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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) 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 (EIS
Technical Paper 4) and Sydney Metro Historical Archaeological Assessment and Research Design
Report (AARD) both prepared by Artefact Heritage. Minister’s Condition of Approval (CoA) E17
refers to the pre-excavation reporting 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 new station site at Victoria Cross.

1.1

Victoria Cross Station

The two sites that comprise the Victoria Cross Station are on Miller Street, North Sydney within
the North Sydney Local Government Area (LGA), approximately 3.5km to the north of the Sydney
CBD. Victoria Cross north is at the corner of McLaren Street and Victoria Cross south is at the corner
of Berry Street (Figure 1.2).
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The shop at 187 Miller Street is listed on the heritage schedule of the North Sydney Local
Environmental Plan 2013, but is not identified as an archaeological site. 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) assessed the heritage significance of the potential
archaeological remains within the Victoria Cross south station site in accordance with four distinct
historical phases (2016b:97, 100-101):
•
•
•
•

Phase 1 (1788-1838) early exploration and land grants with land clearance, grazing
and other low intensity activities
Phase 2 (1838-1880s) initial residential subdivisions and occupation
Phase 3 (1880s-1932) early commercial development and use
Phase 4 (1932-present) post Sydney Harbour Bridge commercial development.

The Statement of Archaeological Significance contained in the AARD is:
Summary Statement of Significance
There is little potential for archaeological remains of the earliest phase of historical land use.
Potential archaeological evidence dating to Phase 2 and the study area’s mid-to-late
twentieth-century suburban development could have research potential, depending on the
nature and level of intactness of the surviving remains. There is nil-low potential for
archaeological remains from this phase to have survived within the study area, however, if
substantial intact remains were identified they may be of local significance. Substantial
archaeological remains may also be representative of the early development of St Leonards.
Potential archaeological evidence dating to Phase 3 would generally have low research
potential as remains from this phase are not rare and not likely to contain artefacts. Evidence
of substantial remains associated with the Victorian terraces may be of local significance, as
they are representative of the residential and commercial development of area during this
period.
Potential archaeological evidence dating to Phase 4 does not have research potential and
will not reach the threshold of local significance.
Table 1.1 Summary of archaeological significance (Artefact 2012b:102).
Site
Code

Phase

Potential

VC 2

3 (1880s – 1932)

Low

2 (1838 – 1880s)

Low

3 (1880s – 1932)

Low Moderate

VC 3

Archaeological resource
Truncated archaeological remains associated with
later twentieth-century development.
Possible underfloor deposits (if current building
dates to this phase).
Archaeological resources associated with the
continuous occupation of the current building and
its transition from residential to commercial use.
Potential for underfloor deposits and cistern.

Significance
Local
Local

Local

The Victoria Cross Station includes two shaft sites: north and south and subsequent to the
finalisation of the EIS the Victoria Cross north site has been relocated. As a consequence, the
current Victoria Cross north site was not addressed in the AARD. The Victoria Cross south site,
comprising VC1, VC2, VC3 and VC4, is identified in the AARD as having variable archaeological
potential:
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VC2: Low potential for locally significant remains c.1880s cistern and outhouse – Monitoring if
required.
VC3: Low-Moderate potential for locally significant remains of c.1880s structures, cisterns and
outhouses – Test/salvage.
VC1, VC4: Nil-Low potential for locally significant remains - Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure
(2016:105).

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.
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

AMBS Ecology & Heritage

3

Sydney Metro, City & Southwest Archaeological Method Statement for Victoria Cross Station

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.

The report has been prepared by Jennie Lindbergh, AMBS Director Historic Heritage. The author
acknowledges the assistance of Holly Winter, AMBS Research Assistant, particularly with additional
research and the preparation of Section 2 ‘Historic Context’. The authors acknowledge the
assistance of Fiona Simpson, Librarian, Stanton Library, North Sydney Heritage Centre.
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 Victoria Cross circled (Sydney Metro Transport for NSW).
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Figure 1.2 Footprint of the new Victoria Cross Station north and south sites.

AMBS Ecology & Heritage

6

Sydney Metro, City & Southwest Archaeological Method Statement for Victoria Cross Station

2 Historic Context
As noted above, Victoria Cross Station comprises two areas. Within the southern site are high-rise
buildings with basements, except for a shop at 187 Miller Street, identified in the AARD as within
VC3, which is the only site within the southern study area with potential for intact archaeological
remains. As such, discussion of the southern site focusses on this property.

2.1

Settlement on the North Shore

At the beginning of the twentieth-century, large and numerous land grants were provided to
convicts, free settlers, and soldiers in the areas surrounding the lower North Shore and in the
vicinity of the Victoria Cross north and south sites (Artefact 2016a:66). Samuel Lightfoot, a former
convict, is recorded as recipient of a land grant in 1794 (Colonial Secretary’s Papers n.d.). The rights
to Lightfoot’s land, a 30-acre lot located southeast of the study area, were transferred to Thomas
Muir less than a year later, and was named ‘Hunter’s Hill’ (The World’s News 1927:10; Watson
1913:5). In 1800, a soldier, Robert Ryan, purchased the land grant for this farm, consisting of 120
acres, along with the additional 90 acres of land granted for Ryan’s service to the Royal Marines
and New South Wales Corps (Colonial Secretary’s Papers n.d.; The Sunday Herald 1951:1). The land
was sold in 1806 to Robert Campbell, ‘Sydney’s first merchant’ (The Sunday Herald 1951:1). In the
same year, James Milson, a free settler after whom Milsons Point is named, was granted permissive
occupancy of the 120-acre portion of the land, allowing his business as a ship’s purveyor to
continue (Thorp 1999:8; Mann 1938:6). Milson erected a slab house, which later became known
as ‘Milk House’,and which was destroyed during a bush fire in 1826, along with the only existing
copy of the deed to the land (Thorp 1999:8). By 1826, Campbell and Milson were in dispute over
ownership of the land, having both lost their respective records of the promissory grant (Thorp
1999:8; Mann 1938:31).
In 1828, Government surveyor Sir Thomas Mitchell, was asked to provide a report on the land
dispute between Campbell and Milson, visiting the property in order to try resolve the issue
(Artefact 2016a:67; 2016b:88; Masson 2010). Concurrently, Mitchell identified land a few
kilometres north of Milson’s point, which he deemed suitable for a potential township (Figure 2.1).
The area had remained largely undeveloped and had not yet been included in any land grants
(Masson 2010). In the same year, the production of a plan for the proposed township was finalised
by Mitchell, including recommendations for subdivisions, streets, a park reserve, and a large road
that would head north of the colony and Broken Bay (Masson 2010). Although Mitchell’s original
plan was rejected, the area was resurveyed and the plan revised in 1836 as a response to increased
demand for land in the area (Masson 2010). The 1838 proposed plan included a basic layout of the
township, following a traditional 10-chain grid for the road structure of the town centre, with Miller
and Walker streets running north-south and Berry, Blue, Lavender and Mount Streets running eastwest (Masson 2010). The township of St Leonards (later North Sydney) was named by Mitchell,
probably after St Leonards near Hastings in Britain was formally gazetted, (Masson 2010).
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Figure 2.1 Map of North Shore and Sydney city of 1828, showing proposed plan of St Leonards indicated
by arrow (Source: State Library of New South Wales,
http://digital.sl.nsw.gov.au/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?embedded=true&toolbar=false&dps_pid=
IE3543312).

