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Executive Director   
Key Sites and Regional Assessments   
Dept of Planning, Industry and Environment   
Locked Bag 5022  
Parramatta NSW 2124   
 

20 August 2021 

Dear Ms. Sargeant,  

Perisher Range Resorts Joint Submission to SM SAP Consultation 

This submission has been prepared on behalf of: 

Perisher Blue Pty Ltd (PBPL),  

The Ski Lodges Organisation of Perisher, Smiggins and Guthega Inc (SLOPES), and  

the Perisher Resorts Chamber of Commerce (jointly the Perisher Stakeholders)  

who are the three major stakeholder groups within the Perisher Range Resorts (PRR or Resort), 
being respectively the snow resort operator, along with the representative groups for 55,000 
members and guests of 88 ski clubs, and the commercial hotel, lodge, retail and food and beverage 
operators within the PRR. These groups collectively represent all major stakeholders within the PRR 
who will be affected by the implementation of the SAP Master Plan and will be key partners with 
Government in delivering the plan’s objectives. Collectively they own or manage most of the 
facilities and recreational infrastructure which attract visitors to the Perisher range and the back 
country, especially in winter but also in summer. Due to their long-standing investment and 
presence in the Resort, these groups are uniquely placed to understand the complex challenges 
applicable to the PRR that have impeded development in the past. The Perisher Stakeholders have 
previously made joint submissions to related processes, including the review of governance 
arrangements applicable to the PRR announced in 2016.  

The Resort is the largest generator of winter visitors and economic activity in the alpine region 
annually. The importance of the Resort to both the NSW economy and revenue to the NPWS cannot 
be overstated. As the SAP acknowledges, substantial growth in the number of visitors to the KNP is 
anticipated and needs to be planned for. 

Overarching Comments:  

These Perisher Stakeholders are aligned in their vision for the PRR and the key outcomes they wish 
to see delivered through the Snowy Mountains SAP process, and have prepared the following 
submission to emphasise the level of alignment between Perisher Stakeholders regarding the 
following points: 

1. Perisher Stakeholders support the vision of the SAP Master Plan to reinforce Perisher as a 
leading destination for winter and year-round tourism in the Snowy Mountains Region, and 
the plan’s recognition that Alpine Resorts will continue to play an essential role in providing 
sustainable access to sport, recreation, and the unique environment at the PRR. 
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2. Perisher Stakeholders support the proposed increase in beds to 5,192 within the PRR as 
they have been long called for in combination with the delivery of an enhanced village 
centre and improved amenity in the Resort.  

 
3. Perisher Stakeholders support planning for climate change and a growing year-round 

economy in the Snowy Mountains Region, however, believe that the plan has failed to 
sufficiently identify opportunities for continued winter adaptation and investment, noting 
ongoing developments in snowmaking and grooming technology.  

 
4. Perisher Stakeholders support Government’s attempts to identify solutions to the existing 

unsafe and congested road access arrangements to the Resort. Perisher Stakeholders seek 
to emphasise the important role that increased accommodation within the Resorts must 
play in alleviating transport congestion and associated environmental impacts in providing 
access to future demand to visit the resorts.  
 

5. Perisher Stakeholders seek commitments from Government to address historic shortfalls 
in transport, common user infrastructure, and municipal infrastructure investment 
through the SAP process. The plan takes steps in the right direction by acknowledging the 
growing demand of snowplay audiences, the need to deliver car parking, and shortfalls in 
public infrastructure investment at Perisher but needs to commit to ongoing sustainable 
levels of Government funding for common user infrastructure.  

 

6. Perisher Stakeholders submit that delivery of the plan to realise Government’s vision for 
the Snowy Mountains and the resort is entirely reliant on Government addressing the 
governance barriers, especially for the Resort, that have been appropriately identified by 
the Master Plan and supporting documents.  
 

