, it will more proactively enable avoidance
and/or impact minimisation to the cultural assemblage than may be achieved through the ACHMP

. further consideration of Aboriginal objects, sites and places outside, but within 55 metres of the amended
project impact area, and which may be indirectly affected by the project. While discussed in the exhibited
ACHA, they were not subject to formal review or management, being considered outside of probable
impacts by the project
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. further involvement in the development of post-approval documents with key stakeholders, including
Aboriginal Traditional Owners, Forestry Corporation of NSW and NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service.
While the exhibited ACHA proposed consultation with several of these individuals and/or organisations,
this ACHA addendum now outlines a more extensive process of co-design development of key documents
with the Aboriginal Traditional Owners, and formalises consultation with Forestry Corporation of NSW and
NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service to ensure they can provide input and direction on the
management of cultural materials

. further detail on the approaches and methods in the development of the post-approval documents, and
the management and mitigation of Aboriginal objects, sites and places within and near the amended
project impact area. While these approaches and methods are still proposed to be developed in the
ACHMP when a greater understanding of the specific development activities at each site is more fully
understood, nonetheless additional information and directions are now provided. Specific sections are also
included to provide direction on the management of the Warkworth Sands system within the amended
project impact area, locations proposed for test excavations during the exhibited ACHA and ACHA
addendum that remain incomplete currently, and cultural sites and places

. various minor administrative and/or specific site comments and requirements outlined in the various
submissions are also updated throughout section 9.5 and Appendix E — Post approval requirements —
updated guiding principles (e.g. exclusion of sites proposed for avoidance from mitigation measure
components).

9.5 Mitigation measures

Table 9.1 provides a series of recommendations to be implemented for the project. These should be read in
conjunction with the updated guiding principles in Appendix E — Post approval requirements — updating guiding
principles.
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Table 9.1

Reference Impact

Mitigation measure

Timing

Updated management and mitigation measures for Aboriginal cultural heritage (to be read in conjunction with Appendix E)

Applicable location

AHO1 Impact avoidance
and minimisation

AHO02 Impact avoidance
and minimisation

All potential impacts to Aboriginal objects, sites and places will be reviewed once a final
project design is available. Any validated sites and/or cultural materials will be avoided or
impacts minimised during construction planning, wherever practicable. The findings of this
review would be provided to the registered Aboriginal parties and Heritage NSW.
Management of these sites would be integrated into AH02, AHO3 and AHO4, with
approaches and methods in broad accordance with Appendix E — Post approval
requirements — updated guiding principles.

Direct and indirect impacts to all highly significant identified Aboriginal objects, sites and
places and their immediate environment within, and within 55 m of, the project impact
area will be avoided.

Some guiding principles for avoidance of Aboriginal objects, sites and places are presented
in Appendix E — Post approval requirements — updated guiding principles. Any site-specific
avoidance measures developed to address this commitment would be integrated into
AHOA4.

Detailed design

Detailed design
Construction

Operation

e All Aboriginal objects, sites and

places within, and within 55 m of,
the amended project impact area

DEEP CK MOTHER SWA (#37-6-
3714), Flat Rock Lookout (HTP-C-
CPO1),

TRGG GRINDING GROOVE SITE
(#45-3-2456), Monkey Place
Creek/Broken Back Trail (#37-6-
0552/#37-6-0809), CABANS RD
CLIFF SWA (#45-3-4516),
SWEETMANS CK OCHRE BOULDERS
SWA (#37-6-3782), HTP-C-SA01
(#37-6-4538), HTP-C-SA02 (#37-6-
4555), HTP-C-SA03 (#37-6-4537),
HTP-C-SA04 (#37-6-4556),
Corrobare State Forest, cnr of
Langdans Road (#45-3-3619), HTP-
C-GGO1 (#37-6-4566), HTP-C-GG03
(#37-6-4484), HTP-C-GG04 (#37-6-
4506), HTP-C-GGO5 (#45-3-5006),
HTP-S-GGO1 (#45-3-5005), Null
Road 2 (#45-3-3018), Olney CPT
75/76 Douglas Pt GDG (#45-3-
4543), Pokolbin SF_C-345 AGG
(#37-6-3967)
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Reference Impact

Mitigation measure Timing

Applicable location

AHO3 Impact avoidance
and minimisation

AHO4 Cultural heritage
management

AHO5 Cultural heritage
management

The project will investigate the micro-siting of project infrastructure and construction
activities in consultation with an Aboriginal heritage specialist and Wonnarua, Awabakal
and Darkinjung Traditional Owners (as outlined in Appendix B.2 of the exhibited ACHA) to
avoid or minimise impacts to all identified Aboriginal objects, sites and places within the
project impact area.