2.2

Development of the Township

The town of St Leonards was gazetted in 1838 (Figure 2.2). At this time three Sections comprising
48 half-acre Lots were offered for sale; however, sales were slow until the 1850s when the town
was extended with the sale of 35 Sections subdivided into smaller lots (Masson 2010). During the
1850s and 1860s the township of St Leonards underwent a period of expansion heralding a real
estate boom period, where allotments of various sizes subdivided and sold. The subdivision
allowed for the construction of terraces, cottages, villas and mansions (Masson 2010). The Borough
of St Leonards was gazetted in 1869, and utilities were installed (Masson 2010).
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Over the next 30 years the township expanded with an influx of professionals and labourers
(Masson 2010). A number of grand homes were built throughout the hills of North Sydney in and
around the area of St Leonards Reserve. The North Sydney medical fraternity established itself in
the vicinity of Miller Street between Berry and Ridge Streets, becoming known as the ‘Macquarie
Street on the North Shore’ (Masson 2010). The 1840s–1850s saw the establishment of a number
of educational institutions and churches in the area (Masson 2010). The name ‘North Sydney’ was
proposed by Alderman Clark for the newly consolidated borough formed in 1890 by an
amalgamation of the three local boroughs of East St Leonards, St Leonards and Victoria (Masson
2010).

Figure 2.2 Detail from Parish of Willoughby, County of Cumberland map published by W Meadows
Brownrigg c.1846, showing the township of St Leonards in red (Source: State Library of New South Wales,
http://digital.sl.nsw.gov.au/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?embedded=true&toolbar=false&dps_pid=
IE3779909).

2.3

Development of Section 3

Miller Street developed as one of the main streets of the civic and commercial centre by the 1880s
(Masson 2010). The Victoria Cross south site is within Section 3, to the south of Berry Street and
Victoria Cross north is in Section 10, on the corner of McLaren Street (Figure 2.3). However, an
1857 plan of the allotments within Section 3, bounded to the north by Berry Street and Mount
Street to the south, shows that initially the area was slow to develop (Figure 2.4). The allotments
in the south-eastern portion are occupied at this time, whereas the north-western portion, which
includes the Victoria Cross south site, remains undeveloped. The plan identifies the businesses
established along Miller Street by 1857, including a butcher, baker, and grocer on the east side
near the corner with Mount Street.
In 1886, the NSW Tramways Board constructed the cable tramway along Miller Street to the
Milsons Point ferry wharf, with a Terminus at the corner of Ridge Street (Figure 2.5 – Figure 2.7)
(Masson 2010; Thorpe 1983:3, 123). The tramway was extended along Falcon Street to Lane Cove
Road in 1893, at which time it also ran along Military Road to Spit Junction (Scobie 2015:5). The
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last tram ran in 1958 and the route of the tramway is marked by bus shelters. The tramway
facilitated travel, thus contributing opening up the area and the development of the town centre.
The increased settlement of the area during this time saw construction of public buildings, banks
and shops in the town centre, including the Post Office/Court House/Police Station complex,
School of Arts, and the Masonic Hall, the present day Central Hall (Figure 2.8) (Masson 2010).

Section 10
McLaren Street

Berry Street

Section 3

Figure 2.3 Parish map of Willoughby, dated to the 1860s. Miller Street is indicated in red (Source: National
Library of Australia, http://nla.gov.au/nla.obj-229997080).
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Figure 2.4 Plan of allotments in Section 3 of St Leonards, dated to 1857. The Victoria Cross south site
remains undeveloped (Source: National Library of Australia, http://nla.gov.au/nla.obj-229987895).
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Figure 2.5 Detail from 1890s Parish of Willoughby map showing the tramway and terminus at the corner
of Miller and Ridge Streets (circled; http://images.maps.nsw.gov.au/pixel.htm# 14074601.jp2).

Figure 2.6 Cable tram on Miller Street between Milsons Point and Ridge Street, dated 1898 (Source: North
Sydney Council Stanton Library, File: 000/000197).
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Figure 2.7 Crowds along Miller Street to celebrate the official opening of the cable tramway from Ridge
Street to Milsons Point, 22 May 1886 (Source: North Sydney Council Stanton Library, File: 002/002928).

Figure 2.8 View looking north along Miller Street, showing development of buildings in the town centre,
post-1886 (Source: North Sydney Council Stanton Library, File: 000/000802).
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2.3.1

187 Miller Street

An 1887 map of the Parish of Willoughby, indicates that by this time, Section 3 was being developed
(Figure 2.9). The owners of the land within Section 3, which includes 187 Miller Street, were H.W.
Parker (Lots 13 and 14) and J. Richards (Lot 15); however, the Lots remain undeveloped.
By the 1890s, the Section is becoming populated by rows of terrace housing, in groups of six, two
and three, interspersed with the occasional vacant allotment. The southernmost house in the
terrace row of six houses on the corner of Miller and Berry Streets is 187 Miller Street (Figure 2.10).
The 1892 Block Plan shows that Lots 14 and 15 are occupied, whereas the southern portion of Lot
13, which is within the study area, is entirely vacant. The terrace rows were no doubt designed
with a shopfront and living quarters to the rear and above, as indicated in the Rates and Valuation
Books and Sands Directory (Figure 2.11 and Figure 2.12).
In 1888, the Upper Nepean Scheme was completed and in the same year, a temporary pumping
station was established at Junction Street to supply water to the town. However by 1895, a trunk
main connected Potts Hill with a balance reservoir near Ryde Railway Station and on to the water
tanks on Mowbray Road at Chatswood, to supply Willoughby, North Sydney and Mosman, and the
pumping station was abandoned (Aird 1961:67-68). The North Sydney sewerage system was
constructed in 1891 and completed in 1898 and connected to the Northern Suburbs Ocean Outfall
Sewer (NSOOS; 1916-1933) when it was completed (Aird 1961:157). The 1892 Block Plan shows
that buildings were sewered and presumably water had been reticulated; however, there are three
buildings with a well or cistern indicated (Figure 2.10).
The Rates and Valuation Books for the Ward of Victoria record a Walter Edward Brasnett, draper,
as the owner of 187 Miller Street from 1891-1916. Between 1917-1919, the ownership changes
hands to Miss Ida Chrystal Gilder, which is then followed by a change in ownership to William
Penington Prentice between 1920-22 until 1939. The Sands Directory notes a number of different
tenants and businesses occupying this address until the 1930s. The first occupant of 187 Miller
Street appears to be a bootmaker R Hahn, indicated as occupying the shop from 1897–1900, but
noted in the Rates and Valuation Books as in residence from 1891, and James R Willings, a grocer,
is in residence 1895-96. The names change frequently over the years, from a venetian blind maker
FA Court (1901), to a confectioner Mrs M Wright (1902). From 1903-1915, TJ Cullen, a
photographer managing the Royal Studio, ocupied the place, followed by George A Daniel in 1916,
also at the Royal Studio. In 1918, the site is a motorcycle shop under the tenure of Benjamin Heath,
who can be seen outside the store front in Figure 2.13. An Edward Rudd lived in the building for
two years until 1921, then Herbert Beardsall, who sold hosiery until 1926. From 1927 until 1933,
the White Star Laundry occupied the building.

AMBS Ecology & Heritage

14

Sydney Metro, City & Southwest Archaeological Method Statement for Victoria Cross Station

Figure 2.9 Detail from map of St Leonards on the North Shore, Parish of Willoughby, 1887, with the Victoria
Cross north and south sites outlined (Source: National Library of Australia, http://nla.gov.au/nla.obj232482086).
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Figure 2.10 North Sydney Block Plan of 4 February 1892 (Sydney Water Board Maps Sheet 29). The
wells/cisterns are arrowed and 187 Miller Street is identified. The creek is also arrowed (Source: North
Sydney Council Stanton Library, File: /000029).

