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1 Introduction
The Sydney Metro & City Southwest project is a 30km-long new rail system from Chatswood to
Sydenham and includes a new crossing beneath Sydney Harbour and new railway stations. The
scope includes Tunnels and Station Excavation Works (TSE) construction works associated with the
following stations, dives and shafts (Figure 1.1):
• Chatswood
• Artarmon
• Crows Nest
• Victoria Cross (North Sydney)
• Blues Point
• Martin Place
• Barangaroo
• Pitt Street
• Waterloo
• Marrickville
The Project was approved by the Minster for Planning on 9 January 2017 subject to a number of
Conditions set out in Critical State Significant Infrastructure Sydney Metro & Southwest Chatswood
to Sydenham Infrastructure Approval (Application no. SSI 15_7400) (Project Planning Approval).
Tunnelling works will remove any historical archaeological remains that may be present at each of
the sites. Documentation for the project includes a Non-Aboriginal Impact Assessment (HIA, EIS
Technical Paper 4) and Sydney Metro Historical Archaeological Assessment and Research Design
Report (AARD) prepared by Artefact Heritage. Minister’s Condition of Approval (CoA) E17 refers to
the archaeological requirements prior to construction:
The Archaeological Assessment Research Design Report (AARD) in the PIR must be
implemented. Final Archaeological Method Statements must be prepared in consultation
with the Heritage Council of NSW (or its delegate) before commencement of
archaeological excavation works. The final methodology must:
(a) provide for the detailed analysis of any heritage items discovered during the
investigations;
(b) include detailed site specific archaeological management and artefact management
strategies;
(c) include cored soil samples for soil and pollen for the Pitt Street site within the Tank
Stream Valley; and
(d) provide for a sieving strategy.
John Holland CPB Ghella Joint Venture (JHCPBG) is undertaking the TSE works and has
commissioned AMBS Ecology & Heritage (AMBS) to manage the heritage provisions for the project.
This Archaeological Method Statement has been prepared in accordance with Condition E17 for
the Marrickville Dive site.

1.1

Marrickville Dive

The Marrickville Dive site is located to the west of the Sydenham-Bankstown Line near to
Sydenham Railway Station within the Inner West (formerly Marrickville) Local Government Area
(LGA), approximately 5.5km to the south-east of the Sydney CBD. The site is within an area
bounded by the railway, Sydney Steel Street and Edinburgh Road.

AMBS Ecology & Heritage
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There are no identified archaeological sites recorded on the LEP within the project footprint, nor
within its vicinity.

1.2

Sydney Metro Historical Archaeological Assessment and Research Design
Report

The Sydney Metro Historical Archaeological Assessment and Research Design Report (AARD)
prepared by Artefact Heritage (Artefact) does not include an assessment of significance for the
Marrickville Dive site. The HIA does include a summary assessment that concludes:
Overall, archaeological remains associated with pre-1850 development of the Marrickville/
Sydenham area, if found to be intact, are likely to have significance at a local level, and may
require mitigation. Archaeological remains of the late nineteenth and early twentieth
century brickworks are unlikely to reach the local significance threshold (Artefact 2016a:
243).
The archaeological potential of the Marrickville Dive site is assessed in Technical Paper 4 of the EIS,
Sydney Metro City & Southwest – Chatswood to Sydenham Non-Aboriginal Heritage – Heritage
Impact Assessment prepared by Artefact in 2016, which identifies the archaeological potential
within the Dive site as:
The study area has low to moderate potential to contain an archaeological resource with the
potential to reach the local significance threshold (2016a:243).
The recommended management is to implement the Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure
(2016b:322).

1.3

Methodology & Authorship

This report is consistent with the principles and guidelines of the Burra Charter: The Australia
ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance 2013. It has been prepared in accordance with
current best-practice guidelines as identified in the NSW Heritage Manual (1996), published by the
Heritage Office and Department of Urban Affairs and Planning (now the Heritage Division, Office
of Environment and Heritage), and associated supplementary publications in particular Assessing
Significance for Historical Archaeological Sites and ‘Relics’ (2009).
This Archaeological Method Statement (AMS) provides a review and amended response to the
detail design of the shaft further to the above assessment and research design (AARD). The AMS
provides methodologies to manage the historical archaeology and ensure compliance with
relevant Heritage Council guidelines and their submission on the EIS. In addition, this document
provides a response to the Minister’s CoAs E18, E19 and E20:
E18 Before excavation of archaeological management sites, the Proponent must nominate a
suitably qualified Excavation Director who complies with the Heritage Council of NSW’s
Criteria for Assessment of Excavation Directors (July 2011) to oversee and advise on matters
associated with historic archaeology and advise the Department and OEH.
Where archaeological excavation is required, the Excavation Director must be present to
oversee excavation and advise on archaeological issues. The Excavation Director must be
given the authority to advise on the duration and extent of oversight required as informed
by the provisions of the approved AARD and Excavation Methodology.
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A final archaeological report must be submitted to the Heritage Council of NSW within two
(2) years of the completion of archaeological excavation on the project. The report must
include information on the entire historical archaeological program relating to the CSSI.
Jennie Lindbergh and Kevin Hickson are the nominated Primary and Secondary Excavation
Directors for this project. They comply with the Heritage Council guidelines and were
identified in the Construction Heritage Management Plan (CHMP). Paragraph 3 identifies
the need for a final report which will be completed and submitted in accordance with this
CoA two years after the completion of the archaeological project
E19 An Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure must be prepared:
(a) to manage unexpected heritage finds in accordance with any guidelines and standards
prepared by the Heritage Council of NSW or OEH; and
(b) by a suitably qualified and experienced heritage specialist.
The procedure must be included in the AARD and must be implemented for the life of the
project.
E20 In the event that potential archaeological relic/s are discovered unexpectedly during
construction, which are not addressed in the relevant Archaeological Method Statement
prepared in accordance with Condition E17, all work must cease in the affected area and the
Excavation Director must be notified and attend the site to assess the find/s, identify their
significance and provide mitigation advice according to the assessed significance and the
impact proposed. If the relics are assessed as having local significance they will be managed
in accordance with the approved AARD, relevant Archaeological Method Statement prepared
in accordance with Condition E17 and Unexpected Finds Procedure required by Condition
E19.
The Secretary and the Heritage Council of NSW (or its delegate) must be notified of the
discovery of any unexpected Relic. In the event that the unexpected relic is identified as being
of State significance, the NSW Heritage Council must be notified in writing in accordance
with section 146 of the Heritage Act 1977. An Archaeological Relic Management Plan must
be prepared for the State Significant Relic in consultation with Heritage Council of NSW,
which must outline all feasible and reasonable measures to be implemented to avoid and/or
minimise harm to and/or salvage of the State Significant Relic.
Construction in the vicinity of the discovery must not recommence until the written approval
of the Excavation Director has been received. The proponent must notify the Secretary in
writing of the outcome of consultation with the Heritage Council of NSW (if required).