7. Perisher Stakeholders submit that a thoughtful and detailed review of the Alpine SEPP’s 
contents is required to achieve the SAP’s goals for the Resort. Direct engagement with 
Perisher Stakeholders is required to create a functional planning system, with appropriate 
environmental and risk controls built in.  
 

8. Perisher Stakeholders submit that the Alpine SEPP and related documents should form the 
primary plan for land-use, and that Development Applications should never be contingent 
on further land manager approval, for anything other than the grant of land tenure. 
 

9. Perisher Stakeholders submit that inconsistencies between the Plan of Management and 
Master Plan emphasise the need to remove ambiguity from the development process at 
Perisher by minimising duplication between the Alpine SEPP and PoM so that the PoM 
delegates complete authority for planning the Resorts to the SAP and SEPP. 

Detailed Comments 

1. Master Plan 

Perisher Stakeholders broadly support the vision proposed in the structure plan for the PRR, 
including an emphasis on improved public realm, supporting mixed-use development where 
appropriate, and not curtailing the delivery of car parking.  
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The Master Plan relies on the creation of DCPs or equivalent documents to provide more detail to 
the form and controls applicable to future resort development. With respect to resort villages, it will 
be critical that the above issues are addressed in practical manners that will deliver the development 
aims of the Master Plan in consultation with Perisher Stakeholders for the PRR. It will be critical that 
there is clarity around who is responsible for delivery of DCPs with an apparent lack of ownership by 
NPWS as landowner for planning matters in the past. This has led to the current state of planning 
malaise in the PRR. 

 Perisher Village 

Perisher Stakeholders support the vision to create a mixed-use core to support a vibrant 
centre of the Perisher Village area, as this largely constitutes a refinement of the existing 
vision for the car park precinct.  

The need to enhance the Perisher Village area has been recognised and supported in 
principle by key stakeholders, including government, for approximately two decades– but 
has been the subject of malaise. 

The SAP affords a unique opportunity to convert an ageing and unappealing village area into 
a modern, visually attractive, vibrant and environmentally sensitive place. 

A key issue to the SAP vision is provision for infill development. The statements on page 98 
of the Master Plan document supporting infill development on existing lease areas will need 
to be supported by appropriate mapping and amendments to the Alpine SEPP so that 
expansion is permitted at least in all existing and proposed road-serviced areas of the 
Village.  

Given the existing separation of sites within the Perisher Village area, Perisher Stakeholders 
believe that increased infill development including enlargement of existing premises and 
new premises will not adversely impact the amenity or unique character of the area. 
Permitting expansion also provides opportunities for operators to increase the energy 
efficiency and environmental performance of their premises. 

Perisher Stakeholders are of the view that required increased accommodation within and 
public transport services to the PRR are appropriately reflected in the Master Plan, however 
Perisher Stakeholders believe that intensification of day car parking within the eastern side 
of the Perisher Village Car Park in the form of a dual story carpark, as permitted by the SAP 
in Thredbo, should also be permitted as part of the village development. 

The statements regarding desired future character and sense of arrival are supported, 
however it is important that the unique complexities of the alpine environment are 
considered closely with respect to changes to the emergency services precinct, existing 
NPWS building, and bus turn-around circle.  

This design will need to consider the interface between oversnow, pedestrian, and 
emergency services uses while addressing the poor presentation of this area, particularly in 
winter. This could be improved using traffic calming measures and the creation of a 
‘gateway’ precinct consisting of public facilities, transport interchange, and amenities to 
support snowplay visitors and summer guests to the east of the existing Perisher Village Car 
Park.  
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It is important that heritage and vegetation policies appropriately reflect the mapping that 
has been provided. For example, it appears that the demolition of the existing NPWS 
premises would be necessary to deliver the Structure Plan as presented, but it appears that 
this building would have new heritage protections under the policy.  