Figure 2.11 View of shops on either Miller Street or Walker Street, dated 1890 (Source: North Sydney
Council Stanton Library, File: 000/000230).
AMBS Ecology & Heritage
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187 Miller Street

Figure 2.12 View south along Miller Street from the Mount Street intersection, c. 1890, with 187 Miller
Street occupied by Edward Brasnett, draper (Source: North Sydney Council Stanton Library, File:
000/000169 and Mitchell Library, State Library of New South Wales).

Figure 2.13 Ben Heath outside his motorcycle shop at 187 Miller Street, dated ca. 1917 (Source: North
Sydney Council Stanton Library, File: 00379/00379304).

2.3.2

From the Inter-War Years to the Present Day

By the 1930s Section 10 had become much more densely occupied by terrace rows with retail and
domestic use (Figure 2.14). However, with the completion of the Sydney Harbour Bridge in 1932
and the onset of the Depression, commercial activity and development stalled with a decline in
economic prosperity, population levels, and reduced land prices (Masson 2010). A major impact of
the construction of the Sydney Harbour Bridge was its effect on the layout of North Sydney and
surrounding areas. This included the demolition of Junction Street entirely and the extension,
widening and renaming of Lane Cove Road to Pacific Highway, with this area forming the modernday Victoria Cross intersection (Masson 2010). A public competition was held by North Sydney
Council in 1939, which would name this area Victoria Cross.

AMBS Ecology & Heritage

17

Sydney Metro, City & Southwest Archaeological Method Statement for Victoria Cross Station

From 1939 to 1951, 187 Miller Street, was owned by the Citizens & Graziers Life Assurance Co Ltd,
after which it changed ownership to Mr Alexander Drummond, jeweller. The building remained in
the Drummond family ownership as a watchmaker and jewellery shop until 2017, when it was
acquired for the Sydney Metro project.
The post-WWII period saw radical changes to the North Sydney streetscape, with a building boom
initiated by low land prices (Figure 2.15)(Masson 2010). Large companies moved into the area,
constructing large office blocks with basement car parks, resulting in the loss of the late twentieth
century buildings (Figure 2.16). By the 1980s, the area had become an important business centre
with offices for NRMA, Ampol, Transfield and Philips (Masson 2010). The shop at 187 was the last
of the original Victorian terrace buildings to survive in Section 3.

187 Miller Street

Figure 2.14 1930s block plan, showing Miller Street site. Note that the Creek indicated on the 1892 Block
Plan has been diverted into a ‘Circular Sewer’ (arrowed) (Source: North Sydney Council Stanton Library).
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Figure 2.15 The terrace row on Miller Street from the corner of Berry Street in 1954. Compare with Figure
2.12 above. 187 Miller Street is arrowed (Source: North Sydney Council Stanton Library, File:
CT0/CT010016).

Figure 2.16 View north along Miller Street at Berry Street intersection in 1971, 187 Miller Street is
terrace house to the far right (Source: North Sydney Council Stanton Library, File: CT0\CT010027).

AMBS Ecology & Heritage

19

Sydney Metro, City & Southwest Archaeological Method Statement for Victoria Cross Station

2.4

Development of Section 10

The 1887 map shows the south-west part of Section 10 as occupied by Charles W Roemer, on Lot
1 and 16, and DN Joubert on Lots 2–5, of which Lots 1–3 are within the Victoria Cross north site
(see Figure 2.9 above). Part of Lot 1 became 50 McLaren Street, and Lots 2–5 became number 52.
2.4.1

52 McLaren Street

Lots 2–5 of Section 10 comprised a two-acre Lot purchased by banker, Charles Mark Palmer, in
1868 from William Tucker, a wine merchant and mayor, who was the original grantee of the land
(Brancker 1978:7). In 1869, Palmer built his house, ‘Kedron’, in the Victorian Rustic Gothic
architectural style (c. 1840 to c. 1890) (Figure 2.17 and Figure 2.18) (North Shore Historical Society
(NSHS) 1987:3; Broadbent and Hughes 1988:84, Apperly et.al. 1994: 90-93). The house was
described as a stone house of asymmetrical design with a steeply pitched shingled roof, carved
barge boards and bracketed pairs of verandah supports, supporting the dating of the building to
the late 1860s (NSHS 1987:5). A large garden surrounding the house was planted by Palmer which
included Australian natives and imported exotic trees and shrubs (Brancker 1978:7). Palmer’s land
increased to three acres when he bought Didier Numa Joubert’s land, which allowed for his
properties to extend along McLaren Street to the boundary of Charles Roemer’s land
(NSHS1987:5).
The 1892 Block Plan shows Kedron set back from McLaren and Walker Streets, angled north-west
and south-east to take advantage of views of the harbour from what would have been a high point
(Figure 2.19). A tennis court is indicated (TC) to the south of the house, and what is likely the main
entry to the property on McLaren Street. The Sands Directory identifies Charles Palmer and his
family as occupying the house continuously until 1917 when records for this land disappear from
the directory. Following the death of Charles Palmer in 1916, his wife, Wilhelma (or Wilhemina)
and their daughter Laura lived at Kedron until Wilhelma’s death in 1931 (NSHS1987:5). Palmer also
left a large portion of his land on Walker Street to his son William Harrington Palmer (NSHS1987:5).
In addition, the name, Mrs. Charles M. Palmer, appears next to her son at this address in 1917 as
does a John Guy Palmer, presumably another of her sons (Sands Directory 1917).
Following the 1930s Depression, redevelopment of the area particularly focussed on replacing
earlier structures, such as hotels, garages and public buildings, with Art Deco / Modernist buildings
(Figure 2.20 and Figure 2.21). Conversion of large Federation and Victorian houses into boarding
homes utilised enclosed verandas and balconies to create more space. Outbuildings and servant’s
quarters were modified, being renovated into flats (Masson 2010).
Kedron was sold sometime in the early 1930s by Laura Palmer to Dr Erasmus Bligh, who renamed
it ‘Cobham’, after the Bligh family property in Kent, England (Figure 2.22) (Brancker 1978:7). The
Sands Directory does not provide further information regarding Kedron/Cobham after 1916.
However, following the death of Dr Bligh in 1955, the family continued to live at Cobham until
1970, when it was purchased for redevelopment by MLC Assurance Co Ltd (NSHS1987:5). The
century-old building and the house, Clent at 50 McLaren Street, were demolished to make way for
the construction of the Georgian House Retirement Village and the office to the Northside Gardens
Motel (Figure 2.23 - Figure 2.25) (NSHS1987:5). The Motel had three-storeys surrounded by large
vacant areas to allow for future expansion. Efforts were made to preserve the numerous trees and
shrubs on the site, many of which had been planted by Charles Palmer. At some point since the
construction of Georgian House, signage outside the building indicates that Uniting Care Ageing
managed and owned the retirement home and its grounds.
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Figure 2.17 Drawing of Kedron (Source: North Shore Historical Society journal, Vol. 27, No. 3, 1987, p. 5).

Figure 2.18 View of Kedron, ca. 1880s (Source: North Sydney Council Stanton Library, File:000/000533).
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Main Entry?

Figure 2.19 Detail from the 1892 Block Plan, North Shore Municipality of St. Leonards (Sydney Water
Board Maps Sheet 30). Kedron is circled (Source: North Sydney Council Stanton Library, File: /000030).

Figure 2.20 1930s block plan, showing McLaren Street sites (Source: North Sydney Council Stanton
Library).
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Figure 2.21 1943 Aerial map of Victoria Cross north and south sites (Source: SIX Maps).

Figure 2.22 Cobham House, illustrating an article 100-Year-Old Home May Go to make way for multimillion dollar development (Source: The Daily Telegraph, July 17 1969, Page 9).
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Figure 2.23 Georgian House Retirement Village, booklet, dated 1970s (Source: North Sydney Council,
Stanton Library).