This AMS identifies an appropriate strategy for managing any significant archaeological resource
or relics at the Dive site.
This report has been prepared by Jennie Lindbergh, AMBS Director Historic Heritage. Adam
Pietrzak, AMBS Archaeologist, prepared the first draft and undertook historical research. The
authors acknowledge the assistance of Anna-Bella Silva, Archivist, Library and History Services
Inner West Council, in the preparation of the report.
Dr Mary Casey, Director Casey & Lowe Pty Ltd reviewed this report for consistency and quality.
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Figure 1.1 Project overview with the Marrickville Dive site circled (Sydney Metro Transport for NSW).
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Figure 1.2 Footprint of the Marrickville Dive site (north is to the left)
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2 Historic Context
2.1

Early European Settlement

The first land grant in the Marrickville area was in 1789, when 1000 acres were set aside for church,
school, and Crown reserves (Cashman & Meader, 1990). The major part of modern Sydenham
stands within land granted in 1799 to Thomas Moore, who was granted 470 acres which he called
Douglas Farm (Figure 2.1), (Meader, 2008). Moore was a master shipwright and used the land for
timber as well as grazing livestock and growing wheat and maize. Moore was granted a further 700
acres in 1803, and purchased adjoining land so that by 1807 he held 1920 acres. In 1830 Moore
sold his land to Dr Robert Wardell and the large estate was gradually subdivided and developed
after 1834.

Figure 2.1 Undated parish map of Petersham, showing Thomas Moore’s 470 acre grant and the
Gumbramorra swamp (area shaded in grey). The approximate location of the study area is outlined in
red (http://images.mhttp://images.maps.nsw.gov.au/pixel.htm#) File name: 14062201.jp2).

2.2

The Gumbramorra Swamp

The Gumbramorra Swamp was a marshland emptying into Gumbramorra Creek and then into
Cooks River. The size of the swamp fluctuated, expanding in the wet season and contracting in dry
seasons (Meader 2008). It consisted of marshland at the foot of declining sandstone and shoal
ridges, in a relatively narrow area surrounded by low hills. At the mouth of the Gumbramorra Creek
were mudflats and mangroves (Meader, 2008). Large areas of swampland were present across
areas of Sydney into the late nineteenth century, especially around Cooks River, Sheas Creek,
Botany and Waterloo.
Early maps and plans showing the Gumbramorra swamp demonstrate the fluctuating boundaries
of the swamp; the Surveyor General’s plan shows the swamp covering an area of approximately
100 acres (40 ha), and is approximately 32 chains, or 650 metres, in length and width (Figure 2.2).
The swamp is shown with well-defined boundaries aligned with adjacent land grants, indicating
that it has possibly been fenced or managed at this stage. It is likely the shaded area indicates only
the centre of the swamp in dry season, with the swamp expanding dramatically in wet weather.
AMBS Ecology & Heritage
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Sloping lines to the south of the swamp on the Parish map indicate a steep depression, with a water
channel flowing toward the Cooks River (see Figure 2.1 above). It is likely that the swamp drained
toward the south into this channel. By 1831 Dr Wardell’s property had encroached into the swamp,
fencing off 24 acres (10 ha) (Figure 2.2). It is possible that the swamp was considered common land
at this time. The 1831 plan also shows an applied for subdivision of the swamp by two veterans,
which would divide it into two equal areas of 53.5 acres (21.6 ha). As a c1840 map of the Parish of
Petersham shows the land as undivided, it is likely that this subdivision of the swamp was
unrealised (Figure 2.3).
This activity suggests that the swamp was seen as a valuable resource by Europeans, and as a
source of fresh water for grazing animals with good alluvial soil for farming. An 1859 newspaper
article on the death of A.B. Sparkes, discussing swamp land at Tempe near to Cooks River, describes
it as rich, well-drained, arable land, rather than brackish saltmarsh, and notes that A few acres of
this land judiciously worked, is a competency for any man… (St Peters Cooks River History Group,
2013). Newspaper articles from the mid-nineteenth century indicate that areas of swamp near
Cooks River were used variously by naturalists for egg collecting for donation to the Australian
museum, by soldiers for shooting practice, and were dammed to drive watermills; they were also
seen as land particularly well-suited to agriculture (St Peters Cooks River History Group, 2013).
An 1843 plan shows fences and ditches erected around the edges of a swamp in Petersham, which
encroaches into land grants, showing European attempts to manage, demarcate, and bound
swamps in the area (Surveyor General, 1843). In 1834 newspapers discussed the apprehension of
an escaped convict in the Gabramarra bush near Cooks River, probably the Gumbramorra swamp,
suggesting that the area may have been seen by the convict as an area outside of the law, where
he would be unlikely to be apprehended (The Australian, 1834).

Figure 2.2 1831 plan showing Gumbramorra swamp (shaded grey). The approximate location of the study
area
is
outlined
in
red
From
Surveyor
General
sketch
book
1,
folio
4
(https://www.records.nsw.gov.au/image/nrs13886%5Bx751%5D_a110_000018).
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Figure 2.3 c1840 parish map of Petersham, showing Thomas Moore’s land grant and major roads. The
Gumbramorra swamp is outlined in blue and the approximate location of the study area is outlined in red
(http://images.maps.nsw.gov.au/pixel.htm#14072901.jp2.

2.2.1

Subdivision and Development of Wardell’s Estate

Following the death of Dr Robert Wardell in 1834, his great estate was divided among his sisters,
Anne Fisher, Margaret Fraser and Jane Isabella Priddle (Meader, 2008). The three estates gradually
opened to development and were further subdivided. Marrickville became home to ‘Gentleman’s
Estates or villas, such as Tempe House and Silverleigh.
Two primary thoroughfares were established in the area: the Government Road (later Unwins
Bridge Road) in 1834, and the Cooks River Road in 1810 (later King Street and from 1928, the
Princes Highway) (see Figure 2.3 above), (Costin 2003:44). Unwin’s Bridge had been constructed
by convict labour in 1836 to provide access to Frederick Wright Unwin’s lands on each side of Cooks
River. The Cooks River Dam, linking the northern and southern sides of the Cooks River Road, was
also constructed using convict labour between 1839 and 1841.
In the 1850s there was an increase in subdivisions of land in the area, with market gardeners
settling in the area, as well as stonemasons attracted by the sandstone cliffs along Cooks River and
the ridge lines of the Marrickville valley (Meader, 2008). In 1855, Thomas Chalder subdivided his
large estate and laid down the village of Marrickville, which he named after his native Marrick, a
small village in Swaledale, Yorkshire. In the 1860s, Marrickville was an established village in a rural
landscape, and the local industries included farming, grazing, quarrying and small-scale
brickmaking (Cashman & Meader, 1990).

2.3

Developments in the Late Nineteenth Century

A rural village in the 1860s, Marrickville rapidly developed into an urbanised industrial area by the
end of the nineteenth century. The tram arrived in 1881 and the railway in 1884. The station at
Marrickville was renamed Sydenham in 1895. At the time, the area was occupied by market
gardens, brickyards and dairies. Local land owners capitalised on the construction of the railway,
fuelling a local property boom. Areas alongside the railway were quickly subdivided into small

AMBS Ecology & Heritage
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housing lots, suitable for working-class families, but new home owners soon found out that the
low-lying land was prone to flooding. The reclamation of Gumbromara swamp was completed in
1897, when the land was drained following public outcry over the severe flooding of the Tramvale
Estate.
2.3.1