 Smiggin Holes 

The Master Plan appropriately acknowledges Smiggin Holes as a family-friendly resort that is 
one of the best beginner’s ski areas in the Snowy Mountains, along with its favourable 
microclimate. These statements support the ongoing operation and renewal of the Smiggin 
Holes area, particularly in the context of evolving snowmaking technology and expansion of 
Smiggin Holes as envisaged by the Perisher Range Resorts Ski Slope Master Plan (SSMP). 
Perisher Stakeholders believe that a greater provision for infill development and expansion 
of beds should be afforded in a manner consistent with the policy for Perisher Village. That 
is, all road-serviced sites should be permitted to be expanded, subject to appropriate 
environmental controls.  

The workshop relocation noted as an option to facilitate new facilities and expanded car 
parking has previously been assessed to provide poor value-for-money and little benefit to 
the operator. Significant benefit to Perisher in terms of amenity and guest access would 
need to be identified to justify these works.  

 Guthega 

The vision for Guthega as an access point to the main range and secondary village in the PRR 
is appropriate, however the initial statements made in the structure plan section are 
ambiguous as to whether expansion of existing premises should be permitted within their 
lease areas. Perisher Stakeholders submit that this should be permitted where safe to do so.  

Given that the SAP does not have limitless funds to expend, and there are many 
opportunities for Government to invest, Perisher Stakeholders seek to emphasise that the 
proposed public bus service may provide poor value for money relative to the future 
demand such a service is likely to experience.  This should be reviewed in the future in light 
of experience gained with the other proposed services.  

The possibility of the Guthega Road above the power station being sealed is mentioned in 
the report. Sealing of this road to improve safety and convenience in winter and to suppress 
dust in summer should be considered in the context of shared ownership and the substantial 
cost likely associated with such works. These works may be justifiable as a separate 
investment subject to increases in summer traffic associated with the Snowy Iconic Walking 
Track and growing popularity of back country skiing. 

Sealing of the upper and lower Guthega overnight carparks should also be considered in the 
context of sealing the Guthega Road.  

With respect to the Master Plan view for ski fields, Perisher Stakeholders are encouraged to see that 
further ski field expansion is not ruled out, subject to carrying capacity work. We support this 
flexibility over the life of a forty-year plan which may see unforeseen changes in visitor preferences, 
demand, and the climate.  
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2. Proposed Bed Numbers within the Perisher Range Resorts 

Perisher Stakeholders can demonstrate that the PRR currently has a lower number of beds relative 
to their level of visitation than any other major resort in Australia, despite attracting the highest 
number of visitors. This is a significant contributor to congestion on access roads to the Resorts and 
their current ‘E’- ‘F’ letter grading alluded to in the technical reports. Table One (below) shows that a 
significantly greater proportion of Perisher’s skiers access the Alpine Resort via the road or mass 
transport due to the relative shortfall of beds at the Resort. Overnight guests tend to travel to 
Perisher in the off-peak via Skitube, and do not contribute to peak hour transport congestion.  

Resort Area Beds ASAA 
Skier 
Days 

(2014) 

Beds per 
1,000 

Skier Days 

Ski Area 
Ha.  

Beds per 
Ha. of Ski 

Area 

Perisher Range - Existing Approved 4,135 887,000 4.7 1245 3.3 
Perisher Range - Proposed PoM 
Amendments 6,858 887,000 7.7 1245 5.5 

Thredbo 4,356 442,000 9.9 480 9.1 
Charlotte Pass 611 37,000 16.5 50 12.2 
Falls Creek 5,604 261,000 21.5 450 12.5 
Mount Hotham 4,796 250,000 19.2 320 15.0 
Mount Buller 8,000 348,000 23.0 300 26.7 

Table 1. Perisher Range Resorts has a significantly lower number of beds relative to demand when 
compared to other Australian Resorts.  