Figure 2.24 Location of Georgian House Retirement Village and description of building, booklet, dated
1970s (Source: North Sydney Council, Stanton Library).
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Figure 2.25 Georgian House Retirement Centre, dated c. 1982 (Source: North Sydney Council Stanton
Library, File: C07/C0755).

2.4.2

50 McLaren Street

The property at the corner of Miller and McLaren Streets, Lot 1 of Section 10 is later known as 50
McLaren Street. In 1840, Charles W Roemer had been granted two Lots of two roods each;
however, there is no other information regarding the land at this time and it is unknown whether
the land was developed (NSHS1987:3). Brancker states that Roemer was in partnership with
Francis Lord, the second son of the renowned entrepreneur Simeon Lord, and after whom the land
was later known (1978:6). An Auction Notice for the Lord’s Paddock subdivision of 1892, shows a
number of small Lots along Miller, Elliot, Ridge and Walker Streets, surrounding William Palmer’s
residence, Kedron (Figure 2.26). Roemer’s grant was purchased at the auction by John Charles
Manchee (Brancker 1978:6).
In 1895, Edward Albert Amphlett, a paymaster of the Royal Navy, purchases Lots 1 and 2 from
Manchee, and builds the two-storey brick and tile house named ‘Clent’ (Figure 2.27) (NSHS1987:4).
Clent stands to the west of Kedron on the 1892 Block Plan (see Figure 2.19 above). Following the
death of Edward Amphlett in 1896, his widow and her five sons and three daughters continued to
live in the house, though by the 1920s only Mrs Amphlett and two of her daughters remained in
the home (NSHS1987:4). At this time, the house was divided into two flats, with the upper storey
of the building called ‘Worchester’, which is reflected in the records of the Rates and Valuation
books. However, the footprint of the house appears to be largely unchanged, as indicated in the
1934 Sydney Water Surveyor’s Field Book (Figure 2.28).
In 1932, Mrs Amphlett diedy, and the house continued to be occupied by her daughters Isa and
Mergellina (known as Lina) until their deaths in 1948 and 1960 respectively (see Figure 2.27)
(NSHS1987:4). Following her death, Lina Amphlett’s executors sold Clent in 1963 to Inner City
Motels Ltd, with the title transferred in 1968 to MLC Assurance Co Ltd, at which time Clent was
demolished (NSHS1987:4).
The Georgian House Retirement Centre, encompassing 50 and 52 McLaren Street, continued to
operate until early 2016, when both lots were vacated and buildings demolished and the site
cleared.
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Figure 2.26 Auction Notice for the Lord's Paddock Estate subdivision, showing 'Kedron' and the Engine
House for the trams at the Terminus (Source: National Library of Australia, http://nla.gov.au/nla.obj230482352).

Figure 2.27 Lina and Isa Amphlett outside Clent, 50 McLaren Street, dated ca. 1920 (Source: North Sydney
Council Stanton Library, File: 001/001058).
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Figure 2.28 Sydney Water plan of Clent at 50 McLaren Street, dated 1934, showing outbuildings (Source:
Sydney Water, Field Book No. 2916: 9).
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3 Assessment of Archaeological Potential
3.1

Constructing Victoria Cross Station

The new Victoria Cross Station would be a single-span mined cavern, accommodating Up and Down
lines. This is the preferred configuration where the tunnel alignment is unrestricted by
underground constraints. The station entry and vertical transport will be offset from the station
platforms as two excavated shafts; one at the northern site and one at the southern site (Figure
3.1 and Figure 3.2) (Arcadis/RPS/Jacobs 2016:205). The dimensions of the shaft at Victoria Cross
north are 34.9m long x 25.3m wide and 42.8m deep. An L-shaped shaft is to be excavated at the
southern site, thus two shafts: one 99.4m long x 37m wide, the other 29.5m long x 25.1m wide,
and both 28m deep. To reduce the impact of noise, Acoustic Sheds will be erected over the shaft
locations, the foundations of which would be relatively shallow, penetrating to a depth of less than
1m (Figure 3.3).

Figure 3.1 Plan of the Victoria Cross north site showing the extent of associated works.
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Figure 3.2 Plan of the Victoria Cross south site showing the extent of associated works.

Figure 3.3 Elevation showing layout for the Victoria Cross south shaft and Acoustic Shed.
AMBS Ecology & Heritage
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3.2

Artefact Heritage Assessment of Archaeological Potential

The analysis of the archaeological potential within the footprint of the southern area of the Victoria
Cross Station site was included in the AARD prepared by Artefact Heritage for the EIS; however, as
noted above in Introduction 1, the original Victoria Cross north site has been relocated since the
finalisation of the AARD, and as such the current Victoria Cross north site was not addressed in the
AARD.
The assessment of archaeological potential does not address archaeological excavations within the
area, but rather refers back to the analysis included in discussions on the Crows Nest Station site
in Section 3.3.1 ‘Previous Archaeological Studies’ of the AARD (2016:75-76 and 97). The previous
archaeological studies are noted to be outside the immediate vicinity of the study area, with the
only archaeological excavation being the underfloors and yard areas at Greencliffe on the
waterfront at Kirribilli by Casey & Lowe in 1995, to the south of the study area. There is little
analysis of the archaeological results of this excavation in the AARD.
The archaeological potential of the Victoria Cross south site is summarised in Table 3.1 and
illustrated in Figure 4.15 of the AARD.
Table 3.1 Summary of archaeological potential (Artefact 2016b:99-100).
Site
Code
VC1

Phase
1
(1788 – 1838)
2
(1838 – 1880s)

3
(1880s – 1932)
4
(1932 –
Present)
VC 2

1
(1788 – 1838)

2
(1838 – 1880s)

3
(1880s – 1932)

4
(1932 –
Present)
VC3

1
(1788 – 1838)
2
(1838 – 1880s)
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Likely Archaeological Remains
Present basement car park likely removed all archaeological remains
of previous phases.
Present basement car park likely removed all archaeological remains
of previous phases.
Fill and artefact deposits within possible open sewer creek may be
present (only south-west corner of site).
Present basement car park likely removed all archaeological remains
of previous phases.
Fill and artefact deposits within open sewer creek may be present
(only south-west corner of site).
Previous large commercial building (present in 1943) demolished and
replaced with current office building and basement car park (opened
in 1980).
Evidence of informal camps such as postholes and artefact scatters.
Evidence of land clearing, woodcutting, tree boles and informal road
surfaces.
Evidence of informal use of land and undocumented occupation or
structures such as brick or stone building footings, postholes, isolated
artefact scatters, subdivision boundaries (fencing postholes),
informal camps, land clearing, tree boles, informal road surfaces,
drainage and kerbing.
Evidence of the residential and commercial development of the study
area including brick or stone building footings, yard surfaces and
occupation-related deposits. Likely impacted by later office
redevelopment.
Evidence of more formal road surfaces, drainage and kerbing.
Evidence of the open sewer creek culvert and high concentrations of
associated artefactual deposits.
Previous buildings appear to still be present until at least 1943, later
demolished and replaced with current office building.
Evidence of informal camps such as postholes and artefact scatters.
Evidence of land clearing, woodcutting, tree boles and informal road
surfaces.
Evidence of informal use of land and undocumented occupation or
structures such as postholes, isolated artefact scatters, subdivision
boundaries (fencing postholes), informal camps, land clearing, tree
boles, informal road surfaces, drainage and kerbing.

Potential
Nil

Nil – Low

Nil - Low

Nil

Nil – Low

Nil – Low

Low

Nil

Nil – Low

Nil – Low
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Site
Code

Phase
3
(1880s – 1932)

VC4

4
(1932 –
Present)
4
(1932 –
Present)

Likely Archaeological Remains

Potential

Victorian Style shopfront known to be present by 1892.
Building may contain underfloor deposits.
Remains of a former yard surface, or more formal road surfaces,
drainage and kerbing may be found outside of the building.