Detailed design
Construction

Some guiding principles for avoidance of Aboriginal objects, sites and places during
construction of the project are outlined in Appendix E — Post approval requirements —
updated guiding principles. Any site-specific avoidance measures developed to address this
commitment will be integrated into AHO4.

An Aboriginal cultural heritage management plan (ACHMP) will be developed by an
Aboriginal heritage specialist, co-designed with Wonnarua, Awabakal and Darkinjung
Traditional Owners (as outlined in Appendix B.3), and in consultation with Forestry
Corporation of NSW and NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service.

The ACHMP will provide the post-approval framework for managing and mitigating
identified, potential and unexpected Aboriginal objects, sites and places during detailed
design, construction and operation of the project. The ACHMP will be developed following
guiding principles in Appendix E — Post approval requirements — updated guiding principles,
and include direction on Aboriginal consultation, avoidance and impact minimisation
processes, methods and mitigation measures for adversely affected cultural materials
(including the wishing well [HTP-S-CS01], test excavation locations within the HTP corridor
not assessed by the exhibited ACHA or ACHA addendum and predicted Warkworth Sands
system deposits), unexpected find and ancestral remain protocols, and long term cultural
material curation, analysis and reporting.

Detailed design
Construction

Prior to construction impact and with consent of relevant landowners, archaeological
excavations of investigation areas not completed during the exhibited ACHA or ACHA
addendum and presented in Figure E.1 will be carried out. Test excavations will adopt
approaches and methods outlined in Appendix C.2.1.

Detailed design

All identified Aboriginal objects,
sites and places presented in
Chapter 6 (The archaeological
resource)

All identified Aboriginal objects,
sites and places within the
amended project impact area as
identified in Chapter 6 (The
archaeological resource), and HTP-
C-RS14 (#45-3-5013), HTP-C-RS02
(#37-6-4492), HTP-C-RS03 (#37-6-
4679), HTP-C-RS15 (#37-6-4557),
HTP-C-RS16 (#37-6-4558), HTP-C-
RS17 (#37-6-4562), HTP-C-RS44
(#37-6-4554), HTP-C-RS45 (#37-6-
4674), HTP-S-RS19 (#45-3-5008),
HTP-S-RS20 (#45-3-5004), Shamrock
Hill (#38-4-0221), Watagan Creek
ACD (#45-3-4623), Corrabare State
Forest Road 2 (#45-3-3582),
Corrabare State Forest Western
Side of Langans Rd SWA (#45-3-
3583), and Corrabare (#45-3-2140)

Incomplete test pits outlined in
Figure E.1
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Reference Impact Mitigation measure Timing Applicable location

AHO6 Aboriginal objects Additional assessment will occur in accordance with approaches and investigative methods  Construction e Activities outside of the amended
outside the project developed in AHO4 for areas where ground disturbance activities are required in locations  Qperation project impact area
impact area outside of the previously assessed area. Where required, additional heritage surveys will be

carried out with the RAPs prior to ground disturbance activities occurring in any such areas
(including areas where only visual inspection has been undertaken).

If no Aboriginal objects, sites and places are found or if they are found but would not be
adversely impacted, then a letter report will be prepared by an Aboriginal heritage
specialist that documents the findings and gives clearance to proceed. This would be
provided to the RAPs for their information and records. Any identified Aboriginal objects,
sites and places would be integrated and managed in AHO4 and associated guiding
principles presented in Appendix E — Post approval requirements — updated guiding

principles.
AHO7 Cultural heritage A cultural values mitigation strategy will be developed in consultation with the Awabakal Construction e Flat Rock cultural landscape, Trig
management and Wonnarua Elders and key knowledge-holders who participated in the cultural values Road cultural landscape, Dora
mapping study for the project. This will be undertaken to explore mitigations for the Creek, Dora pinnacles, HTP-C-RS14
perceived social and cultural impacts to important view-lines and view-scapes between (#45-3-5-5013), Corrabare State
major promontories in HTP Central, and localised cultural landscapes at Trig Road, Flat Forest Road 2 (#45-3-3582),
Rock, Dora Creek and the Dora pinnacles. The strategy will include, but not be limited to: Corrabare State Forest Western