The analysis shows that the Victorian resorts have about 4 times as many beds per skier day than 
Perisher and it is telling that these resorts do not experience the extreme peak time traffic 
congestion that occurs at Perisher. Thredbo has about twice as many beds/skier days and 
significantly less congestion. In this context the additional bed numbers proposed for Perisher are 
very modest. Perisher Stakeholders support the proposed increase in beds to 6,858, and the 
framework for further development. It is unlikely that these beds will solely be delivered within the 
Perisher Village Car Park area, and one of the current shortfalls of the SAP Master Plan is its lack of 
provision for infill development and potential expansion of all existing lodges, which could be 
delivered with little impact in all existing road serviced village areas.   

Critically, the Master Plan and related follow-up work on the SEPP and administrative and approval 
arrangements must address the real obstacles to delivery of beds at the PRR, namely the cost 
imposed per bed by the land manager, municipal services costs along with cumbersome leasing and 
planning processes associated with new development implemented by the current land manager. 

3. SAP response to climate change 

Perisher Stakeholders believe that it is realistic to anticipate demand for snowplay and alpine 
activities to continue to grow throughout the SAP period at the PRR, given its higher altitude, 
favourable aspect, lower temperatures, and favourable snowmaking water supply compared to all 
other resorts in Australia. It is foreseeable that Climate Change will challenge all operators in this 
market, but Perisher is well placed to respond to these challenges through a diverse range of 
adaptation measures.   

Perisher Valley is an excellent example of the increased reliability that can be delivered through 
snowmaking, which provide more reliable terrain opening today than when their installation was 
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initially contemplated, despite climate trends. It is possible to deliver snowmaking in an 
environmentally sustainable manner using existing Snowy Hydro storages, particularly in the PRR. 
Furthermore, snowmaking assets and water resources can provide fire protection benefits and 
provide increased economic certainty to skifield operators and associated businesses. Perisher 
Stakeholders believe that greater recognition could be provided to the ongoing potential of 
technological development and expansion in this area including Smiggin Holes, given little has been 
proposed for Perisher in Summer.  

Perisher Stakeholders believe that it is essential that Government invests not only in summer-
undertakings conceptualised by NPWS, but that it funds and supports the capacity of alpine 
stakeholders to adapt through meaningful projects to manage winter peak demand, ensure energy 
and water security, and support the creation of a world-class tourism destination as it has called for 
in policy statements for approximately 20-years. Perisher Stakeholders believe that the SAP provides 
a landmark opportunity for government to address the imbalance in current investments in high-
impact summer activities with little substantiated economic benefit, such as the Kosciuszko Iconic 
Walk by supporting the continued adaptation and environmental performance within the Resort 
through direct investment in improving resilience of winter to climate change by investment in 
snowmaking infrastructure as Government has done in Victoria (see two-page summary of 
government investment at Appendix A).  

4. Transport infrastructure and road congestion 

Perisher Stakeholders agree that congestion and safety accessing the PRR is an increasingly critical 
issue that has begun to impact the guest experience, and safety of the Resort. The proposed 
park’n’ride and associated bus service may improve the experience of residents within Jindabyne 
and commuters to the Resort but will likely be subject to operational challenges and may exacerbate 
congestion for car users on the Road. Perisher Stakeholders are concerned that these measures are 
unlikely to reduce aggregate demand for access via road and submit that the best way to reduce 
congestion and its associated impacts is to meet demand for accommodation and increased car 
parking within the Resort, supplemented by mass transport in peak periods. This can be supported 
by reducing the financial obstacles to delivering new beds within the PRR, which may provide better 
value for money than fully-fledged public transport solutions.  

During recent winter seasons visitors to the Resort have been refused vehicular entry to the KNP due 
to safety issues and lack of parking. This is a negative outcome from every perspective and must be 
addressed as a priority. Consistent with the above statements, and our concern regarding the safety 
of existing roadside car parking arrangements, Perisher Stakeholders support the proposed 
formalisation of approximately 850 car parks within the Resort and call for this to be delivered as a 
priority of the Plan. Where there are opportunities to provide dual level car parking on disturbed 
sites, this is likely to improve amenity by affording shelter and reducing the car-activity trip distance 
at the destination. 