Low
Moderate

Retention of 19th century shopfront, with minor façade renovation
and conversion to retail premises.

Nil

Present office structure basement likely removed all archaeological
remains of previous phases.

Nil

–

Figure 3.4 Figure 4.15 of the AARD identifying the areas of archaeological potential and significance
(Artefact 2016b:104).
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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 new Victoria Cross
Station includes excavation of two shafts, one in the northern site and one in the southern site.
The excavations will remove any potential archaeological remains within these construction
footprints. The additional historical research demonstrates the extent of survival of physical
remains with an ability to provide information that may not be available from other sources, in
particular for the Victoria Cross north site. 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 new
station site.
3.3.1

Previous Archaeological Investigations

As well as the Casey & Lowe excavation at Greencliffe in 1995, Casey & Lowe undertook
excavations at Greythwaite, Milsons Point in 2014. In addition, Australian Museum Consulting (AM
Consulting) undertook excavations at 34-40 Union Street, McMahon’s Point in 2015. The results of
each of these excavations contributes to an understanding of the archaeological potential at the
two Victoria Cross sites.
Greencliffe
Greencliffe was built in the 1860s and was therefore contemporary with Kedron, with which it
shares the architectural features of the Victorian Rustic Gothic style (c. 1840 to c. 1890; Apperly
et.al. 1994: 90-93) (Figure 3.5). Excavations, as noted by Artefact, concentrated on the underfloor
deposits, with variable results. Although few artefacts were recovered, the spatial distribution of
artefacts from one room that was gridded and sieved provided some information about activity
areas. This was Room 10, which was associated with the 1870s extension of the house (Casey &
Lowe 1995:14-17).
Little physical evidence was extant to indicate the presence of buildings or activities in the yard to
the west of the house (1995:24-26).

Figure 3.5 View of Greencliffe in c.1864 taken by R Hunt. Compare with Figure 2.17 above (Stanton Library,
PF 912/2; original in Macleay Museum, University of Sydney; Casey & Lowe Figure 10).
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Graythwaite, Shore School, North Sydney
Graythwaite house (SHR 201), located on William Street just to the north of the Victorian Cross
Station sites, was the second house built on the site, following the demolition of ‘Euroka’ (1833c.1875-76). A new house was built in 1875-76 ‘Graythwaite’ for the Dibbs brothers, one of whom
was Premier of NSW three times (Casey & Lowe 2011).
Until the construction of 'Euroka' in 1833 there was no known historic occupation of this property.
Four main phases of use of the site have been identified, these are:
Phases 1: 1833 to c.1860 - Initial house construction and occupation of 'Euroka'
Phases 2: 1860s to c.1875-76 - Additions to 'Euroka' (Figure 3.6)
Phases 3: c.1875-76 to 1915 - Building and occupation of Graythwaite
Phases 4: 1916 to 1990s - Convalescent Hospital and Returned Soldiers Home.
The following archaeological evidence was found at the site during services upgrading and
additions to the current buildings and landscaping as part of a change of use:
Interior of the house and stables, beneath existing floors
Sandstone flagging was found in the old stables building, representing the original floor. There was
evidence of the original flagged flooring in the kitchen, with flag stones that were measured
420mm x 260mm x 190mm. No evidence of structures associated with the original Euroka building
were identified during this program of works.
Southern slope
A large bottle dump was encountered during services excavations on the southern slope (Figure
3.7). The bottles displaced during trenching were recovered and stored for cataloguing and display.
Coach house cistern
A beehive cistern was found 1m south of the coach house during service installation (Figure 3.7).
The cistern was partially exposed and recorded in order to determine its extent and degree of
intactness. This cistern was probably built to store water for use in the coach house. The cistern
was retained in situ.
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Figure 3.6 Euroka Cottage built by Thomas Walker in 1833 is the original single-storey house in the
foreground, facing south towards the harbour, with the two-storey1860s western addition in the
background (Source: Stanton Library Image 2796).

Figure 3.7 Excavation of a service trench which exposed bottles from the dump associated with the longterm occupation of the site(left). Large beehive cistern was found adjacent to the Graythwaite stables
(right) (Source: Casey & Lowe).

34-40 Union Street
The two semi-detached pairs of houses at 34-40 Union Street, to the south-west of Graythwaite,
were constructed in the 1850s (Figure 3.8). The land slopes away to the south and was quarried
such that a rock-cut terrace accommodated the houses, which meant that the houses suffered
from damp and water damage. The underfloor deposits had been removed during renovation
works, assumed during excavations to be in response to the particularly damp interiors in an effort
to improve underfloor ventilation (AM Consulting 2015a:19-20).
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The rear of each pair of houses had a paved courtyard with a shared rock-cut well (Figure 3.9). The
two wells had been adapted to cisterns, perhaps during the Great Drought of 1895–1903, to
capture rain water from the roof, which was evident in the cutting of channels in the bedrock
leading to the houses and the downpipes from the roof gutters. Although not a requirement of the
Excavation Permit, the location, condition and historic interest of the two wells was such that the
final landscape design was adapted to accommodate the two wells, which was a positive heritage
outcome of the historical archaeological excavations of the houses.
In addition to the wells, a double cesspit, stables a possible laundry with associated dish drain and
other partial structural remains were recovered (Figure 3.10) (AM Consulting 2015a:25ff). These
features had been disturbed, particularly by the late twentieth century construction of a large
house within the property boundary to the east of 40 Union Street; however, they had sufficient
integrity to provide information regarding their construction, scale and later adaptations.

Figure 3.8 Panorama of Sydney Harbour showing Balls Head Bay and Gore Cove from tower of Holtermann
mansion. showing the layout of the rear yards of the two pairs of semi-detached houses (slnsw a2825356;
AM Consulting 2015a:74, Figure 5.1).

Cistern

Figure 3.9 Pla of the rear courtyard of the houses at 34 and 36 Union Street and of the houses at 38 and
40 (AM Consulting 2015a:25, Figure 3.14 and page 30, Figure 3.20).
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Figure 3.10 The laundry and cesspit from the yard of 34 Union Street (AM Consulting 2015a:37, Figure 3.30
and page 40, Figure 3.33).

3.4

Integrity & Research Potential of the Resource

As noted above, the Victoria Cross north site is now a vacant allotment covered in demolition
debris, whereas 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 (Figure 3.11). However, as
indicated on the 1892 Block Plan, there are three wells or cisterns within the project footprint, of
which the bases may survive below the basements. Wells and cisterns often served as repositories
for household rubbish when they went out of use and as such can be a rich information resource
into everyday activities.

RL63.5
0

RL60.1
0

RL54.4
5

Figure 3.11 Basement plan for the Victoria Cross south site (JHCPBGJV).