Industrial Development

The 1880s housing boom was coupled with intensive industrial development (Cashman & Meader,
1990). This period of increased construction and available labour coincided with innovations in
brick manufacturing from the 1870s. The innovations of machine-made bricks, including shaleplastic bricks and the Hoffman kiln, allowed for far larger-scale brick manufacturing operations
than had previously been possible, producing higher quality, cheaper bricks in greater volume than
ever before (Stuart I. , 2005). By the 1880s, the largest brickmaking operations in Sydney were
located in Marrickville and St Peters (Cashman & Meader, 1990). The suburb lies on the edge of
the Wianamatta Shale belt, which has large clay and shale deposits, which are ideal for brickmaking. Huge brickworks with tall chimney stacks dominated the landscape, and increasing
numbers of quarry pits were dug for clay and shale. Brickmaking in St Peters created an industrial
area.
Sydney’s first full steam-powered brickworks, and the city’s leading manufacturer in the 1870s,
was Goodsell’s Brickworks, located on May Street, St. Peters. The brickworks was in operation at
this site from 1869 and produced Sydney’s first shale plastic bricks. It could produce 15,000 bricks
per day, rather than the 1,500 per day for hand-operated yards (Goodsell Estate HCA Inventory).
By 1883, there is a large 20-60ft (6-18m) deep clay and shale quarry at the brickworks (Figure 2.5).
In 1891, P Speare takes over the Goodsell’s operation, using shale quarried at a Kingsgrove quarry
owned by Speare, perhaps because the pit at St Peters was exhausted. Speare’s brickworks ceased
operations in 1916. After the quarry pit was filled and levelled, the former brickworks site became
Camdenville Park in 1957.
From the 1890s, a number of industries were established in Marrickville, including Vicars in 1893,
the first and largest woollen mill in Marrickville, formerly Thomas Barker’s textile mill in Darling
Harbour. With the rise of heavy industry in the area the population surged ahead of neighbouring
suburbs. The 1880s real estate boom was reflected in the development of Sydenham when the
majority of the houses in the suburb were built, mainly by the various local St Peters brickworks,
for their workers. The suburb is characterized by a mix of architectural styles including small singlestorey Victorian cottages and freestanding terraces (Meader 2008).
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Figure 2.4 Reuss and Halloran 1883 plan of Goodsell’s Brickworks, which is about 1km to the north of the
study area. Note the large clay quarry
(http://digital.sl.nsw.gov.au/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?embedded=true&toolbar=false&dps_pid
=IE3535250).

Figure 2.5 1891 photograph showing Speare’s Brickworks, formerly Goodsell’s Brickworks.
(https://mvls.swft.ent.sirsidynix.net.au/client/en_AU/search/asset/173036/0, Marrickville Municipal
Council).
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2.4

Reclamation of Gumbramorra Swamp

The impetus to reclaim the Gumbramorra Swamp in the late nineteenth century was provided by
the arrival of the railway and tramway in the 1880s, a large resident labour force and the housing
boom. The land was also attractive for industrial development. Large areas of swampland which
had persisted in Sydney were reclaimed in the late nineteenth century. Swampland in Ultimo at
the head of Cockle Bay was reclaimed in 1884-1887, and swampland surrounding Sheas Creek was
reclaimed during the construction of the Alexandria Canal, from 1887 to 1900 (Australian Museum
Consulting 2015: 41). A substantial programme of reclamation in Darling Harbour was also enacted
in the 1880s, motivated by the intense concentration of industry in the area (Australian Museum
Consulting, 2015: 53).
The Gumbramorra Swamp was also prone to flooding. In May 1889, large areas of Marrickville
flooded following five days of heavy rain, including the 300-acre (120 ha) Tramvale estate
(Cashman & Meader 1990: 57). From 1881, the Tramvale estate was established on the
Gumbramorra Swamp, to the nor and the 160 allotments were auctioned by Watkin and Watkin,
who promoted the estate as a grand opportunity to speculators, with a certainty of a rise in value
(Cashman & Meader 1990: 57). The estate was located adjacent to Sydenham Road between the
Illawarra Railway and Victoria Road (to the south-west of the study area) and named after its
proximity to the tramway to its west. The estate was marketed to working men because of its
proximity to the manufacturing district. During the floods, the water rose to 4 feet (1.2m),
damaging houses with 30 families made homeless. The public outcry that followed resulted in
development in the area of the swamp being halted, and underlined the need for the area to be
properly drained and sewered.
The construction of Carrington Road steam-powered pumping station in 1897 provided the means
to effectively drain the swamp. In 1897 three brick drains with concrete caps and bases were
constructed through Gumbramorra Swamp to Cooks River, at a cost of £89,000 (Evening News,
1916; Meader 2008). These drains together with improved street drainage and holding ponds
allowed the swamp to be drained by 1897, turning a once ugly swamp into useful land (Marrickville
Local Studies Collection, 1912).
In response to a severe drought from the 1850s until the 1870s, and the growth in population,
Sydney’s water supply system was improved and water sourced from the Botany Swamps. In 18761877 the Bunnerong Dam was constructed to augment the Botany Swamp reserves. By 1881, the
system of water reticulation had been extended with water reticulated to Marrickville, St Peters,
Leichhardt and Balmain (Aird 1961:12). The Western System of sewerage was constructed in stages
between 1889 and 1901 and was known as the Western Outfall Sewer (later the Main Outfall
Sewer). The sewer ran to a penstock chamber at Premier Street, Marrickville, from where it divided
into three main branches, the Eastern Main servicing the most heavily populated parts of the
Western Suburbs, including parts of Marrickville. Many of the low-lying areas of Marrickville
remained unsewered until 1900, when a steam-powered pumping station was constructed
(Australian Museum Business Services 2010: 39-40, 43).

2.5

Developments in the Twentieth Century

Early in the twentieth century the trustees of Albert Murray Smidmore’s Estate subdivided his
lands for auction on 13 October 1906 (Figure 2.6). Albert Murray Smidmore had inherited his
father’s successful businesses, including his villa Silverleigh on a large estate in Marrickville, the
first property constructed off Unwin’s Bridge Road (Costin 2003: 60). When Albert Murray
Smidmore died on March 24 1905, he left an estate valued at £133,375. The study area is within a
part of Albert Murray Smidmore’s former estate and was subdivided by Cowdery & Cowdery,
licensed surveyors, and was auctioned by Richardson and Wrench Ltd in 1906. The auction notice
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shows Lot divisions bounded by Smidmore, Cooper and Murray Streets, Railway Parade, and
Edinburgh and Edgeware Roads, Marrickville.
The first structure listed in the rates assessments for the area was a brick cottage, constructed by
1908 on Lot 47, off Edgeware Road. The 1909 Sands Directory indicates a single structure on the
south side of Edgeware Road, between Smidmore Road and Edinburgh Road. This was occupied by
James Gleeson, and is named as ’Violet Cottage’. From 1923-1925 the Railway Commissioner
owned Lot 47 and the Lots on either side.
The earliest houses on Edinburgh Road and within the study area date to 1907-1908 on Lots 4959, with a scatter of houses appearing over the following decade. It is not until 1908 that houses
begin to appear on Cooper Street (renamed Murray in 1925), again as a scatter only into the 1920s,
and no buildings were constructed along Railway Parade (Figure 2.7).
One of the significant industries to be established within the area was the Sydney Steel Company,
founded in 1910, on a 9-hectacre site off Edinburgh Road, within the study area (Meader 2008). By
1960, the site was dominated by a fabrication area and the company was one of the largest
employers in Marrickville. The company provided the steel for many of Sydney’s iconic buildings,
including the AWA tower, the Wentworth Hotel, the Sydney Morning Herald and QANTAS buildings
as well as the Gladesville Bridge and bridges along the North Coast Line (Figure 2.8).
In the 1920s, there was increasing industrialisation of the area, and in 1920-1922 a factory was
constructed on Lot 35 Murray Street. In 1926 the factory expanded onto Lot 36 and is named in
the rate book as Standardised Furniture. In addition, a workshop was constructed on Lot 40 on
Murray Road. From 1934 onwards Lots 35-37 off Murray Street are no longer recorded in the
valuation books, suggesting that the Standardised Furniture factory may have been demolished at
this time. In 1937 a factory was constructed on Lot 26 off Cooper/ Murray Street.
As well as brickworks, potteries were established within the local area, taking advantage of the rich
clay sources and ready availability of water. Among these was the Sydenham Pottery Company,
which began as a small pottery on Garden Street. The pottery was established in 1908 immediately
south-west of the Sydenham Pit, and in 1921 was named the Sydenham Pottery Co. The pottery
closed in 1925 and was purchased and integrated with R Fowler Limited, next door (Ford 1995:
131). The Marrickville Pottery Co had been established on Edinburgh Road in 1905, closing in 1923,
and acquired by R Fowler Ltd. The business continued to expand, providing sanitary ware into the
post-ware era until in 1968, the pottery was acquired by Newbold General Refractories Ltd (Ford
1995: 33–38).
2.5.1