5. Public investment in the SAP’s vision 

 Perisher Stakeholders believe that it is appropriate to focus on providing a consistent, safe journey 
to the Resort by investing in car parking, public transport, and common user infrastructure such as 
improved village facilities. These encourage equitable public access to the Kosciuszko National Park 
in winter and have the potential to ensure that growing snowplay audiences enjoy access to the Park 
in peak periods.  
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Further discussion regarding the landlord’s charging arrangements and historical payments for 
municipal infrastructure are discussed below. However, Perisher Stakeholders seek to emphasise 
that government investment in environmental performance, catering to snow play markets, and 
improving the safety and performance of the Kosciuszko Road would be good first steps to 
addressing the historical underinvestment that has undermined the PRR’s ability to present as a 
world-class tourism destination in terms of both environmental performance and guest experience. 

Per the leveraged development explainer previously referenced, Perisher Stakeholders seek to 
emphasise the opportunities Government has to provide improved access to the PRR while providing 
benefits to a diverse range of users. These investments could consist of a consolidated car parking, 
snow play, community centre, and public transport facility, much akin to the Loch Car Park package 
of works at Mount Hotham, or focus on municipal infrastructure, snowmaking, and water security as 
a means of supporting resilience in the region.    

6. Governance arrangements within the Perisher Range Resorts 

The Discussion papers associated with the consultation appropriately raise issues with the pricing 
policies, relationships, and inconsistencies in governance relationships of the resorts within the 
National Park. The Alpine Resorts in New South Wales are subject to uniquely high bed fees, and 
lessees are impeded in their ability to develop by a rigid and uncommercial leasing policy that is not 
consistent with best practice for commercial dealings with Crown Land.  

Perisher Stakeholders have made numerous submissions to reviews engaging with the question of 
governance within the PRR and seek to emphasise the importance of following-through on this issue.  

This will require government to take leadership by reviewing policy and agency responsibilities in 
four areas: leasing policy, pricing, planning and the landlord’s role in Development Application 
processes. A review of leasing policy must at minimum review principles of first right of refusal, 
reversion of improvements, and the requirement that tenants ‘bid’ for renewal rights. All these 
elements undermine the ability of smaller operators and on-mountain stakeholders to achieve the 
certainty required to finance the ongoing improvement of their premises from an environmental and 
quality perspective.  

As an example, the tenure arrangements for club leases are so insecure that clubs are unable to use 
their lease as security to obtain bank finance to fund improvements, including fire protection and 
environmental management measures. They must rely solely on members cash resources. 

The existing pricing strategies that have been applied within the Alpine Resorts lack transparency 
and are arbitrary. In some instances, prices are too high such as IPART service fees being indexed at 
CPI (+2.5% annually), and in other cases, such as Park Use Fees, there has only been one small fee 
adjustment since the commissioning of IPART in 2004. The absence of a cohesive strategy in this 
area has led to great frustration for on-mountain stakeholders and has arguably contributed to the 
shortfalls in infrastructure acknowledged by the SAP Master Plan. In addition, the failure to index 
prices likely undermines the ability for future mass transit systems to operate successfully and may 
have been an impediment to private operators identifying an opportunity to operate such services 
historically.  

These issues are only some of the numerous problems with the existing governance outcomes that 
result in them failing to deliver the best outcomes in terms of environmental performance, 
development, or strategic planning. Perisher Stakeholders remain committed to working with 
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government to implement a structure for the Resort that will address these issues in a manner 
consistent with SAP objectives.  