3.4.1

Victoria Cross South: 187 Miller Street

As the only building to survive the post-WWII development boom years, the shop at 187 Miller
Street appears to be relatively intact (Figure 3.12). The building is within the footprint of the
location identified by Artefact as VC3, which is, as identified above, the only building without a
basement. Although the building has not been inspected, it is likely to have been built with tongueand-groove flooring, which would likely preclude underfloor occupation deposits. While it is
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generally rare that housing constructed after c.1870 has occupation material beneath floors
following the introduction of tongue-and-groove floor boards, this is not always the case. As
demonstrated by archaeological excavations of a terrace row of three houses at 20–24 Ultimo
Road, Ultimo, a late construction does not always preclude underfloor occupation deposits. The
terrace row had been built in 1874, by which time underfloor deposits should not have been
present; however, a surprising quantity of artefacts were recovered, particularly from the back
rooms where discrete activity areas across the rooms could be identified (AM Consulting
2015b:67). However, a photograph of an upstairs bedroom, indicates that the flooring at 187 Miller
Street may in fact have been of butted boards, which would indicate potential for underfloor
deposits (Figure 3.13).
Similarly, the rear yards of 187 Miller Street may not have been substantially disturbed until the
current demolition program, which would indicate that features such as outbuildings or a cesspit,
may also be intact (Figure 3.14). The contents of a cesspit would be of interest and may make a
contribution to an understanding of the development of the local area and the domestic and
mercantile activities within the building.
There is therefore, potential for surviving archaeological remains with good integrity to be present;
however, the contribution that this resource might make to substantial questions regarding the
early settlement patterns of North Sydney would be minor. Artefact notes against Significance
Criterion E, that there have been few excavations of 1890s terraces of the North Shore; though
there is no supporting discussion (Artefact 2016b: 100-101). Although this is true, it does not
necessarily accord the usually limited archaeological resource associated with 1890s terraces with
particular research potential (see for example Heritage Branch 2009:14).
In addition, the AARD refers to an open sewer creek within VC1 and VC2 (see Table 3.1 above). As
indicated in the 1892 and 1930s Block Plans for the southern site, the creek in the south-western
corner of the site is diverted into a circular sewer by the 1930s; a brick oviform sewer, which will
be avoided during excavation of the southern shaft and associated works. It is worth noting that it
is unlikely that original soils or early artefacts would have survived the diversion and construction
of basements in this area. However, it is possible that there is surviving evidence of the three
wells/cisterns beneath the basements, which if present with reasonable integrity would have the
potential to contain artefacts that may provide an insight into the early urban development of the
local area and its local residents. Such evidence would have moderate research potential.
The archaeological resource within the Victoria Cross south site, if present with good integrity
would have low-moderate research potential.
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Figure 3.12 187 Miller Street after closure of the shop surrounded by high-rise buildings in August 2017
(AMBS).

Figure 3.13 Detail of photograph of upstairs Bedroom 1 at 187 Miller Street. The loose timber boards are
not tongue-and-groove, but this may be a repair that does not reflect the general flooring in the building
(GML Heritage Salvage Report 2017).
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Figure 3.14 View of the exposed topsoil and debris of the rear yard at 187 Miller Street (Foster Walker).

3.4.2

Victoria Cross north: Clent & Kedron

Since the demolition of the Georgian House Retirement Centre in 2016, the Victoria Cross north
site has remained vacant accumulating rubbish (Figure 3.15).
The potential for archaeological deposits or features to be present within the footprint of 50
McLaren Street is uncertain. However, the late date of construction of Clent would indicate that
there is little potential for archaeological remains to be present with an ability to contribute to an
understanding of the development of the local area that is not available from other sources. By the
time Clent was built, the local area had been sewered and water had been generally reticulated.
The vacant land to the east of Clent, associated with Kedron, has the potential for archaeological
features and deposits, perhaps similar to those exposed during the Union Street excavations. If
such archaeological remains are present with good integrity, they would have the potential to
provide an insight into the development of a mid-nineteenth century villa in the area, the families
living in the house and their daily activities. Personal items associated with the early urban
development of the North Sydney area have the potential to contribute to an understanding of the
domestic practices which could be evaluated and compared with artefact assemblages from similar
early urban sites. Investigations within the area identified as the main entry to Kedron would be of
interest; however, the presence of a group of mature trees, which are to be protected at that
location, means that there will not be an opportunity to investigate this area.
The lack of detailed information and plans, indicating the presence of outhouses, cesspits,
wells/cisterns associated with Kedron means that, if present, such physical remains would
contribute to an understanding of the layout and form of a mid-nineteenth century property that
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is not available from other sources. As such, the archaeological resource, if present with good
integrity would contribute to substantive research questions regarding early settlement patterns
and as such would have moderate research potential (Figure 3.16).

Figure 3.15 View north into 50 McLaren Street in August 2017 (left) (Source: AMBS). View north into 52
McLaren Street in August 2017 (right (Source: AMBS).
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Figure 3.16 Detail of the 1892 North Sydney Block plan with the areas of moderate archaeological
sensitivity shaded blue; the potential location of outbuildings associated with Kedron and 187 Miller
Street.
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4 Assessment of Archaeological Significance
4.1

AMBS Updated Assessment of Archaeological Significance

The AARD has identified that VC3, within the Victoria Cross south site, has local significance if the
shop pre-dates the 1890s, arising from the potential for intact underfloor deposits and a transition
from residential to commercial use. As noted in Section 3.4.1 above, the archaeological remains
associated with the shop are unlikely to make a substantial contribution to an understanding of
the development of the local area or of the shop in particular.
Additional research undertaken by AMBS demonstrates that the Victoria Cross south site
comprises an area of basement car parks which will have destroyed all potential archaeology with
the possible exception of well/cistern bases and the shop at 187 Miller Street.
The Victoria Cross north site has not been previously assessed, and the following assesses the
significance of the potential archaeological resource against the State Heritage Register criteria.
Criterion (a) an item is important in the course, or pattern, of NSW’s cultural or natural history (or
the local area);
If present with good integrity, the archaeological remains associated with Kedron would provide
information regarding the early urban development of the North Sydney area. The archaeological
evidence would provide information regarding the outbuildings associated with a North Sydney
mid-nineteenth century villa and responses to the local environment prior to the provision of water
and waste disposal services.

The archaeological resource associated with the Kedron outbuildings has the potential to
demonstrate the past and 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);
There is no evidence to indicate that the archaeological resource within the footprint of the
Victoria Cross northern and southern sites has an association with historically important
individuals, events or groups.

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);
If present with good integrity, physical evidence of outbuildings associated with Kedron would
have the potential to demonstrate particular aspects of domestic life of a North Sydney midnineteenth century villa and would have local significance.

It is unlikely that archaeological remains associated with 187 Miller Street would have a high
degree of creative of 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.
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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 Victoria Cross southern
site has low research potential and would make a minor contribution to an understanding of the
development of a surviving late twentieth century shop. However, if present with good integrity,
surviving evidence of wells/cisterns with associated artefacts within the Victoria Cross south site
would have the potential to provide information regarding the early urban development of the
local area and its residents and would have moderate research potential.

The archaeological resource that may be present within the footprint of the Victoria Cross northern
site has moderate research potential. If present with good integrity, the resource has the potential
to make a contribution to an understanding of the development of a mid-nineteenth century villa
in North Sydney. The archaeological remains may make a contribution to an understanding of
distribution patterns and assemblages of artefacts, which includes the contents of cesspits and
possibly wells/cisterns which could provide information regarding diet and the artefacts of
everyday life. Personal items associated with the early urban development of the North Sydney
area have the potential to contribute to an understanding of the domestic practices which could
be evaluated and compared with artefact assemblages from similar early urban sites.
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).
The archaeology of 187 Miller Street site is not considered to be rare or endangered. If substantial
remains survive they may be found to be representative of the development of the local area.
If present with good integrity, physical remains of outbuildings associated with Kedron would be
representative, but not rare examples of similar assemblages, such as those exposed associated with
the 34-40 Union Street houses. The physical remains would not however, prove to be a rare occurrence
of such remains.

The archaeology of the Victoria Cross northern and southern sites would have local significance.