Side of Langans Rd SWA (#45-3-

¢ implementation of Aboriginal-led cultural inductions throughout the project impact area
3583), and Corrabare (#45-3-2140)

e support for cultural monitoring of development activities through the Trig Road cultural
landscape, Flat Rock cultural landscape, and within 200 m of the Dora pinnacles and Dora
Creek. This will include approaches and methods for cultural monitors to be able to relay
concerns to the project for consideration and subsequent management

e undertake traditional ecological knowledge investigations through Pokolbin State Forest
and Corrabare North Flora Reserve

e support for an Aboriginal-led research program to investigate cultural areas of interest
and associated Aboriginal sites and places at Trig Road cultural landscape and Flat Rock
cultural landscape. This will include but not be limited to: HTP-C-RS14 (#45-3-5-5013),
Corrabare State Forest Road 2 (#45-3-3582), Corrabare State Forest Western Side of
Langans Rd SWA (#45-3-3583), and Corrabare (#45-3-2140).

Some guiding principles are provided in Appendix E — Post approval requirements — updated
guiding principles to provide further direction on the development of this strategy and
potential methods for research activities that may adversely affect Aboriginal object, sites
and places.
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Reference Impact Mitigation measure Timing Applicable location
AHO8 Cultural heritage Where possible, the clearing of vegetation between significant cultural viewing locations Detailed design e Flat Rock Lookout (HTP-C-CPO1
management and the project impact area will be minimised in discussion with Awabakal traditional Construction [#45-3-5504])
owners. Where practicable, any intervening vegetation will be protected to reduce the . . .
potential for views of the project from Flat Rock lookout, including the view from the top of * Other_ Important c.uItura.I view-lines
the rock as well as the setting and access track. ?“0_' view-scapes, including but not
limited to SL5 and SL8
AHO9 Cultural heritage Where practicable, project elements will be positioned to maximise the distance from Detailed design Important cultural view-lines and
management and/or minimise their visibility within culturally important view-lines, notably SL5, in Construction view-scapes, including but not
consultation with the Awabakal traditional owners. limited to SL5
AH10 Cultural heritage Following construction of the project, all Aboriginal sites and objects unharmed and/or Construction Within, and within 55 m of, the
management partially impacted would be subject to a site condition assessment (including mapping and Operation amended project impact area, and
recording in GIS systems) by a heritage specialist in consultation with the RAPs. The site all identified Aboriginal objects,
condition assessment will identify management requirements for the future conservation sites and deposits identified in
and protection of all documented cultural materials in the context of future operation and Chapter 6 (The archaeological
maintenance of the operation impact area. This will include consideration of increased resource) that will be adversely
access to Aboriginal sites and places as a result of the establishment and maintenance of impacted by the project
the transmission easement.
AH11 Heritage A heritage interpretation strategy will be developed by a heritage specialist to identify the Construction e All locations
interpretation Aboriginal heritage values throughout the project impact area, and to provide direction for
potential interpretive opportunities for the project or off-site (e.g. at Broke, Cessnock or
Martinsville). This strategy will be undertaken in consultation with Wonnarua, Awabakal
and Darkinjung Traditional Owners (as outlined in Appendix B.3). Following consultation
and feedback on the strategy, a heritage interpretation plan will refine the strategy with
content (visual and textual) and design details in order to allow the implementation of the
plan.
Some guiding principles are provided in Appendix E — Post approval requirements — updated
guiding principles to provide further direction on the development and content of this
strategy.
AH12 Consultation The Aboriginal community consultation process for this project will continue throughout Detailed design N/A
detailed design and construction. Construction
AH13 Consultation A copy of the ACHA addendum and all relevant AHIMS site recording forms and information  Detailed design N/A

for the project will be lodged with Heritage NSW and provided to each of the RAPs, as
relevant.
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