7. Proposed amendments to the Alpine SEPP 

The discussion paper and supporting technical documents do not provide sufficient detail for 
Perisher Stakeholders to determine whether the changes will result in improved planning outcomes 
relative to decisions made under the existing Alpine SEPP. This is due to:  

 The changes being presented as a ‘discussion paper’ rather than proposed as-drafted provisions 
means Perisher Stakeholders do not yet fully understand the changes that are proposed. 

 The reliance upon future DCPs to set controls for ski fields and resort villages, which have not yet 
been drafted, and may not be the most appropriate instrument.   

 The inadequacies in scope or findings of some technical studies (i.e., geotechnical, 
environmental, and cultural heritage studies) being foreseeable obstacles to streamlined 
decision making processes the SAP intends to deliver.  

 Certain draft provisions proposed in the Planning Discussion Paper would require that all 
proposals allowable under the Alpine SEPP be consistent with the KNP PoM. This is inconsistent 
with the view that the Alpine SEPP and related documents constitute the principal planning 
framework for the Resorts and has unclear application in practice.  

 The discussion of DA processes under the existing Alpine SEPP and its inefficiencies misses 
certain key elements, particularly relating to inter-agency referrals. These referral processes are 
a far greater contributor to delays at PRR than existing public notification requirements, for 
example.  This is particularly relevant with respect to understanding how APZ requirements will 
be managed between the landlord and RFS under a future planning framework, which is a 
current key point of contention and driver of delay within the DA process.  

 The discussion of Exempt and Complying Development does not provide sufficient detail for 
Perisher Stakeholders to determine whether they will allow most maintenance activities to be 
performed under those provisions. This is in the context of the existing provisions generally 
having been acknowledged to have narrower application in practice than was intended by the 
drafters of the existing Alpine SEPP with respect to both skifield activities and the maintenance 
and improvement of existing premises. Additionally, it seeks to highlight the absence of 
guidance in relation to the proposed form of exempt and complying development provisions 
with respect to minor works, particularly those impacting commercial premises. The uniquely 
onerous requirements which apply to Alpine Resorts are such that Perisher Stakeholders are 
required to create Statements of Environmental Effects for works as simple as the modification 
of a range hood. These are required to include statements with respect to whether the minor 
development is in the public interest, when any reasonable person would certainly conclude that 
such an interest is negligible. Perisher Stakeholders encourage the SAP Team to consider the 
public, environmental, and risk management benefits that these requirements generate, and 
submit that the provisions applicable within the Alpine SEPP should be broadly consistent with 
the Statewide Exempt and Complying Development SEPP. 

 The above points reinforce that the existing planning system, which relies on multiple agency 
referrals, is time consuming, confusing and expensive. This dysfunction has discouraged 
investment in the Resort and has made it challenging to maintain aging infrastructure. 
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8. Duplication of roles between land manager and planning body 

With respect to the intersection between the Landlord and D-PIE’s role in the Planning Process, 
Perisher Stakeholders believe it is appropriate that all land use planning is contained within Master 
Plan documents and the Alpine SEPP. The Landlord should bear obligations to provide leasing and 
approval services consistent with the land uses approved in those policies. The duplication of these 
land uses, and certain approval requirements, particularly relating to environmental monitoring and 
performance within the PoM has created significant lead-times for applications, where conditions 
may be inappropriately imposed or duplicated after having already been addressed through reports 
and BDAR payments associated with an application. A single agency must be responsible for 
determination of Development Applications, which should never be contingent on secondary 
approval of the landlord, for anything other than the grant of land tenure. By delegating complete 
planning and land use authority to the Alpine SEPP and removing duplication from the PoM, 
planning outcomes will be improved whilst retaining appropriate environmental controls. It is 
reasonable to assume that the SEPP and  the PoM will be consistent, so the PoM  need not be 
referred to for every DA. 