4.2

Statement of Archaeological Significance

The archaeological resource associated with the Victoria Cross south site of 187 Miller Street, if
present would have low research potential and would be unlikely to make a substantive
contribution to important research questions.
The remains of wells/cisterns within the southern site have the potential to provide information
regarding the later-twentieth century urban development and provision of services to the local
area.
Physical evidence of outbuildings, cesspits, wells/cisterns associated with Kedron have the
potential to make a contribution to an understanding of the development of a mid-nineteenth
century villa in North Sydney. The archaeological remains may make a contribution to an
understanding of distribution patterns and assemblages of artefacts which could provide
information regarding diet and the artefacts of everyday life. Personal items associated with the
early urban development of the North Sydney area have the potential to contribute to an
understanding of the domestic practices which could be evaluated and compared with artefact
assemblages from similar early urban sites.
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The potential archaeological resource associated with the Victoria Cross northern and southern
sites 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
archaeological resource within the project footprint, if present with good integrity, have moderatehigh 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.

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, developed
by AMBS, would form the foundation of the archaeological investigations within the footprint of
the two Victoria Cross shaft sites. These will be developed into an Archaeological Research
Framework to inform all historical archaeological projects being undertaken within the Sydney
Metro tunnelling projects by AMBS and Casey & Lowe Pty Ltd, which will be updated as the project
progresses. This assists with ensuring that the Sydney Metro archaeological program has
substantive research outcomes. Relevant research question to this site are:
Landscape & Environmental Archaeology
•

Is there surviving evidence of the early local environment, such as early soils and fossil
pollens? Is there surviving evidence of early land-use practices? and what can this evidence
tell us the modification of the original landscape after European settlement.

Residential Housing, Commercial Premises and Material Culture
•

What can the construction techniques, size and layout of structural remains tell us
regarding areas of activity and use? What insights are provided in the locations and
associations of out-buildings, cesspits and other features?

•

Are there intact domestic deposits and what can these tell us about settlement patterns,
the survival mechanisms of a mid-nineteenth century urban community and the availability
of goods beyond the urban centres? What are the patterns of subsistence and self-reliance
and how do they inform us about this environment and their adaptation to it?

•

What can the contents of underfloors, wells, rubbish and/or cesspits tell us about the daily
lives and domestic practices of this relatively isolated mid-nineteenth century community,
which could be evaluated and compared with artefact assemblages from similar sites
within primary urban environments, that may not be available from other sources?

•

What can the artefacts tell us about the minutiae of everyday life for the people working
and living within this early urban environment?

The above questions should allow for responding to larger research themes relating to:
consumerism, material culture, urbanisation, and personal and social identity. The questions will
inform the procedure for recording the archaeological resource uncovered during excavation, the
recovery and storage of artefacts and provide a framework for the excavation. In addition, new
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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.

5.2 Archaeological Management
The day-to-day management of the archaeological excavations of the northern and southern sites
will be undertaken by Secondary Excavation Director, Kevin Hickson. Primary Excavation Director,
Jennie Lindbergh, will attend the site on a regular basis to consult with the Secondary Excavation
Director, and to provide advice regarding the strategy for the archaeological resource. In particular,
if intact state significant features or deposits associated with Kedron are exposed, the Primary ED,
Jennie Lindbergh, would attend the site to ensure that these are managed appropriately.
The archaeological investigations program will comprise:
•

Testing and monitoring slab and overburden removal to determine the extent, integrity
and potential significance of the underlying archaeology (Section 5.2.2).

•

If archaeological remains are present with good integrity open area salvage excavation
would proceed (Section 5.2.3).

The significance and research potential of the archaeological resource associated with the Victoria
Cross north site has been identified as having moderate research potential and local significance
and will be excavated using a mixture of mechanical and manual techniques (see Figure 3.16
above).
The following methodology addresses all potential instances where archaeological investigations
will be required within this site.
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) and presented
by the Secondary Excavation Director (ED). The induction/toolbox will include an illustrated easy
to understand hard copy, which will include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Understanding the heritage significance of the anticipated archaeological resource.
Repercussions of any breaches to the approved archaeological strategy.
Understanding the unexpected finds procedures.
The nature of the archaeological resource.
Maps showing location of anticipated archaeological features.
Photographs of the types of anticipated archaeological features.

Additional toolbox meetings will be given each day, 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 Testing & Monitoring

Archaeological monitoring will be undertaken at the northern and southern sites by the Secondary
ED to verify the presence of archaeological remains with good integrity and significance. This will
be confined to the footprint of the shop at 187 Miller Street and all of the Victoria Cross north site
during excavation for the shaft and any areas where there are ground-breaking activities.
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If there are no underlying archaeological relics, features of deposits in either of the two 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. However, there
is some potential that unexpected relics may be exposed during site works, which will be addressed
by the Primary ED (see Section 5.3 below).
Although not anticipated, where a significant archaeological resource with good integrity are
exposed, particularly associated with Kedron, open area excavation will proceed following removal
of the overburden and once the area has been made safe.
5.2.3

Open Area Salvage Excavation

Open area excavation will proceed where intact archaeological remains with good integrity have
been exposed. Excavations will be directed by the Secondary ED, Kevin Hickson, in consultation
with the Primary ED, Jennie Lindbergh. Kevin will manage a team of six to ten (6–10) archaeologists.
Excavation will be in accordance with the following methodology to ensure that all significant
archaeological relics, features and deposits are appropriately managed and recorded:
•
•

•

•
•
•
•

Establish a site datum and lay out a grid, relevant to the size of the site; 10m, 20m or 50m,
across the site in order to record the levels of extant deposits, features and relics
Significant features will be recorded in detail and excavated manually under the
supervision of the excavation director:
- All underfloor areas will be excavated within a 500mm grid, using 50mm spits, and
wet sieved;
- Cesspits and rubbish pits will be excavated along tip lines (if identifiable);
All significant archaeological deposits, features and relics that are exposed during the
excavations will be recorded in accordance with heritage best practice standards.
Recording will include:
- Cleaning features to facilitate photographic recording;
- Scale plans;
- Elevations of features, if relevant;
- Digital photographs (in JPG and RAW format); and
- Photogrammetry
- Site survey; and
- Detailed description of the feature, deposit or relic to ensure that a clear and
comprehensive record of the archaeological resource of the site is preserved for
the future.
Sequential numbering of features and deposits to facilitate preparation of a Harris Matrix
and artefact labelling.
Preparation and development of a Harris matrix, to show stratigraphic relationships
between all recorded archaeological features and deposits.
All information regarding the location, dimensions and characteristics of all recorded
archaeological features and deposits will be recorded on pro-forma context sheets.
Collection of all significant artefacts for analysis, except from non-significant unstratified
fill. Samples of bricks and mortar will be collected from each structure, as relevant.

Soil samples will be taken for all topsoil and other relevant deposits for analysis by a palynologist.
The results of the analysis should provide an insight into the food growing practices and diet,
farming and vegetable crops, and the indigenous flora of the locality.
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
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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.
A Clearance Certificate will be issued by the Historic Excavation Director for each site requiring
archaeological testing or excavation and recording after investigations are completed at that
particular location.
At completion of the archaeological investigation program a report will be prepared detailing the
results of the fieldwork and post-excavation analysis. The report will be prepared in accordance
with current heritage best practice and the requirements of a standard excavation permit.

5.3 Unexpected Heritage Finds
As identified in this report, there is some potential that the bases of three wells or cisterns may be
exposed beneath the basements in the southern site. If present, work will cease within the
immediate environment of the well/cistern and the Primary ED, Jennie Lindbergh will attend the
site to determine its integrity and significance and to determine the appropriate management,
which may include, detailed recording and salvage of the contents for analysis. If present with
reasonable integrity these wells/cisterns and their contents would have local archaeological
significance.
If of heritage significance, the Secretary and the Heritage Council will be informed, in accordance
with Section 146 of the Heritage Act 1977. The Excavation Director will provide written
confirmation of the relic’s significance and management and work will proceed.
Identification of the wells/cisterns, if present will likely be as a circular rock-cut or brick-lined
depression with a soft earth fill within the surrounding clay/bedrock (Figure 5.1). Artefacts may be
present within the fill and perhaps scattered within its vicinity.
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.