The Sydenham Pit and Drainage Pumping Station No 001

In 1934-1941 a large stormwater basin was constructed to further alleviate flooding in the
Marrickville Valley. The Sydenham Pit and Drainage Pumping Station No.001 is immediately southwest of the study area. The pit is 9m deep with battered sides of horizontally-laid sandstone blocks
covering an area of 170m x 175m, with a capacity of 100ML. The pumping station was designed in
the Inter-War Mediterranean domestic style, and is constructed of concrete with a series of fins
that rise 12 metres from the base of the pit to support the pump house, the floor level of which
stands 1.8 metres above Railway Parade (SHR Inventory).
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Figure 2.6 1906 Richardson & Wrench auction notice for the Smidmore estate subdivision. The section of
the estate that includes the study area is outlined in red (http://nla.gov.au/nla.obj-230293982).
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The Sydenham Pit and
Drainage Pumping Station

Figure 2.7 Composite of three Sydney Water plans dated 1950 and 1968 showing the drainage channels
and residential area and the Dive outlined in orange. The Sydenham Pottery Company was to the left of
the Sydenham Drainage Pit (Sydney Water Archives).

Figure 2.8 The Sydney Steel Company on the Edinburgh Road site in the 1920s. Note the brickworks
chimney in the background and housing in the upper left.
(https://mvls.swft.ent.sirsidynix.net.au/client/en_AU/search/asset/174580/0, Marrickville Municipal
Council).
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3 Assessment of Archaeological Potential
3.1

Marrickville Dive Site

Two tunnel boring machines (one for each tunnel) would be driven from the Marrickville dive site
about eight kilometres to Barangaroo Station. The Dive will be a 0 19m deep portal excavated
adjacent to the Sydenham-Bankstown Line. The tunnels will be lined with pre-cast concrete
segments which will be manufactured at a dedicated batch plant and pre-cast facility at the
Marrickville dive site with storage at each of the tunnelling boring launch sites (Figure 3.1),
(Arcadis/RPS/Jacobs 2016:200, 195).

Figure 3.1 Plan of the Marrickville dive site showing the extent of works associated with construction at
the site.
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3.2

Artefact Heritage Assessment of Archaeological Potential

The analysis of the archaeological potential within the footprint of the Marrickville Dive site
included in the AARD prepared by Artefact refers to the historical research and assessment
included in the HIA and summarised below Table 3.1.
Table 3.1 Summary of archaeological potential (Artefact 2016a: 243, Table 116).
Potential archaeological
resource
Evidence of early
development of study area
(Moore’s grant)- evidence of
land clearance and
cultivation, water
management, postholes
associated with farm
buildings and fencing
Evidence of twentieth century
brickmaking- clay extraction
pits, postholes associated
with buildings

Potential

Nil-low

Low-moderate

Significance

Heritage impact assessment

Local

Excavation works within the
study area have nil-low
potential to impact on
archaeological remains

Unlikely to reach local
significance threshold

Excavation works within the
study area have lowmoderate potential to
encounter evidence of
brickmaking

However, as noted above in Section 1, the AARD concludes that the Dive site has low to moderate
potential to contain an archaeological resource with the potential to reach the local significance
threshold and that Implementation of an Unexpected Finds Procedure is an appropriate
archaeological management strategy for the Marrickville Dive site (2016a:243, 322).

3.3

AMBS Updated Analysis of Archaeological Potential

The archaeological resource of any site is finite but have the potential to provide insights into
everyday life that are not available from any other source. Construction of the Marrickville dive
site includes an area of deep excavation that will remove all potential archaeological remains
within its area. There is also the potential for any excavation works associated with the
construction of the temporary facilities within the footprint of the construction site to impact on
archaeological remains. Archaeological remains may provide evidence that will enhance the
historical record and as such, make a contribution to an understanding of the history and
settlement of a local region. The following considers the archaeological potential of the Dive site.
3.3.1

Integrity & Research Potential of the Resource

The earliest use of lands in the Marrickville area was agricultural and pastoral from the early
nineteenth century, with the study area remaining largely undeveloped until the Gumbramorra
Swamp had been successfully drained in 1897. Although the local area underwent residential and
industrial development during the later nineteenth century, it is not until the early nineteenth
century that the study area was successfully developed for industrial and residential purposes.
The archaeological potential of early twentieth-century housing rarely reaches the threshold for
local or state significance as they rarely yield significant artefact assemblages with an ability to add
to local or state research themes. The provision of reticulated water, sewerage and municipal
garbage collection as well as tongue-and-groove flooring mean that wells, cesspits and underfloor
deposits are generally absent (Heritage Branch 2009:18). In addition, structural remains of housing
that may be present within the north-eastern area of the site will not contribute to an
understanding of the urban development of the local area, and will not have research potential.
Although not specifically referred to in the sources, draining the Gumbramorra Swamp probably
included reclamation to raise the level of the land above the swamp to make it habitable. As such,
AMBS Ecology & Heritage
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it is likely that the reclamation fills will include industrial waste derived, in particular, from the local
brickworks and possibly for nearly Sydenham Pottery.
Recent excavations at Darling Quarter also identified recurrent phases of reclamation along the
waterfront throughout the nineteenth century, which included industrial waste from adjacent
industries, including the Gas Works (Casey & Lowe 2013:277). The Darling Quarter site was part of
the primary harbour for Sydney’s trade undergoing successive improvements which included
successive reclamation events, culminating in the early twentieth-century reconstruction of the
wharfage by the Sydney Harbour Trust.
A site at the head of the harbour at 14–28 Ultimo Road, Ultimo, was within swampy land that was
not reclaimed until 1880-1883. Excavations of the reclamation fills showed it primarily comprised
clays in which tip lines were clearly visible indicating that the fills had been brought in by barrow
or cart-load (Figure 3.2 and Figure 3.3). Within the fills were discrete pockets of waste derived from
the NSW Shale and Oil Company, which had occupied the northern part of the site since the 1860s
(Australian Museum Consulting, 2015: 53-54).
Below the reclamation 1880s reclamation fills and physical remains of 1850s occupation on Ultimo
Road excavations exposed evidence of early land management with large unfinished Red River
Gum trunks laid across the site, aligned with the property (Figure 3.4). The timbers may also have
been laid to stabilise the swamp sands (Australian Museum Consulting, 2015: 42). Evidence of early
landuse practices within the Gumbramorra Swamp are likely to be ephemeral, such as postholes
defining fencelines and plough lines.
Recovery of industrial waste, including material derived from local brickworks and potteries, from
the reclamation fills has the potential to add to our understanding of the workings of the local
industries and would have low-moderate research potential.
An understanding of the pre-reclamation Gumbramorra Swamp landscape, the original vegetation
and later landuse practices would contribute to an understanding of early land use management
practices and would have moderate research potential.