9. Addressing inconsistencies and errors in the documents released for consultation 

Perisher Stakeholders seek to understand the rationale for excluding lower-lying development areas, 
ensure that integrated development referrals for issues such as bush fire will be dealt with as a part 
of the SAP framework, and clarify the SAP’s position in relation to clearing less-sensitive, level two 
vegetation. The current statements in relation to these issues are inconsistent with the outcomes 
sought by the SAP Master Plan. Examples of this include the vegetation mapping and related policy 
alluded to earlier in this submission, which could effectively preclude development on any of the 
extensive level two vegetation areas identified in the report without further investigation.  

Perisher Stakeholders are concerned by the appearance of inaccuracies throughout the Master Plan, 
Plan of Management Amendment, and associated technical documents. While Perisher Stakeholders 
appreciate the direct engagement afforded by the SAP project team to address these errors, 
particularly with respect to the Structure Plan, these issues emphasise the need to create a 
functional Alpine SEPP and SAP and address the duplication of roles and responsibilities in the 
planning process at the PRR. It is already foreseeable that there may be disagreement over whether 
the correct figure of 6,858 beds proposed in the Master Plan is indeed the actual figure, or if 
Perisher Stakeholders should be constrained to that within the Plan of Management.  

Perisher Stakeholders submit that the best way to address these inconsistencies is to absolutely 
minimise the opportunities where they may arise through duplication, interdependencies on other 
policies, or the findings of to-be-finalised reports that will be subject to the requirements of the 
landlord.   

Conclusions 

Perisher Stakeholders appreciate the engagement that Government has undertaken in arriving at its 
plans to-date and is encouraged by the high-level outcomes the SAP espouses. However, for the SAP 
to deliver on these goals, follow-through in the areas of the Alpine SEPP, governance, leasing, DCP 
responsibility and charging arrangements is required. As a component of this, it is critical that future 
processes continue to address duplication between the KNP PoM and the SAP Master Plan, with 
deference to the SAP as the principal planning instrument for the Resorts. Perisher Stakeholders 
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trust that our comments regarding the Alpine SEPP and related technical studies highlight our 
familiarity with the commercial, environmental, and planning realities uniquely applicable to the 
PRR. We look forward to continuing to engage constructively with the SAP project team to ensure 
that these documents, and the policies enacting them, are of a quality and degree of accuracy 
befitting a forty-year strategic plan.  

 

Yours sincerely,  

Perisher Stakeholders 

 



Strategic Vision
Historical funding arrangements in New South Wales have been 
acknowledged to inadequately support increased capacity or 
year-round demand within KNP. In contrast, Victorian funding 
arrangements have been proactively targeted to generate 
accommodation yield and visitor demand, improve environmental 
performance, and prepare for climate change impacts. Here we 
highlight key successful and appropriately-targeted investments, and 
contextualise the scale of recent NSW summer projects in KNP.

Supporting Investments
Snowmaking and Municipal Services
$11.68m has been invested by the Victorian Government in water 
security across its resorts, delivering:
1. Increased water security and availability for firefighting. 
2. Reduction of stream diversions, reducing environmental impact.
3. The use of Class-A recycled water for snowmaking supply using suitable  

and environmentally friendly waste infrastructure. 
 
Multi-Purpose Facilities
Appropriately targeted investments will deliver true year-round 
benefits to the community. Examples of these include: 
1. Conferencing, cinema, and bookable spaces as seen at St Falls, Falls 

Creek, and Karoora, Mount Buller delivered through rate offsetting.
2. Biathlon and Cross-Country facilities proposed at Mount Hotham and 

Falls Creek ($3.2m), which would also act as a day facility for snowplay in 
winter, along with walking groups and campers in summer.

3. The recently-funded Loch facility at Mount Hotham ($2m) unlocks a ma-
jor development site, provides space for Disabled Wintersport Australia, 
and acts as a trailhead for the Falls-Hotham Alpine Crossing Iconic Walk.

4. Elite and community sport facilities such as the mogul and jumps facility 
at Mount Buller, which generates group demand for accommodation. 