Figure 5.1 Exposed remnant brick-lined cistern (AMBS 2016).
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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 (Figure 5.2).
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.

Should unexpected 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 may include manual excavation to determine the
full extent of the find and recorded in accordance with the methodology identified in Section 5.2.3
above.
The Primary ED will provide the Heritage Council and the Secretary, with a brief summary of the
investigations on completion 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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Figure 5.2 Evidence of land clearance in the form of burning-off of trees. The burnt pattern of the roots
was below an early nineteenth-century public house, over which terrace housing had been built in the
1860s (AM Consulting 2015c:25, Figure 3.5).
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Appendix A
Rates & Valuations Assessments for:
187 Miller Street, North Sydney
50 McLaren Street, North Sydney

AMBS Ecology & Heritage

53

Sydney Metro, City & Southwest Archaeological Method Statement for Victoria Cross Station

Table A.1 Rates & Valuations for 187 Miller Street, North Sydney
Year

Assessment
Number

Previous years’
Assessment
Number

Owner/Occupation

Occupant /lessee

Description
Property

of

&

1966

1149

Drummond, Mr Alexander

Shop
Residence

1957

1239

Drummond, Mr Alexander

Shop
Residence

&

1951

1243

Drummond, Mr Alexander

Shop
Residence

&

1942

1247

Citizens & Graziers
Assurance Co Ltd

Life

Shop
Residence

&

1939

1232

Citizens & Graziers
Assurance Co Ltd

Life

Shop
Residence

&

1933

1189

Prentice, William Penington

Shop
Residence

&

1930-32

1288

Prentice, William Penington

Shop
Residence

&

1925-27

902

Prentice, William Penington,
Frenchs Rd Willoughby

1922-24

929

1920-22

1175

1917-19

1177

Draper,
Chrystal

1914-16

1163

Brasnett, Walter Edward
(Draper)
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1177

Prentice, William Penington,
Frenchs Rd Willoughby
Gilder, Miss Ida Chrystal
(home duties)
Prentice, William (Frenchs
Rd)
Gilda,

Ms

Rudd, Edward
(shopkeeper)

Ida
Cullen, Thomas
(photographer)

Estate, Sec., Lot
Lot A, Sec 3
13’9 x 36’2
14’7 136’

UCV, ICV, Annual
Value £
11200;
1655

Remarks/
Comments

17000;

Sec 3 Pt 14
13’9 x 36’2
14’7 136’

3250; 4000; 200

13’10 x 132’

830; 850; 70

13’10 x 132’

420; 800; 700

13’10 x 132’

420; 800; 70

13’10 x 132’

420; 975; 88

14’2 x 95’
Sec 3 Pt 14

495; 1050; 94

Shop

Estate Parker
Sec3 Pt 14

635; 1475; 117

Building

Estate Parker
Sec3 Pt 14

565; 1275; 117

Shop & House

Parker Est
Sec 3 Pt 14

500; 1100; 84

Shop & House

500; 900; 78

Shop & House

500; 900; 87
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Year

Assessment
Number

1909-11

Previous years’
Assessment
Number

Owner/Occupation

Occupant /lessee

Description
Property

1118

Brasnett, Walter Edward
(Draper)

Cullen, Thomas
(photographer)

Shop & House

412; 800; 76

1908-10

1105

Brasnett, Walter Edward
(Draper)

Cullen, Thomas
(photographer)

Shop & House

412; 800; 82

1905-6

1061

1036

Brasnett, Walter Edward
(Draper)

Cullen, Thomas
(photographer)

Shop & House
2/6

AV 78

1904-5

1036

1025

Brasnett, Walter Edward
(Draper)

Cullen, Thomas
(photographer)

Shop & House
2/6

AV 78

1903-4

1025

1000

Brasnett, Walter Edward
(Draper)

Cullen, Thomas
(photographer)

Shop & House
2/6

AV 78

1902-3

1000

Brasnett, Walter Edward
(Draper)

Wright, Mrs Mary Ann

Shop & House
2/6

AV 71
VAC 64

1901-2

996

Brasnett, Walter Edward
(Draper)

Rodd, Miss Ellen

Shop & House
2/6

AV 58
VAC 52

1900-1

968

Brasnett, Walter Edward
(Draper)

Court,
Augustus

Shop & House
2/7

AV 58
VAC 52

1898-9

960

Brasnett, Walter Edward
(Draper)

Hahn, Raymond

Shop & House
2/5

AV 58
VAC 52

1896-7

954

Brasnett, Walter Edward
(Draper)

Hahn, Raymond

Shop & House
Brick, Stone 2/5

AV 58
VAC 52

1897-8

966

Brasnett, Walter Edward
(Draper)

Hahn, Raymond

Shop & House
Brick, Stone 2/5

AV 58
VAC 52

1895-6

960

Brasnett, Walter Edward
(Draper)

Hahn, Raymond

Shop & House
Brick, Stone 2/5

AV 52
VAC 46

1893-04

956

Brasnett, Walter Edward
(Draper)

Hahn, Raymond

Shop & House
Brick, Stone 2/5

AV 52
VAC 46

1892-93

948

Brasnett, Walter Edward
(Draper)

McDonald, James

Shop

AV 52
VAC 46

1891-92

947

Brasnett, Walter Edward
(Draper)

Hahn, Raymond

Shop, House
Brick, Iron 2/5

VAC = 46

AMBS Ecology & Heritage

965

Frederick

of

Estate, Sec., Lot

UCV, ICV, Annual
Value £

Remarks/
Comments

On bal
TJ Cullen
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Table A.2 Rates & Valuations for 50 McLaren Street, North Sydney
Previous years’
Assessment
Number

Year

Assessment
Number

1925-1927

958

Amphlett, Mrs Mary

Amphlett,
Mary

1922-1924

892

Amphlett, Mrs
(Home duties)

1920-1922

313

1917-1919

Owner/Occupation

Occupant /lessee

Mrs

Description
Property

of

Estate, Sec., Lot

UCV, ICV, Annual
Value £

Two flats

Lords, Cor. ½

1700, 3250, 280

ʺ

Building

ʺ

1700, 3250, 280

ʺ

ʺ

House

ʺ

1005, 1900, 70

309

ʺ

ʺ

ʺ

ʺ

1005, 1800, 70

1914-1916

295

ʺ

ʺ

ʺ

ʺ

1005, 1800, 70

1911-1913

288

ʺ

ʺ

ʺ

ʺ

1005, 1800, 60

1908-1910

288

ʺ

ʺ

ʺ

ʺ

1005, 1800, 267

1907-1908

280

ʺ

ʺ

ʺ

AV = £75

1906-1907

279

ʺ

ʺ

ʺ

AV = £75

1905-1906

271

ʺ

ʺ

ʺ

AV = £75

1904-1905

268

ʺ

ʺ

ʺ

AV = £75

1903-1904

249

ʺ

ʺ

ʺ

AV = £75

1901-1902

236

ʺ

ʺ

ʺ

AV = £75

AMBS Ecology & Heritage

309

249

227

Mary

Remarks/
Comments

“Worcester”
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Year

Assessment
Number

Previous years’
Assessment
Number

Owner/Occupation

1900-1901

227

238

Amphlett, Mrs Mary

1898-1899

No entry

AMBS Ecology & Heritage

Occupant /lessee

Amphlett,
Mary

Mrs

Description
Property

House

of

Estate, Sec., Lot

UCV, ICV, Annual
Value £

Remarks/
Comments

AV = £75
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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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