Figure 3.2 View of reclamation section. Note tip lines from right to left (Australian Museum Consulting
2015: 53, Figure 3.19).

AMBS Ecology & Heritage

17

Sydney Metro, City & Southwest Archaeological Method Statement for the Marrickville Dive site

Figure 3.3 Detail of reclamation tip lines (Australian Museum Consulting 2015: 54, Figure 3.21).

Figure 3.4 View across the natural sands with timbers defining property boundaries (Figure 3.9 from
Australian Museum Consulting 2015: 23).
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4 Assessment of Archaeological Significance
4.1

AMBS Updated Assessment of Archaeological Significance

Archaeological remains can provide information regarding the development of a local area or specific
site that may not be available from other sources. As indicated in the AARD and this report, the
Marrickville Dive site has low-moderate archaeological research potential associated with the potential
inclusion of industrial waste in the reclamation fills and information concerning the pre-reclamation
environment of the Gumbramorra swamp. The following assesses the significance of these potential
remains against the SHR criteria.
Criterion (a) an item is important in the course, or pattern, of NSW’s cultural or natural history (or the
local area);
Industrial waste inclusions in the reclamation fills of the Gumbramorra Swamp may provide an
insight into local industries that is not otherwise available from documentary sources.

If present with good integrity, archaeological remains associated with early landuse practices
Gumbramorra Swamp could provide information on the early development of the local area and
how the reclamation of such a large area was undertaken. It may also provide information on the
original soil and flora of the locality.
The archaeological resource associated with the reclamation and pre-reclamation of the
Gumbramorra swamp environment, if present, would have local significance.
Criterion (b) an item has strong or special association with the life or works of a person, or group of
persons, of importance in NSW’s cultural or natural history (or the local area);
The archaeological remains within the reclamation fills and Gumbramorra Swamp do not have a
demonstrable association with the life or works of important persons or group.

The threshold for significance against this criterion has not been met.
Criterion (c) an item is important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics and/or a high degree of
creative or technical achievement in NSW (or the local area);
It is unlikely that archaeological remains would have a high degree of creative or technical
achievement.

The threshold for significance against this criterion has not been met.
Criterion (d) an item has strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group
in NSW for social, cultural or spiritual reasons (or the local area);
While no consultation has been undertaken with the local community in relation to the values of
the archaeology, it is acknowledged that local communities are interested in the archaeology of
their community and its development. It is possible that if substantial and intact archaeology is
found it may have value to the local community or specific community groups.
Criterion (e) an item has potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of
NSW’s cultural or natural history (or the local area);
The archaeological resource that may be present within the footprint of the Marrickville Dive site
has low-moderate research potential. If present with good integrity, the resource has the potential
to contribute to an understanding of the early development of the area, and of early land
management practices within a swamp environment. There is also potential to contribute
information regarding local industries and industrial waste management. If pottery wasters were
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found they may provide insight into the range of ceramics produced by local manufactures as well
as experimental techniques which may have failed and were never commercially available.
The research potential of archaeological resource with good integrity would have local significance.
Criterion (f) an item possesses uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of NSW’s cultural or natural
history (or the local area); and
Criterion (g) an item is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of NSW’s
cultural or natural places or cultural or natural environments (or the local area).
Industrial waste or pottery wasters within the reclamation of the Gumbramorra Swamp fills would
not be rare but would be representative of material recovered from other sites in
Marrickville/Sydenham, Ultimo and Darling Harbour and other clay extraction and manufacturing
sites.

Evidence of early land use practices within a swamp environment is not rare but is likely to be
representative of similar practices at other swampy sites.
The archaeological resource in the Marrickville Dive site has the potential to demonstrate the past,
particularly in the local area, and would have local significance.

4.2

Statement of Archaeological Significance

The archaeological resource associated with early land use practices and later reclamation within
the footprint of the Marrickville dive site has the potential to demonstrate the past by making a
contribution to an understanding of the land use practices within the Gumbramorra Swamp.
Industrial waste, from brick and pottery manufacturing, may be included in the reclamation fills
and have potential to provide information regarding the local industrial development of the area
that may not be available from other sources. Information recovered from the reclamation fills and
management of the swamp environment could be evaluated and compared with physical evidence
from similar industrial sites and swampy environments and would therefore be representative of
this type of site.
The archaeological resource associated with early land management and later reclamation within
the footprint of the Marrickville dive site, if present, would have local significance.
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5 Archaeological Method Statement
Archaeological remains can enhance the historical record and as such make a contribution to an
understanding of the history and settlement of a local region. As identified in this report, the
potential archaeological resource associated with management and reclamation of Gumbarmorra
Swamp within the project footprint, if present with good integrity, have moderate research
potential and local significance. In view of the substantial costs involved in archaeological
excavation of a site, the research design should be problem-oriented; however, allowance should
always be made for new questions to respond to unexpected archaeological evidence.
Archaeological research questions provide a framework for an archaeological investigation and for
the analysis of the results of the excavation and artefacts recovered during excavations. As noted
above, the AARD prepared by Artefact does not accord the Marrickville Dive site with
archaeological research potential or significance and therefore does not propose any research
questions for the dive site.

5.1

Research Questions

To ensure that the research potential and significance is realised, archaeological investigations
should aim to address substantive research themes. The following research questions would form
the foundation of the archaeological investigations within the footprint of the Marrickville Dive
site:
Modification of the Landscape & Environment
• Is there surviving evidence of the early local environment, and the Gumbramorra swamp?
Is there evidence for early soils and plants? What can this evidence tell us about the
character and extent of the swamp? Analysis of buried silts may inform us about
environmental changes following the introduction of manufacturing within the locality and
the extent and nature of pollution from these industries.
•

Is there surviving evidence of early land-use practices such as land clearance or agriculture?
What can this evidence tell us about use of the local landscape? What does it tell us about
the modification of the landscape with European settlement?

•

Is there surviving evidence for the demarcation and division of the Gumbramorra swamp?
What does this tell us about how the swamp was understood, managed and used in the
context of European settlement?

Remaking the Landscape – Reclamation of the Swamp
• Are reclamation fills present prior to the documented reclamation of the Gumbramorra
swamp in the 1890s? What is the nature of the fills? What can these fills and their contents
tell us about the nature and process the reclamation? What can the fills tell us about local
brickmaking, pottery manufacturing and other industries in Marrickville at the time? How
does the archaeological evidence of this reclamation add to current views on private vs
public reclamation approaches and willingness to make expend money and labour on such
activities? Such questions engage with views on capitalism evidence of its practices within
a major clay extraction and manufacturing areas of suburban Sydney?
The above research questions are specific to the Marrickville dive site and will inform the
procedure for recording the archaeological resource that may be encountered and recovered
during excavation, the recovery and storage of artefacts. In addition, new questions are likely to
arise during excavation and / or during the post-excavation analysis, which may provide additional
insights into different aspects of the site that may not have been previously considered.
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5.2 Archaeological Management
As identified in this report, the earliest housing constructed within the study area dates to the early
twentieth century. As such any archaeological resource that is present will be associated with the
1890s reclamation of the swamp and the earlier landuse practices within the swamp. As such, the
site will be managed in accordance with the Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure and by
monitoring and sampling significant deposits, when uncovered during works.
5.2.1