Summer Activities
Investment from 2015-20 in NSW summer activities within KNP has 
been substantial in contrast to Victorian funding arrangements:
1. $2m of funding in Mountain Bike trails in Falls Creek, Victoria. 
2. $9.8m in the Thredbo Valley Trail linking Jindabyne and Thredbo 

through KNP. 
3. Falls to Hotham Alpine Crossing (Unfunded, $13m) to create iconic walk 

experience. Year-round elements at Loch Car Park funded in 2020. 
4. $17m in Snowies Iconic Walks package improving walking in KNP.
 
Investment of over $30m in Summer activities provides a base for use 
of KNP which require suitable accommodation and amenities. By en-
suring that projects have a clear dual-use, Government acknoweldges 
the ongoing role of winter in delivering yield for operators. 

Investing to Create Vibrant Year-
Round Alpine Resorts

+61 421 509 307
adamgalvin@vailresorts.com.au
www.perisher.com.au

Comparison between NSW and Vic Resorts 
grant funding (external) 2010-2020.

Supporting Leveraged 
Development 
Investment should be targeted to 
unlock capacity by:
• Improving environmental and risk-

management capacity. 
• Investing in activities which 

generate year-round activity and 
support winter demand.  

• Working with developers to deliver 
community facilities within new 
mixed-use development. 

The SAP will unlock demand that will 
later be returned through rental and 
resort entry income streams. After 
addressing these issues, Government 
should seek partners to deliver 
improved community facilities and 
expanded overnight capacity that 
can generate high-yield in winter and 
open in summer. 

By generating appetite for co-
investment in suitable year-round 
facilities and accommodation, 
reliance on transport capacity can be 
reduced. 
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MANAGEMENT BOARD
MT BULLER SUSTAINABLE WATER SECURITY PROJECT – 
OFF STREAM STORAGE
ARTISTS IMPRESSION

Client

Title

Project

Existing water storage

Control Centre building

Largest boulders re used from 
storage excavation to be arranged 
towards top of berm for ski & bike 
recreation

Feature timber fence to guide 
visitors through pinch point 
between top of berm and existing 
building

Small untreated hardwood 
shelter/ viewing platform to match 
materials and form of existing 
Alpine huts

Cluster of boulders, re used from 
excavation for mountain bike 
recreation

Vary base of berm with some 
isolated mounding for recreational 
opportunities for skiers and bike 
riders

Random boulders re used over 
new berm. Arrange at base and 
fade up berm.  Opportunity to 
create potential Pygmy possum 
habitats

Topsoil over new water storage 
berm to be revegetated with local 
indigenous species

Formalise trail for winter and 
summer to connect with Boggy 
Creek run

INVESTING IN WATER SECURITY

Snowmaking Dam, Mt. Buller

100ML DAM AND WATER 
INFRASTRUCTURE.  
SUPPORTS SNOWMAKING AND 
DRINKING WATER NEEDS TO 2050.  
REDUCES DIVERSION OF CREEK 
FLOWS, IMPROVING COMPLIANCE.  
FIREFIGHTING RESOURCE FOR 
AERIAL AND LOCAL BRIGADES. 

MIXED-USE YEAR-ROUND FACILITIES

St. Falls, Falls Creek

UNLOCKING DEVELOPMENT AND IMPROVING ACCESS

Loch Visitor Facility, Mt Hotham

5-STAR HOTEL WITH DINING AND 
RETAIL. 
COMMUNITY FACILITIES INCLUDING 
FITNESS AND CONFERENCING. 
BUILT AFTER COMPETITIVE EOI 
PROCESS.

RELEASES DEVELOPMENT SITES BY 
RELOCATING PARKING. 
IMPROVES SAFETY AND VISUAL 
AMENITY. 
PROVIDES DISABLED ACCESS & 
TRAILHEAD FOR YEAR-ROUND 
ACTIVITIES.
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