Heritage Induction

AMBS will prepare a document that addresses the project scope, identifying the sensitivities of the
site and the relevant heritage requirements of the project and will be presented to all on-site
personnel. The induction will be approved by the Primary Excavation Director (ED) Jennie
Lindbergh and presented by the Secondary Excavation Director (ED) Kevin Hickson. The
induction/toolbox will include an illustrated easy to understand hard copy, which will include:
• Understanding the heritage significance of the anticipated archaeological resource,
including repercussions of any breaches to the approved archaeological strategy
• Understanding the unexpected finds procedures
• The nature of the archaeological resource
Additional toolbox meetings will be given as required, to provide an overview and management of
the anticipated archaeological resource for that day and in the event of unanticipated relics or
features being exposed.
5.2.2

Archaeological Monitoring & Sampling

Mechanical removal of the extant concrete slabs and other hardstand across the site, associated
with ground-breaking for the Dive and associated structures and infrastructure, will be monitored
by the Secondary ED. The archaeological monitoring will be undertaken in those areas predicted
to contain archaeology to verify the presence of an archaeological resource with good integrity
and significance.
If there are no underlying archaeological relics, features of deposits in any of the areas under
investigation, the Primary ED will attend the site to verify and a Clearance Certificate will be
prepared by the Primary ED to inform the project team and Proponent in writing.
There is potential that unexpected relics may be exposed during site works, which will be
addressed by the Primary ED (see Section 5.3 below).
Where intact and relevant soil profiles and reclamation fills are found at the site areas will be
sampled and recorded in section. Such trenches will be surveyed and RLs recorded across the site
to provide data about the way in which the site was reclaimed. Surveyed sections and
photogrammetry across the site will allow for representations of how the site was reclaimed and
remade at various times.
Soil and pollen samples will be taken from relevant sections and analysed to help respond to the
research questions.
Artefacts will be cleaned, bagged, labelled in accordance with the archaeological context, and
appropriately stored for analysis so that any information that can contribute to the understanding
of the site and its historical development is not lost. Artefact processing and analysis will be in
accordance with the Casey & Lowe system, developed over many years of excavation and analysis,
and all artefacts will be entered into the Casey & Lowe database. The database for each site will
be included in the Excavation Report for that site.
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5.3 Unexpected Heritage Finds
As identified in this report, there are no records of buildings within the study area before the
twentieth century, and preceding occupation was likely light.
However, there is potential that physical evidence associated with the early occupation of the local
area may be present, but not recorded on maps or in early documents. These would be classed as
unexpected heritage finds. Unexpected heritage finds may include, but not be limited to:
- Fence posts/postholes, laid timbers or boundary ditches
- Rubbish pits containing waste and discarded artefacts disposed of away from housing
- Evidence of early farming activities such as plough lines
- Evidence of early brick and pottery manufacture such as kiln wasters
Work will cease within the immediate environment of the find and the Primary ED, Jennie
Lindbergh, will attend the site to determine its integrity and significance and to determine the
appropriate management for the find. The Secretary and the Heritage Council will be informed, in
accordance with Section 146. The Excavation Director will provide written confirmation of the
relic’s local significance and management and work will proceed.
The late date of early occupation of the area and its late urban development indicates that it is
unlikely that state significant archaeological relics will be encountered, however, if the unexpected
find does prove to be identified as state significant, an Archaeological Relic Management Plan will
be prepared.
Following completion of the appropriate management of the unexpected heritage find, the
Primary ED will provide written advice that all archaeological investigations within an area have
been completed and issue a Clearance Certificate to allow works to commence or resume.

5.4

Archaeological Relics Management Plan

In accordance with Condition E20, an Archaeological Relics Management Plan will be prepared, in
consultation with the Heritage Council, if the unexpected heritage find is assessed by the Primary
ED, Jennie Lindbergh, as having State significance.
State significant archaeological relics and features will generally, though not always, provide
evidence of the beginnings of European settlement in a particular area. The earliest colonial
settlements were established on the Cumberland Plain at Sydney, Parramatta and Windsor (Green
Hills), with early grants also at Prospect Hill and along the Hawkesbury River near South Creek
(Heritage Branch 2009:19). Evidence of early colonial land management and occupation contribute
to and enhance an understanding of the development and growth of the colony. The evidence may
include, but not be limited to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Evidence of the pre-settlement environment.
Evidence of early land management practices.
Evidence of early landscape modifications including land clearance practices.
Agricultural practices and plantings.
Evidence of early housing and associated cesspits/ wells/ cisterns/ rubbish pits/
outbuildings.
Information regarding construction techniques of the settlement/farm/house.
Artefact assemblages that provide an insight into daily life, conditions, tools of trade and
mechanisms of exchange.
Early burials.
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Should State significant archaeological relics or features be identified, work would cease in the
vicinity and the Heritage Council of NSW and the Secretary would be informed in writing
concerning the find. The Primary ED would consult with the Heritage Council to determine the
appropriate management for the find. This would include manual excavation to determine the full
extent of the find and recorded in accordance with the methodology outlined above, and in
accordance with best practice.
The Primary ED will provide the Heritage Council and the Secretary with a brief summary of the
investigations on completion of its recording and application of the relic/feature to the relevant
research themes and questions.
Following completion of the appropriate management of the State significant archaeological relic,
the Primary ED will provide written advice that all archaeological investigations within an area have
been completed and issue a Clearance Certificate to allow works to commence or resume.
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Appendix A
Rate Assessment & Sands Directory information for the Marrickville Dive
site
•
•
•
•

Cooper Street - from Edinburgh Road to Murray Street. Cooper street was renamed
Murray Street in 1925.
Edgeware Road – from Unwins Bridge Road to Endinburgh Road
Edinburgh Road - from Edgeware Road to Cooper Street & from Cooper Street to the bend
in Edinburgh Road
Murray Street – from Cooper Street to Railway Parade
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Construction
Date

Street

Lot

Property Description

Edgeware Road

46

Edgeware Road

47

Edgeware Road

48

Edinburgh Road

22

1907-1908

land

Edinburgh Road
Edinburgh Road
Edinburgh Road

23
24
25

1907-1908
1908-1910
1907-1908

House - unfinished
cottage
House - unfinished

Edinburgh Road

49

Pre 1908

Edinburgh Road

50

1926

Shed

Edinburgh Road

51

1911-1913

Cottage

Edinburgh Road
Edinburgh Road

52
53

1914-1916
1911-1913

Edinburgh Road

54

1911-1913

Edinburgh Road
Edinburgh Road
Edinburgh Road

55
56
57

1911-1913
1926
1926

Brick cottage
cottage
Cottage
property
description
updated from land to
cottage
cottage
factory
factory

Edinburgh Road

58

1914-1916

Stone cottage

Edinburgh Road
Edinburgh Road

58
59

1914-1916
1923-1925

Brick cottage
Brick cottage

From 1911-1913 owner is Railway
Commissioner
From 1923-1925 owner is Railway
Commissioner
From 1911-1913 owner is Railway
Commissioner
Rate book 1907-1908 all properties
land lots 49-59

Land
Pre 1908

Source / Notes

Brick cottage
Land

Rate book 1907-1908 lots

House numbers from 1917-1919
Renumbered in 1923-1925 (to even
numbers)
Land up till 1923-1925
Divided into two lots both with
cottage

Valuation book

Was stables from 1911-1925
Divided into two lots (1911-1913
no houses)

Rate book 1907-1908 all properties
land
Cooper/Murray
Street

Cottage
Factory added in approx
1937

26

1908-1910

27

1908-1910

Cottage

28

1908-1910

Cottage

29

1908-1910

Cottage

30

1923

Cottage

31

1908-1910

Cottage

32
33
34
part35
Part35

1914-1916
1917-1919
1917-1919
1920-1922
1923-1925

Brick cottage
Brick cottage
Brick cottage
Factory
Factory

Murray Street

36

1926

Factory

Murray Street

37

1914-1916

Cooper/Murray
Street
Cooper/Murray
Street
Cooper/Murray
Street
Cooper/Murray
Street
Cooper/Murray
Street
Murray Street
Murray Street
Murray Street
Murray Street
Murray Street

AMBS Ecology & Heritage

Brick

Rate book 1908 – Lots 26-31 all
owned by Theophilus Drinkwater
No property description, but
property
valuation
indicates
houses built

1920-1923 enclosed land

Was land in 1923-1925
Was land in 1923-1925
Standardised Furniture
Lots 35-37 not recorded from 1934
valuation books onwards
cottage

Valuation book
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Murray Street
Murray Street
Murray Street

38
39
40

1917-1919
1917-1919
1926

Sands Directory 1923
Cooper Street- West side
Cooper Street
Cooper Street
Cooper Street
Cooper Street
Cooper Street
Cooper Street- East side
4 Cooper Street
6 Cooper Street
8 Cooper Street
10 Cooper Street
12 Cooper Street
14 Cooper Street
16 Cooper Street
18 Cooper Street
20 Cooper Street
22 Cooper Street
24 Cooper Street
26 Cooper Street
30 Cooper Street
32 Cooper Street
Edinburgh Road-South Side past
Cooper Street

AMBS Ecology & Heritage

Brick cottage
Brick cottage
Workshop

Dillon Thomas
Lewin, Joseph F.
Lane, George
Nathan, Alfred
Pike, Henry J.
Smith, Ernest
Crowthur, Clement
Young, William A.
McDowell, William
Andres, Carl A.
McDermott, Peter J.
Walker, Mrs. Louisa
Hayward, Frederick J.
Peade, John
Ortega, Andrew
Enfield, Andrew G.
Neilson, Oscar
Cox, James W.
Digby, Henry Samuel
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File No: SF17/51245
Ref No: DOC17/506444; DOC17/506440
DOC17/506442; DOC17/506441

Dr Caitlin Richards
Approvals, Environment and Sustainability Manager
Tunnel and Station Excavation Works
Sydney Metro City & Southwest
140 Sussex Street
Sydney NSW 2000
Sent by email to: Caitlin.Richards@sydneymetro2.com.au

Dear Dr Richards
RE: SSI 15_7400 – Sydney Metro – City & Southwest (Chatswood Sydenham) – Tunnel and
Station Excavation Works (TSE) – Archaeological Method Statements under Condition E17
of the Approval – 4 Documents (Chatswood, Crows Nest, Marrickville, Victoria Cross)

Reference is made to the following documents provided to the Heritage Division at a meeting on
11 October 2017:






Sydney Metro, City & Southwest Archaeological Method Statement for Chatswood Dive
Prepared by AMBS Ecology & Heritage for John Holland CPB Ghella Joint Venture
Final Draft October 2017, AMBS Reference: 16314 (DOC17/506440);
Sydney Metro, City & Southwest Archaeological Method Statement for Crows Nest Station
Prepared by AMBS Ecology & Heritage for John Holland CPB Ghella Joint Venture
Final Draft October 2017, AMBS Reference: 16314 (DOC17/506441);
Sydney Metro, City & Southwest Archaeological Method Statement for the Marrickville Dive
Site Prepared by AMBS Ecology & Heritage for John Holland CPB Ghella Joint Venture
Final Draft October 2017, AMBS Reference: 16314 (DOC17/506442);
Sydney Metro, City & Southwest Archaeological Method Statement for Victoria Cross
Station Prepared by AMBS Ecology & Heritage for John Holland CPB Ghella Joint Venture
Final Draft October 2017, AMBS Reference: 16314 (DOC17/506444).

It is noted that the Archaeological Method Statements (AMS) are required under Condition E17 of
the CSSI Approval for the Sydney Metro Project and that the Final Archaeological Method
Statements must be prepared in consultation with the Heritage Council of NSW (or its delegate)
before commencement of archaeological excavation works. The Heritage Division of OEH also
understands that archaeological works have been approved by the Department of Planning &
Environment to take place as ‘low-impact’ early works ahead of construction works for the project.
Earlier project documents prepared as part of the assessment and incorporated into the Project
Approval included a Non-Aboriginal Impact Assessment (EIS Technical Paper 4, 2016) and Sydney
Metro Historical Archaeological Assessment and Research Design Report (AARD) prepared by
Artefact Heritage (2016).
The more recent AMS documents also note and partially address further Conditions of Approval:
E19 which requires an Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure and E20 which calls for preparation
of an Archaeological Relic Management Plan in consultation with Heritage Council of NSW, in the
event that unexpected State Significant ‘relics’ are found.

Chatswood Dive Site
For Chatswood the AARD report assessed there was a limited potential (low-moderate) for
archaeological remains of Local significance to be present and that such remains could be
addressed by a combination of strategies including testing, salvage and Unexpected Finds
procedures.
The AMBS AMS report (2017) has completed additional research and concluded that the
Chatswood Dive site has the potential to contain archaeological remains with good integrity and
moderate research potential. The archaeological resource associated with the Chatswood Dive
site, if present with good integrity, would have local significance.
Suitable research questions have been proposed and the proposed program would include Testing
and monitoring slab and overburden removal followed by open area salvage excavation if intact
remains are present. Day to day management would be undertaken by Secondary Excavation
Director, Kevin Hickson. A Clearance Certificate would be issued by the Historic Primary
Excavation Director (Jennie Lindbergh) for each site after investigations are completed at that
particular location.
The AMS for Chatswood Dive Site is considered generally appropriate, although it is noted that if
the Heritage Act 1977 applied to the archaeological work, the nominated Primary Excavation
Director would be expected to be present at the site and undertaking the work.
It is noted that Figure 2.2 of the AMS has incorrectly positioned the construction site/study area.
Crows Nest Station
For Crows Nest the AARD report assessed there was a nil to low potential for archaeological
remains of Local significance to be present. The AMS has completed additional historic research
and concluded that there is potential for intact archaeological relics and features, related to three
nineteenth century houses, which could provide an insight into early settlement of the local area.
Some relevant basic research questions have been proposed and the proposed program would
include Testing and monitoring slab and overburden removal followed by open area salvage
excavation if intact remains are present. Day to day management would be undertaken by
Secondary Excavation Director, Kevin Hickson. It is noted that if the Heritage Act 1977 applied to
the archaeological work, the nominated Primary Excavation Director would be expected to be
present at the site and undertaking the work. A Clearance Certificate would be issued by the
Historic Primary Excavation Director (Jennie Lindbergh) for each site after investigations are
completed at that particular location.
The AMS for Crows Nest Station is considered generally appropriate.
Victoria Cross (North and South Station Sites)
For Victoria Cross the AARD report assessed there was a low to little potential for archaeological
remains of Local significance to be present at the southern Station site. Recommended mitigation
was for monitoring, possible test/salvage and an Unexpected Finds procedure. The northern station
site was not assessed by the AARD as the site has been moved under a subsequent project
Modification approval. The AMS has completed additional historic research and noted that the
Victoria Cross north site is now a vacant allotment covered in demolition debris, and the southern
site is almost entirely occupied by buildings with underground car parks to a depth of 5m-6m, except
for the shop at 187 Miller Street. An 1892 Plan, shows three wells or cisterns within the project
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footprint, of which the bases may survive below the basements and may contain artefact bearing
deposits.
The archaeological resource within the Victoria Cross south site, if present with good integrity would
have low-moderate research potential. For the north site, there may be remains of outbuildings,
cesspits, and wells/cisterns associated with the 1869 villa ‘Kedron’. These have the potential to
make a contribution to an understanding of the development of a mid-twentieth-century villa in
North Sydney and would be of Local significance.
Some relevant basic research questions have been proposed and the proposed program would
include Testing and monitoring slab and overburden removal followed by open area salvage
excavation if intact remains are present (considered unlikely). Day to day management would be
undertaken by Secondary Excavation Director Kevin Hickson. It is noted that this is a departure
from usual practice because if the Heritage Act 1977 applied to the archaeological work, the
nominated Primary Excavation Director would be expected to be present at the site and undertaking
the work. A Clearance Certificate would be issued by the Historic Primary Excavation Director
(Jennie Lindbergh) for each site after investigations are completed at that particular location.
The AMS for Victoria Cross is considered generally appropriate.
Page 38 appears to be in error in referring to Kedron as a mid-twentieth century villa.
Marrickville Dive Site
For Marrickville, the AARD report did not include an assessment of significance for the Marrickville
Dive site. Other project documents - the Heritage Impact Assessment considered that the area had
low to moderate potential to contain an archaeological resource able to reach the local significance
threshold. The recommended management was to implement the Unexpected Heritage Finds
Procedure.
The AMS has completed additional historic research and concluded that there is potential for
reclamation fills that may contain industrial waste possibly including bricks or pottery works items
(wasters) and information concerning the pre-reclamation environment of the Gumbramorra
Swamp. Such evidence would be of Local significance.
Some relevant site-specific research questions have been proposed and the proposed program
would include an Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure with subsequent monitoring and sampling
of any significant deposits, if and when these are uncovered during works. Day to day management,
including monitoring of ground slab removals and excavation, would be undertaken by Secondary
Excavation Director, Kevin Hickson. A Clearance Certificate would be issued by the Historic
Primary Excavation Director (Jennie Lindbergh) for each site after investigations are completed at
that particular location.
The AMS for Marrickville Dive Site is considered generally appropriate, although it is again noted
that if the Heritage Act 1977 applied to the archaeological work, the nominated Primary Excavation
Director would be expected to be present at the site and undertaking the work.
Additional Comments
In reviewing the Conditions of Approval the Heritage Division has noted that Condition E17 requires
adherence to the AARD report as follows:
E17 The Archaeological Assessment Research Design Report (AARD) in the PIR must be implemented.
Final Archaeological Method Statements must be prepared in consultation with the Heritage Council
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of NSW (or its delegate) before commencement of archaeological excavation works. The final
methodology must:
(a) provide for the detailed analysis of any heritage items discovered during the investigations;
(b) include detailed site specific archaeological management and artefact management strategies;
(c) include cored soil samples for soil and pollen for the Pitt Street site within the Tank Stream Valley;
and
(d) provide for a sieving strategy.
It is noted that prior correspondence on the HHMP (emails dated 03 August 2017 and 11 October
2017) from the Heritage Division, OEH queried whether the AARD approved as part of the PIR for
the project requires amendment given the change in assessment and methodology for
archaeological works arising from completion of the AMS documents. It is still considered that DPE
needs to examine this issue in interpretation and management of the CoA for the SSI project.
It also appears that completion of additional research and revised assessment and findings through
the AMS documents may also have implications for other project consent Conditions. For example,
Condition E19 states the following:

E19 An Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure must be prepared:
(a) to manage unexpected heritage finds in accordance with any guidelines and standards
prepared by the Heritage Council of NSW or OEH; and
(b) by a suitably qualified and experienced heritage specialist.
The procedure must be included in the AARD and must be implemented for the life of the
project.
It is unclear to OEH what the interplay is between an AARD that predicted little or no archaeology
and the completed AMS documents which now predict an increased survival of archaeological
‘relics’. It is currently unclear how an ‘Unexpected Find’ would now be defined in the light of
Condition E19. Again, OEH recommends that the interpretation of this Condition of Approval should
be referred to DPE by the TSE Contractor.
If you have any questions arising from this letter, please contact Dr Siobhan Lavelle OAM, Senior
Team Leader, Archaeological Heritage at the Heritage Division, Office of Environment and Heritage
on telephone (02) 9873 8546 or by email: siobhan.lavelle@environment.nsw.gov.au.
Yours sincerely

15 November 2017
Dr Thomas Richards
Acting Manager, Conservation
Heritage Division
Office of Environment & Heritage
As Delegate of the Heritage Council of NSW

cc. Lisa Mitchell DPE; Jennie Lindbergh AMBS; Ron Turner, Sydney Metro
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HBI

Suite 2.06, Level 2
29-31 Solent Circuit
Baulkham Hills NSW 2153

Healthy Buildings International Pty Ltd
A.C.N. 003 270 693

A.B.N. 39 003 270 693

Mr Stuart Hodgson
Director
Program Sustainability Environment & Planning
Sydney Metro
Transport for NSW
PO Box K659
HAYMARKET NSW 1240

Tel: 61 (02) 9659 5433
e-mail: hbi@hbi.com.au
Web: www.hbi.com.au

28 November 2017

Ref: 170108 Final AMS

Dear Stuart
RE: ER Endorsement of Final Archaeological Method Statements for Victoria Cross
Station; Crows Nest Station; Marrickville Dive and Chatswood Dive - Sydney Metro
City & Southwest
Thank you for providing the following documents for Environmental Representative
(ER) review and endorsement:








Sydney Metro, City & Southwest Archaeological Method Statement for
Victoria Cross Station prepared by AMBS Ecology & Heritage for John Holland
CPB Ghella Joint Venture Final November 2017 (Version 3), AMBS Reference:
16314 (DOC17/506441)
Sydney Metro, City & Southwest Archaeological Method Statement for
Chatswood Dive prepared by AMBS Ecology & Heritage for John Holland CPB
Ghella Joint Venture Final November 2017, AMBS Reference: 16314
(DOC17/506441 Version 3))
Sydney Metro, City & Southwest Archaeological Method Statement for Crows
Nest Station Prepared by AMBS Ecology & Heritage for John Holland CPB
Ghella Joint Venture Final November 2017, AMBS Reference: 16314
(DOC17/506441 Version 3)
Sydney Metro, City & Southwest Archaeological Method Statement for
Marrickville Dive Site prepared by AMBS Ecology & Heritage for John Holland
CPB Ghella Joint Venture Final November 2017 (Version 2), AMBS Reference:
16314 (DOC17/506441 Version 3)

The documents are required by the Condition of Approval E17 of the Sydney Metro
City & Southwest project (SSI – 15_7400 January 9 2017).
Earlier versions of the documents have been reviewed by the Heritage Division of the
Office of Environment and Heritage who provided a letter dated 15 November
noting that the AMSs are “considered generally appropriate”. Some minor errors
were identified by OEH and changes to address OEH comments have been made in
the Final documents.

Leaders in Environmental Consulting
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Healthy Buildings International Pty Ltd

On the basis of the OEH letter, and following review of the documents, as an
approved ER for the Sydney Metro City &Southwest project, I consider the
referenced versions of the AMSs meets the requirements of Condition E17 and are
endorsed as required by Condition A24(d).
The Heritage Division letter (pages 3 and 4) notes some Additional Comments. This
endorsement is provided on the assumption that the comments from Heritage
Division are responded to by TSE and/or Sydney Metro with DPE.
Yours sincerely

Michael Woolley
Environmental Representative – Sydney Metro – City and South West

Leaders in Environmental Consulting
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